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MINUTES 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

COLUMBIA CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

701 EAST BROADWAY, COLUMBIA, MO 
 

AUGUST 24, 2023 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT      COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
 
Ms. Sharon Geuea Jones     Ms. Sara Loe 
Ms. Valerie Carroll      Mr. Zack Dunn 
Mr. Anthony Stanton 
Mr. Michael MacMann 
Ms. Peggy Placier 
Ms. Sharon Wilson 
Mr. Matt Ford 
 

STAFF PRESENT 
 
Mr. Pat Zenner 
Mr. Rusty Palmer 
Ms. Rebecca Thompson 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  I will now call the August 24th, 2023 Planning and Zoning Commission 

meeting to order.   

II. INTRODUCTIONS 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Carroll, may we have a roll call? 

 MS. CARROLL:  Commissioner Geuea Jones? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Here. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Commissioner Placier? 

 MS. PLACIER:  Here. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Commissioner Ford? 

 MR. FORD:  Here. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Commissioner Wilson? 

 MS. WILSON:  Here. 

 MS. CARROLL  Commissioner Loe?  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Here. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Commissioner Dunn?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Present.   

 MS. CARROLL:  I am here.  We have seven; we have a quorum. 
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 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you. 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Are there any changes or adjustments to the agenda? 

 MR. ZENNER:  No, there are not. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Is there a motion to approve the agenda? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Move to approve. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Moved by Commissioner MacMann, seconded by Commissioner Stanton.  

Thumbs up approval of the agenda, please?   

(Unanimous vote for approval.)   

MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Oh.  Approval of minutes aren't in here because we did it at 

our last work session.  Correct.  Moving on to public hearings. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Case Number 218-2023 

 A request by Crockett Engineering (agent), on behalf of Boone Development, Inc. (owner), 

seeking approval to rezone the western 3.65 acres of a 4.21-acre parcel bisected by Rolling Hills 

Road from PD (Planned Development) district to the M-N (Mixed-use Neighborhood) district.  The 

subject site is located at the northwest corner of Rolling Hills Road and Highway WW, is 

unimproved, and is unaddressed.   

 (The applicant, following public notice and advertising, revised this request to a more 

restrictive zoning district.  The applicant now seeks to rezone the PD property to M-N (Mixed-use 

Neighborhood) district in lieu of the originally submitted M-C district.)  

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Pat Zenner of the Planning and development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the rezoning to M-N. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Before we go to questions for staff, if any of my fellow 

Commissioners have had contact with any parties to this case outside of this meeting, please disclose so 

now.  Seeing none.  Any questions for staff?  Seeing none.  We will open the floor to public comment. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Please come forward.  You'll have six minutes if you're with a group or 

the applicant, three minutes otherwise.  And if you see this little red light, you're done. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Madam Chair, members of the Commission, Tim Crockett, Crockett 

Engineering, 1000 West Nifong.  I think Mr. Zenner's staff report pretty much sums up the request that's 

before you tonight.  We originally asked for M-C thinking that it being at the location, the intersection of 

two arterial roadways, it made sense, but going back and looking at the original statement of intent and 

looking at the restricted uses on this site from the original zoning when that came into the City 20-plus 

years ago, it was more consistent with the M-N zoning district.  So given that my client intends to develop 
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the site that would be in conformance with an M-N district, we -- we agreed to change it for obvious 

reasons.  Keep in mind that while it is roughly 3.6 acres being requested to be rezoned, really only about 

a third of it is really developable.  The rest of it would be -- remain in native vegetation that's there today.  

So that would greatly limit the site on how intense the site can be developed.  So with that, I'm happy to 

answer any questions that the Commissioner may have.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.  

Next member of the public to speak on this case?  Seeing none. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any Commissioner comment?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  If none of my fellow Commissioners have any comments, questions, concerns, 

I have a motion.  In the matter of Case 18 -- pardon me.  I'll start again.  In the matter of Case 118-2023 

[sic], rezoning the corner of Rolling Hills and Highway WW from PD to M-N, I move to approve. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any Commissioner discussion?  Commissioner Wilson, yes? 

 MS. WILSON:  Sorry.  I just want to make sure that the report will be corrected. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yes.  I was just about to do that.  So for the record, the motion is on 

Case Number 218-2023.  I believe that Commissioner MacMann was reading off of the PowerPoint. 

 MR. MACMANN:  He was.  I was busy trying not to say M-C is what I was -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  And I am looking at legal.  Do we have the correct motion in the minutes?   

 MS. THOMPSON:  You do. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you very much.  Any further Commissioner discussion on the 

case?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Carroll, may we have a roll call? 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Geuea Jones, 

Ms. Placier, Mr. Ford, Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stanton, Mr. MacMann, Ms. Carroll.  Motion carries 7-0. 

 MS. CARROLL:  We have seven to approve; the motion carries. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  That recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.  Moving on. 

Case Number 219-2023 

 A request by Crockett Engineering Company (agent), on behalf of Keene Court, LLC 

(owner), seeking approval to rezone property from M-N (Mixed-use Neighborhood) to PD (Planned 

Development) with an associated Statement of Intent (SOI), and development plan known as the 

"Keene Court Hotel".  Approval would authorize the redevelopment of the vacant site, following a 

concurrent right of way vacation and replat of the property, with a five-story hotel having a 

maximum height of 55 feet.  The associated SOI would permit additional M-N uses upon the 

property compliant with the M-N dimensional standards (35-foot maximum height) subject to a 

revised development plan.  The approximately 2.82-acre subject site is located at the western end 

of Keene Court and includes the address 3100-3109 Keene Court.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report? 



4 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Pat Zenner of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the requested rezoning to PD with the associated SOI and development plan to 

be known as the "Keene Street Hotel" subject to minor technical corrections.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Before we go to questions for staff, if any of my fellow 

Commissioners have had contact with any parties to this case outside of this meeting, please disclose so 

now.  Seeing none.  Any questions for staff?  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  You mentioned there's a five-story building directly adjacent.  Is that the 

medical building?  

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes.  That is -- that is -- we understand that to be -- and it is -- there is a 

significant grade change between these properties.  So the five-story building is the darker black building 

here that you see in the aerial with a -- if I'm not incorrect, this is an at grade along the U.S. 63 frontage, 

but I believe it has a lower level in the green top building. 

 MS. CARROLL:  And the Solstice Senior Home to the south? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That is correct.  This here. 

 MS. CARROLL:  How many stories is that? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That is four stories, as we understand it.   

MS. CARROLL:  Do you have -- do you know the approximate height? 

 MR. ZENNER:  The applicant's engineer may have that more readily available.  I do not. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Okay.  What kind of criteria would you recommend for considering a design 

adjustment for 55 feet? 

 MR. ZENNER:  So what we would typically do, if I go back -- let me go back to the drawing.  So 

typically what we would end up doing with the Board of Adjustment, this drawing would be provided to us.  

We would normally have a cut section on this building as a part of the application, which was not 

submitted with this.  I do not have that.  And the height maximum would be tied specifically to that 

section in this layout.  And that is typically how we would approach this with the Board of Adjustment.  

When you're looking at, you know, the conditions for a Board of Adjustment approval are is there a 

hardship, what are the other factors, so there are generally five factors for the Board of Adjustment, and 

they are normally -- land-based hardships are generally what are more common.  In this particular 

instance, it would likely be that the land-use hardship here, the property can accommodate something 

else, so is the -- is the hardship really land driven?  And I would tell you that our assessment would have 

been that, no, it is not a land-driven hardship for a variance in height.  The issue with this particular 

property is is that the zoning classification it is in along a corridor -- a highway corridor does not 

necessarily permit a hotel when we have hotels further to the north and we have other buildings of similar 

height on adjoining properties.  The Board has the opportunity to give consideration to variances based 

on facts that are presented to them, and I don't know what the facts would be if we were before the Board 

for the applicant to present what their issue is.  But when you look at the built environment, we have a 

hospital, a former hospital just up the street, we have four or five hotels that are out towards the 
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interstate, the interchange itself.  This area is generally one that we would feel is appropriate.  It may 

have been considered miscoded as M-N, but the majority of this area when this -- when the Code was 

adopted, has been M -- it was probably C-1 initially, and then when we recoded, it went to M-N, even 

though we have C-3 and other C-Ps further towards the interchange.  This is a corridor where we've got 

a mix -- an eclectic mix of uses, the more intense medical office building uses.  We've got the Solstice 

Retirement Community, we've got our Columbia Orthopedic, if I'm not incorrect, is down towards Keene 

and -- Keene and Broadway.  We have MEM for the insurance company.  All of these are down there.  

This would not be an inconsistent land use from our perspective in this location.  It just happens to be 

that the zoning classification, the M-N, because it is typically utilized at the entrances or edges of 

neighborhoods, doesn't include a hotel, and that's actually the issue.  If it included a hotel at 35 feet, we 

would probably have said you can go to the Board of Adjustment and seek to have a height variance.  

And instead the only options they had available to them was to either rezone to M-C, which we believe is 

not appropriate here because of all of the other uses, or to seek the PD, or to not seek a hotel, and they 

have an active user for a hotel in this particular location.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions, Commissioner Carroll?   

 MS. CARROLL:  No.  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions for staff from the other Commissioners?  Seeing 

none.  I'll open the floor to public comment.   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Madam Chair, members of the Commission, Tim Crockett, Crockett 

Engineering, 1000 West Nifong.  With me tonight is Todd Bolin, who is the architect for this particular 

project with H Design Group, and also with us tonight is Brad Gebhardt, who is the -- who is the hotel 

developer for this site.  A quick overview, as Mr. Zenner said, 2.82 parcel, previously mainly had R-2 

development and construction on the project had some single-family homes, some duplexes, built back in 

the 1960s and '70s.  This piece of property, the 2.82, contains about seven individual lots and the right-

of-way that's associated with that.  What we are recommending to do is bring those all back together, 

vacate the existing right-of-way, remove a portion of the street, and then combine it back into one lot for 

redevelopment for the hotel.  In the location across the street is the Conley Road development, large 

scale, big-box stores, Walmart, Lowe's, Hy-Vee.  Again, as Mr. Zenner indicated, directly to the north of 

us, we have the large -- a medical office building directly to our northeast of our site, and then, of course, 

the two-story on one side, one story up against 63, and across to the northwest of our property.  Directly 

to the south, we have Solstice Residential Care facility.  It is a four-story that backs up to 63.  It is a 

relatively taller building that has some larger -- when you asked about the building height specifically for 

that, it's kind of hard to tell because it has some -- some -- you know -- some, you know, amenities that 

stick up quite a bit taller than the rest.  You can kind of see one of those here in this -- in this particular 

case.  It also has pitched roofs that extend that height up quite a bit, as well.  And then, of course, we 

have a dental office that's right in front of -- of the hotel up along Keene Street, as well.  So the purpose 
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of the rezoning, I think Mr. Zenner hit on that pretty well, you know.  Obviously, we can't do a hotel in the 

M-N zoning, and so the choices that we have are to rezone it to M-C, which opened up opportunities for 

gas stations, car washes, lumber yards, and heavy commercial services, which is not appropriate for this 

area.  We don't want to do that.  Or go the PD zoning route.  And so while I understand that the UDC 

really discourages PD, and I completely understand that and I agree with that, and I like that idea, there 

are instances and there are times when the PD route is the best option to go with, and I think this is one 

of those -- one of those instances because it allows us to develop the site under the current M-N zoning, 

but it allows us that one use that we have that one user for this specific site, in this case, the hotel for the 

site.  Along with this is going to come -- and I don't think Mr. Zenner talked about this too much, but 

there's going to be some offsite improvements that need to be done with this site.  We're going to 

completely rebuild Keene Court.  They go back to the site.  Normally, we just vacate the whole thing and 

be done with it, but there's two lots that we don't own and that are along Keene Street that we need to  

be -- that we need to recognize and make sure that we don't take those out of -- out of play.  We're going 

to construct the cul-de-sac at the end of Keene Court.  Right now, there is no cul-de-sac in that public 

right-of-way.  It is a public street.  It has no cul-de-sac; it has no turn-around.  This would provide that.  

And, of course, we're also going to add sidewalks along Keene Court.  Here's a picture of Keene Court.  

Eighteen feet wide, public street, no curb and gutters, no sidewalks, not improved, again 18 feet wide.  

Doesn't really meet the fire code very well at all, but leads out to Keene Street, which is an improved 

street.  It has bike lanes on both sides, it has sidewalks on both sides, and it's improved with curb and 

gutter.  We're going to improve our street.  We're going to improve that to the -- to the commercial 

standard for the City of Columbia.  So we think that's a big benefit for this area, and it's going to help this 

area, as well.  This is a cut -- a preliminary cut of the hotel, what we're looking for, four stories, the 

parapets that extend above the building a little bit that's going to hide our RTUs -- our rooftop units.  So 

it's going to be very attractive, it's going to hide everything, it's going to meet the UDC requirements as 

stated, so, you know, we want to be cognizant of that.  And so varying degree of building materials and 

the insets that's required.  With that, I'm happy to answer any questions that the Commission may have. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Are there any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  I 

did have one. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes, ma'am. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Sorry.  I'm -- you might have said it.  The surrounding buildings, do you 

know what their height is?  I know you said stories, but do you know feet? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yeah.  I don't -- I don't know what those -- what those -- there we go.  

Obviously, the -- the dental clinic, the dental office is -- is relatively shorter, obviously.  It's a single-story 

building.  The four-story Solstice facility, I don't know the building height on that, which picture taken 

here, that's from the front.  That's the three-story up against Keene.  the backside is actually has another 

story to it.  It appears much taller than that.  I would guess that that's probably pushing 50-plus feet, 

especially with the -- with the protrusion in the middle that goes up taller than the rest of the building.  I 
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would have guessed that that's probably pushing 50-plus feet.  The medical office, obviously, the two 

stories, not 50 feet or running along those lines.  I'd say that's probably 35-foot realm. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  For the taller bit? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  No, I'm sorry.  The two-story. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Or for the shorter bit?  Sorry, yes. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  The taller one, I would say that's probably pushing 50 feet, as well, given -- 

given -- that may be even, actually, given that's five stories -- I believe it's five-story, it would probably be, 

probably pushing 60 feet, to be quite honest with you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions?  Thank you very much. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you.  I appreciate it. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next member of the public to speak?  Again, name and address for the 

record and three minutes if you're an individual, six if you're a group. 

 MS. LYLE:  I'm Shelly Lyle, and my address here is 3111 Keene Court.  I recently own a home 

on 1001 Larail Drive, Columbia, Missouri.  I am retiring and moving.  I'm maintaining ownership of my 

two lots and my building.  I -- since I bought the lots back in '97, the street has been in the wrong place, 

and it has greatly affected my ability to construct the building that I wanted and the parking.  So what I 

am here to say is I am very happy that something is going to be corrected, and I am willing to be very 

open to collaboration and discussion.  So I'm -- I'm a very willing party.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you very much.  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  

Thank you.  Next member of the public to speak on this case?  Oh.   

MR. VOGT:  (Inaudible).   

MS. GEUEA JONES:  Please wait till you get -- we do have -- we have people who listen online, 

so if you're not in the microphone, they can't hear you. 

 MR. VOGT:  My name is Douglas Vogt.  I own the property just right across the street from the 

proposed hotel.  It's 204 North Keene.  I've got a medical office there, and there's also a Thompson 

Center there, and I just had questions about what we're going to do -- well, you talked about widening the 

street, how that's going to work.  Are we going to widen the street, or are we just going to keep it like it 

is?  Are they going to have to put a turn lane in?  Is that going to encroach upon our building?  You 

know, we've got an easement there and things, so I just had questions about that. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Sure.  I'm not sure if the applicant or staff would have those questions -- 

or have those answers.  I know definitely Mr. Crockett would be available to speak to you afterwards 

about exactly what the -- the plan is for that. 

 MR. VOGT:  Okay.  That’s the main thing.  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Anyone -- or sorry.  Any questions?  Anyone else to speak 

on this case?  Seeing none.  I'm closing public comment. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any Commissioner comment?  Commissioner MacMann? 
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 MR. MACMANN:  I understand the Chair's aversion to PDs.  Two things.  Number one, I'm with 

Mr. Crockett here.  It's hard to do modern commercial under 12 feet.  That five story is probably 60.  It's 

right at it.  Keene is a mismatch, but it's pretty commercial.  I don't have a problem with this and 

particularly because we're going to improve the road.  So I'm down.  

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other Commissioner comment?  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  I like this project.  I think it's very much needed.  I think the height is okay.  If 

you've been on that street, it kind of goes uphill.  I think it'll fit in just fine.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other Commissioner comment?   

MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.   

MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  You know, my only hesitation is really the height.  I'm not usually a fan of using 

PD plans to achieve something that couldn't be done under straight zoning otherwise unless it's somehow 

unique.  It seems like the only -- the only feature here that forces a PD plan is the height.  I do see the 

commercial uses.  I also see a residential use directly adjacent.  That is a large building.  I don't know 

how high.  There is also a grade change, so that the portion directly next to the hotel sits down quite a 

bit.  Yeah.  I -- I do see the use, the need for hotels and more development of hotels.  That's a good 

amenity for the city of Columbia.  Yeah.  There's some pros and cons to balance on this one.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other Commissioner comments?  Seeing none.  Would someone 

like to make a motion?  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Is that the right number on the PowerPoint?   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  I believe so, yes.  And we only need one vote, we don't need one for 

design and one for --  

 MS. THOMPSON:  That's correct because the design exception is not a design adjustment.  

You just need one vote and that will be included with the PD plan. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you for that clarification.  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  As it relates to Case Number 219-2023, 3100 to 3109 Keene Street, rezoning 

and PD plan, I move to -- I move for the rezoning from M-N to PD with the associated statement of intent, 

and PD plan with design exception to allow a hotel with a minimum -- maximum height of 55 feet. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Second. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Moved by Commissioner Stanton, seconded by Commissioner MacMann.  

Is there any discussion on the motion?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Carroll, when you're ready, can we 

have a roll call, please? 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Geuea Jones, 

Mr. Ford, Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stanton, Mr. MacMann, Ms. Carroll.   

MS. CARROLL:  I will put Placier as abstained.  We have six to approve, and one abstention.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  That recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.  

Commissioner Placier has had a family emergency but seeing as we do still have six Commissioners 
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present, we will continue with the meeting.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Prior to you continuing, if we may confirm with law if we need to count        

Ms. Placier as an abstention or if we just need to do a regular vote as now six members of the 

Commission? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  She left in the middle of the case.   

 MS. THOMPSON:  I would do six votes. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Okay. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Okay.  Six votes.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Very good.  The record will be changed accordingly, and this 

recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.   

 MR. ZENNER:  I wasn't meaning for that vote.  I was meaning for moving forward.  But that's 

okay.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Moving on to our next case.  

Case Number 220-2023 

 A request by Crockett Engineering (agent), on behalf of Old Hawthorne Golf, LLC (owner), 

seeking approval to rezone 33.96 acres from PD (Planned Development) and R-1 (Single-family 

Dwelling) to O (Open Space) district.  The purpose of the request is to replace the existing site 

improvements (i.e. the Old Hawthorne Golf Course Clubhouse and Driving Range) within a single 

common zoning district.  The existing uses are classified as "outdoor recreation and 

entertainment uses" which are only permitted within the O district pursuant to approval of a 

conditional use permit (CUP).  A concurrent request (Case Number 221-2023) has been submitted 

seeking approval of the required CUP.  The subject site is located at 6221 East Broadway.  

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the requested rezoning to the O district.  

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Before we go to questions for staff, if any of my fellow 

Commissioners have had any contact with parties to this case outside of this public meeting, please 

disclose so now.  Seeing none.  Are there any questions for staff?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Thank you for your report, Mr. Palmer.  I have a question.  We had the  

UDC -- this not for you all, this is for us to make sure -- 

 MR. PALMER:  I can't hear you. 

 MR. MACMANN:  I'm sorry.  Is there a path in the future that we could do this administratively?  

Because they're having to pay Tim, and I'm sure Tim doesn't mind getting paid, but they filed the law back 

then.  We didn't have O when we did the UDC, and we did that later, and now they're having to pay Tim 

and jump through hoops, and yadda, yadda, yadda.  I just -- I want to plant that seed.  I don't want to 

litigate that right -- or legislate that right now, but there may be other things like this, too. 

 MR. PALMER:  Yeah.  The answer is no.  It is a rezoning, and those are all handled via this 
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process, so -- 

 MR. MACMANN:  I appreciate that, but they were up to speed before -- thank you for your time.  

Madam Chair, thank you for that indulgence. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other questions for staff?  Seeing none.  We will open 

the floor to public comment. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Please come forward. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Madam Chair, members of the Commission, Tim Crockett, Crockett 

Engineering, 1000 West Nifong.  I'll be very brief.  I believe this is just basically cleaning up a situation 

that the UDC has created.  Nothing is wrong, it's just trying to clean things up a little bit and make us 

from a nonconforming use into a conforming use.  And I appreciate your comments, Mr. MacMann.  It 

would be nice if this was legislative.  I don't think it's going to be a -- or if it's administrative, I don't think 

that's probably a process we can go through, but I'd be much appreciative if it was.  So with that, I'm 

happy to answer any questions.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.  

Any other public comment on the rezoning?  Seeing none. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any Commissioner comment?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  In the matter of Case 2020-2023 [sic], 6221 East 

Broadway rezoning from PD and R-1 to O, I move to approve. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Moved by Commissioner MacMann and seconded by Commissioner 

Stanton.  Is there any discussion on the motion?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Carroll, may we have a 

roll call? 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Geuea Jones, 

Mr. Ford, Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stanton, Mr. MacMann, Ms. Carroll.  Motion carries 6-0. 

 MS. CARROLL:  We have six votes to approve; the motion carries. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  That recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.  We are going to 

take a short five-minute break.  It's an actual five minutes, so that -- so that some of the Commissioners 

can take care of their needs.  So we will recess until 8:06 p.m.  Thank you. 

 (Off the record) 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  The meeting will come back to order.  If everyone will return to their 

seats, we'll get started as soon as staff is ready.  Thank you.   

Case Number 221-2023 

 A request by Crockett Engineering (agent), on behalf of Old Hawthorne Golf, LLC (owner), 

for approval of a conditional use permit for "outdoor recreation and entertainment" uses (i.e., the 

Old Hawthorne Clubhouse and Driving Range facilities) to be considered legal uses within an O 
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(Open Space) district.  The 33.96-acre site is currently split-zoned PD (Planned Development and 

R-1 (One-Family Residential).  A concurrent request (Case Number 220-2023) has been submitted 

seeking the rezoning of the site from PD and R-1 to O.  The subject site is located at 6221 East 

Broadway. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the requested CUP, permitting outdoor recreation or entertainment as shown on 

the attached "Future Site Plan”. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you very much.  If any of my fellow Commissioners have had any 

outside contact with parties to this case, please disclose them now.  Seeing none.  Are there any 

questions for staff about the CUP?  Seeing none.  Public comment? 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Seeing none. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner comment?   

 MR. MACMANN:  Madam Chair, I have a motion. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  In the matter of Case 221-2023, 6221 East 

Broadway, condition use permits -- there are no technical corrections, are there, Mr. Palmer? 

 MR. PALMER:  No.  Mr. Zenner pointed out that the recommendation should also be 

conditioned on the site plan that was included in the previous presentation.   

 MR. MACMANN:  So moved. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  We have a motion from Commissioner MacMann.  Do we have a 

second? 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Seconded by Commissioner Stanton.  Is there any discussion on the 

motion?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Carroll, may we please have a roll call? 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Geuea Jones, 

Mr. Ford, Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stanton, Mr. MacMann, Ms. Carroll.  Motion carries 6-0. 

 MS. CARROLL:  There are six votes to approve; the motion carries. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  That recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.   

Case Number 222-2023 

 A request by A Civil Group (agent), on behalf of Southside Development, LLC (owners), for 

approval of a PD Plan for Lots 14B and 14C of Woodrail Subdivision Plat Number 3, to be known 

as "Lot 14B & 14C Woodrail Terrace Plat 1, PD Plan."  The 0.55-acre subject site is located near 

the south end of Woodrail Terrace, a loop street, with each lot having frontage on the east and 

west sides of the street and sharing a common rear lot line. 
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 MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Rusty Palmer of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the proposed, "Lot 14B & 14C Woodrail Terrace, Plat 1 PD Plan," and the 

associated statement of intent.  Alternatively, the Planning Commission could approve the proposed 

development plan conditionally, pursuant to a revised setback on the southern boundary of Lots 14B and 

14C.  

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Before we go to questions for staff, if any of my fellow 

Commissioners have had any contact with parties to this case, please disclose so now.  Seeing none.  

Any questions for staff?  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  Thanks.  I think I missed that last part that you were saying.  So their SOI has 

a minimum of 40 percent open space.  You think based on their building envelope, it will be greater or 

less than the previous 44? 

 MR. PALMER:  No.  So they are -- they're proposing a minimum of 40 percent on their 

statement of intent.   

MS. CARROLL:  Uh-huh.   

MR. PALMER:  The setbacks, when measured out, equal 44 percent, and then also this is a 

building envelope, it's not necessarily indicative of how large the homes would be.  They don't 

necessarily fill the entire envelope, so it's anticipated that it would be 44 plus as the final count on the 

open space. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Forty-four plus open space.  Okay.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  I have a comment and I'm going to repeat this probably twice.  I want to have 

this on the record for Council, and I hope they do listen to it.  Had this density been put forward in my 

neighborhoods, it would have been shot down and not by this Commission.  Thanks.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions for staff?  Seeing none. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I'm going to need your help.  I've been presenting to you guys for 30 years, 

but I've never used this.  Good evening, my name is Jay Gebhardt; I'm a civil engineer and a land 

surveyor with A Civil Group here in Columbia.  And I have the unique privilege that I actually did the 2000 

plan for the three owners that were going to build the three single-family homes, so I'm pretty familiar with 

the site.  So that was the original site plan.  As Rusty did, and he did a great job in his report going 

through all the details here.  But essentially, this slide just shows you that the original setbacks or 

separation between the buildings on the west was ten feet, and the separation from the building to the 

screening wall was four or six and a half feet.  Of course, this is our PD plan, which Rusty showed you, 

and the owners of these lots have been working with an architect to come up with the plans for villas.  

And this is the current footprint of the plan, and no one has seen this until now, so that's -- I apologize.  

We did have a meeting with the neighborhood association.  I wasn't able to attend, but one of my 
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engineers was there, and this -- this was not presented at that time because it -- they didn't exist.  But 

from this, you can see that it's basically going to be 14 feet between the buildings.  I have the ability to 

change that five-foot setback.  I would probably agree to change it to six foot just to give me a little bit of 

wiggle room on the lot and not make it exactly seven, if -- if that's important for you.  And I know tonight 

we have people here in the neighborhood to speak for and against this.  And I just want to be respectful 

to them that we -- we realize this is an infill development and it does impact an existing neighborhood.  

As far as the density is concerned, or go I'll go ahead and do this.  This is the current -- current 

renderings for the two units.  This is the one on the west side, and this is the one on the east side.  And, 

you know, to sum up what we're doing is we're taking a lot that originally had four units on it, and we are 

putting five.  And that may or may not be acceptable, but we think it is, and we believe the villa concept 

that we're proposing actually is -- fits in with the neighborhood more than the single family did because 

there's only two single families in this loop.  The rest of them are attached single families.  So, you 

know, that, I think, is it in a nutshell is -- is that density appropriate?  The setbacks that we're providing 

are probably greater than what the existing plan provides, so we feel like, you know, it's going to be your 

typical infill development where it's going to be difficult to get, but once we're done, I think it will fit in and 

fit the neighborhood well.  So I'll be glad to answer any questions that you might have.  Yes? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  I'm interested in this building footprint because this is the first time 

anyone has seen it.  Yeah.  I don't see a lot of dimensions marked of the footprint itself.  Did you do any 

lot coverage calculations on this? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I did not. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Okay. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I do not know that. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  I've been trained to extrapolate that from the -- from the setbacks and 

the dimensions of the lots. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Right. 

 MS. CARROLL:  It's a bit on an -- not -- yeah.  On the oddly shaped lot, it's a bit hard to 

extrapolate. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Right.  I would -- I would assume that we have at least 50 percent open 

space when we're -- when you take these footprints, because we had 44 percent with just the setbacks, 

the five foot, the 25 and the 20. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Right. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  So I believe, you know, the footprint, as Rusty pointed out in his staff report, 

doesn't fill the entire envelope on that. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  I'm trying to compare to the lot coverage as opposed to the open 

space. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Well, you know, and it's a good question, Valerie.  The -- the massing of 
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these buildings, the single-family homes were huge.  I mean, they're big homes that were planned here.  

So the massing of the structures is pretty similar as far as what would be built on the lots.  The single-

families that are proposed had large patio areas and pool areas and a lot of that type of amenities built 

into it, so I do -- you know, again, being as respectful as I can to the existing neighbors, I just want  to -- I 

do believe this is -- will fit in.  It's in character with the original plan and although there was a plan that I 

did that showed single families, those single families were approximately the same size footprint as these.  

And so, from that, you would get down to we have five units instead of four from the original plan, or three 

from the 2000 plan, however you prefer to look at that. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Just a clarification for Mr. Gebhardt.  Mr. Gebhardt, I am not opposed to this 

density.  I'm just saying that the efforts by this body to apply it in other areas have been unsuccessful, so 

thanks for trying to fit stuff in. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.  

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next speaker on this case?  Just a reminder.  Your name and address 

for the record, and three minutes for individuals, six minutes for groups. 

 MR. ROPER:  Thank you.  Bob Roper, representing myself and my wife, Ellen Roper.  We live 

at 3404 Woodrail Terrace, which is right across from the subject lots on the east side.  It goes without 

saying that a property this valuable is clearly going to be developed into residential space sooner or later.  

I haven't been speaking in favor of this because I happen to think that this will be congruent with the rest 

of the development.  It'll be a nice addition.  I know the developers.  I know the quality of their work 

because I've seen a lot of it over the years, and so I'm speaking in favor of it because I personally think it 

will be very good for our neighborhood.  It will increase property values, and I have no problem 

whatsoever with that going up across the street.  As you see the renderings and everything, I think it's 

perfectly congruent with where we live, and I hope that it is -- it is passed overwhelmingly.  I don't speak 

for anybody else, just my wife and I.  If you have any questions, I'll be happy to answer them. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you 

very much. 

 MR. ROPER:  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next member of the public to come forward?  Don't be shy.   

 MS. TOWNSEND:  My name is Martha Townsend; I live 3403 Woodrail Terrace in the two-unit 

building that is right next to the lots that we're talking about.  My husband -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Could you pull the microphone down towards you. 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  My husband, Clark Swisher, and I, are not in favor of the plan as presented 

tonight.  We'd like to see more green space and more green area around the new structures that are 

going in.  We think they're going to be too tight and detract from the open green spacious feeling that we 

have now.  We have lived there for over 30 years.  We bought our house in 1992, and we're used to 
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having a lot of green space.  These units are going to eat up a lot of the land they're on.  I'd like to see a 

more thorough study done of how much footprint they're taking up on the land that they're sitting on 

relative to the other houses in the neighborhood, and that -- those number should be pretty easy to 

calculate.  I would think that would be easy to come up with.  Happy to take any questions you might 

have of me.  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Stanton?  Go ahead, Commissioner. 

 MR. STANTON:  What would make you happy?  I want a win-win.  If you were -- if you were in 

their shoes and this was your land, and you were talking to yourself, how do we make that -- what -- what 

things does the architect, the engineer, everybody need to do? 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  That's a wonderful question.  I'd love to have a win-win for the 

neighborhood, too.  I would -- I would like to see a survey done of the percentage of house footprint on 

each -- each plot compared to what's being proposed.  I -- I would just like to have those percentages 

and proportions lined up so that they are even, if you will. 

 MR. STANTON:  So if they were to give you a little more green space -- 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Yes. 

 MR. STANTON:  -- and it was economically feasible, put yourself in their shoes -- 

MS. TOWNSEND:  Uh-huh. 

MR. STANTON:   -- you would be okay with this? 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Yes, sir.  We look forward to having houses on these lots, even though 

they've been empty for so long, and that emptiness contributes to the neighborhood, as well.  We look 

forward to having neighbors and lots there.  Just build the structures in the same percentage of green 

space around them that all of the other houses have.  That would be the win-win situation.  Other than 

that, I agree with all of the points that Bob Roper brought up.  He's a former president of our 

neighborhood association.  I previously served on our architectural control committee.  We love the 

neighborhood.  We just want to see the open feeling maintained.  The renderings that were overhead 

tonight, again, it's the first time we saw them, despite the fact that we had a meeting with the developer 

several months ago.  Those -- those were not shown to us.  So it's a wonderful question. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other -- go ahead, Commissioner Stanton. 

 MR. STANTON:  Do you live in a multi-family? 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Two unit.  We have a two unit with a zero-lot line.  Uh-huh. 

 MR. STANTON:  You're not opposed to the active building? 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Oh, not at all.  Oh, no. 

 MR. STANTON:  You just want – 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Not -- not opposed to the zero-lot line concept at all.  That's what most of the 

dwellings in the neighborhood are. 

 MR. STANTON:  Okay.  Thank you, ma'am. 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  I know that the owner of the house is going to speak to you, as well, and I 
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would like to -- I read what her notes are, and I strongly support what I know she is going to tell you.  And 

I would like to urge you to vote against this proposal as it is presently lined out.  Thank you for hearing -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much. 

 MS. TOWNSEND:  Thank you for hearing me. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next member of the public who wants to come and speak?  Come up.  

Staff can assist you.   

 MS. ATWOOD:  All right.  Thank you.  All right.  Good evening, I'm Tracey Atwood, 3411 

Woodrail Terrace, which is Lot 14A, part of the original or the replat of 14, so if I may come around. 

 Ms. GEUEA JONES:  No.  You need to stay at the microphone.  I'm sorry. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  All right.  Well, then I don't know which one of the -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  This is current, and this is proposed. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  All right.  Current, if you can note in the middle where the three conjoin would 

answer some of the questions you had -- excuse me, Ms. Carroll -- regarding lot coverage calculations.  

You might be able to note the green space is proposed to what the original plan took into account, which 

would be the three homes were on each lot located -- yes, the massing is similar, but the setbacks were 

drastically different.  The original plan took into account the slope of the land and the water drainage.  

There is a significant water system underneath B and C that drains water out and around from my house 

down to the street.  It has worked very well for 20 years.  There have been no problems.  And also the 

removal of the retaining wall and to allow to redraw the lot lines and put four in there.  The -- the footprint 

that you see on the proposed is because we didn't have anything else to work with, so we took the square 

footage, if you built out at 4,000 -- I mean, at the maximum rate to cover the lot, and then -- and go 

upward.  And the other big concern I have is this setback is, I think, what he's asked for in the proposal, a 

35-foot wall, which would be at five feet out my back door off my property line, so I could -- if you would 

turn around, it would be three times the height of that wall, five feet off your property line.  So the 

setbacks are of great concern.  I would like to see something resubmitted that more closely resembles 

the original plan and keeping that center area open and not so congested and boxed in.  I think that 

defeats some of the aggravation of some of the neighbors that we're losing this green space and having 

two big chunks of the building.  I realize this is going to be developed one day.  I think Travis is a good 

builder, but this proposal, as submitted, was vague enough to raise concerns because there are no 

architectural plans submitted.  We have not seen, you know, a footprint, per se, where the driveways 

would be, how many driveways, because if you've got four cars added to each unit and garages, space 

for that, it's going to a massive consumption of the lot.  So that's a huge concern, that the setback.  I'm 

just looking for a good outcome, but maybe something resubmitted that would accommodate the 

neighbors' wishes and more closely approach the original PD plan and in terms of concept and thought 

that would blend in better with the neighborhood.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you very much.   

 MS. ATWOOD:  Thank you. 
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 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any questions for this speaker?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Thank you for all of the effort you've put into this. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Well, it was -- I thought it more helpful to illustrate it. 

 MR. MACMANN:  I have concerns.  What's -- your house is the bottom one at the end of the 

peninsula. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Fourteen-A; correct. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Okay.  Where is your driveway on that? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  It's on the side.  The gray areas are cement. 

 MR. MACMANN:  That's -- okay.   

 MS. ATWOOD:  Yeah. 

 MR. MACMANN:  It appears from the map and from the photographs that -- and from what you 

just said -- that the lot behind you is up and immediately -- an immediate hill next to your property? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  It is. 

 MR. MACMANN:  It is.  I have grave concerns about storm water, despite anyone's assurances 

to the contrary.   

 MS. ATWOOD:  There is a collection drain there, but there is a collection basin on 14, and the 

piping traverses C down to this drain.  So it was a great concern to the builder of the home.  He went to 

a lot of effort to install a system by Bio-Gard.   

MR. MACMANN:  Uh-huh. 

MS. ATWOOD:  It's underground.  And that wall comes out -- that retaining wall that runs north-

south, there will be a lot of excavation to do that, so I am really concerned about the rerouting of the 

water. 

 MR. MACMANN:  I'm concerned about the impervious area and the short amount of space to do 

any sort of effective bio-retention unless it's a giant gutter.  Does the water currently run off that property 

into your yard in any quantity? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  It -- I've never had, other than towards that drainage collection basin, I've never 

had water in the basement or my yard, any pooling. 

 MR. MACMANN:  You've never had water in the basement.  You are the rarest Columbia 

resident ever. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  There was a lot of effort to keep it away from the house, yes. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Tell me more about this retention wall if you would.  It was initially installed to 

help with storm water, or why is it there? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  No.  Again, which -- is this the original? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  That's the original. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Original.  In the original, there was going to be patio, pool space against at 

least two of the walls, at one point, maybe even one big pool.  Mr. Gebhardt did it with this. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Just to the best of your knowledge, that's fine.  I'm not -- 
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 MS. ATWOOD:  Yeah.  So that -- that kept the space open in the middle and I think it was just to 

hold structurally whatever they were going to put against it, and to hold back earth.  I mean, there's -- it's 

a great -- there's a slope and a grade to that lot. 

 MR. MACMANN:  Yeah.  There is a fair amount -- I have one in my front yard, that's why I was 

wondering.  I appreciate your time and the energy you put into this.  Thank you very much. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions?  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Well, the same question.  Well, I guess you would have got the answer.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Mr. Stanton, will you speak into the microphone? 

 MR. STANTON:  I don't have a particular question just yet.  I've got to chew on your information 

here first. 

 MR. FORD:  Do you have a basement or is that slab? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Oh. Commissioner -- sorry.  Commissioner Ford, go ahead. 

 MR. FORD:  Are you a slab home or a basement home? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  No.  I'm -- it's a basement, and I'm trying to keep it dry.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other member of the public to speak on this case?  Last call.   

 MR. MCGEE:  Hello.  I'm Travis McGee at 308 South Ninth Street.  I'm one of the developers of 

South Side Development.  And what I was hearing here tonight, I appreciate your consideration for a 

project.  I'm open to questions.  I just wanted to let you know that -- and this is an area that I'm, you 

know, particularly familiar with.  I was born and raised just down the street.  I'm actually constructing -- 

I'm building a house just down the street right now, as well, with the intention of doing these condos as 

well on the site.  So we think it's going to be a fantastic development.  We like the site.  We think it's 

going to fit in with the neighborhood association.  We've had our meetings with the neighborhood 

association and the homeowners association.  We sent out letters and, you know -- you know, I'm -- just 

like all of you all have said, I'm trying to get along with the neighbors on this because I've got to live here, 

too, as well.  Right?  And it's my intention of keeping one of these -- those for my family, as well, so I 

want them to be nice and I want everybody to be happy.  Just want to open up question. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Travis, how are you doing? 

 MR. MCGEE:  Hey.  Good. 

 MR. STANTON:  Convince me that these fears of the storm drainage have been addressed and 

how?  Do you see what they're -- 

 MR. MCGEE:  Well, yeah.  I see -- I see what you're saying.  And I -- I think actually the villas 

that we're building, Anthony, are going to be advantageous and better for the storm water.  One is 

because we're going to actually be able to capture the water.  Her storm drain that she has behind her 

house, Ms. Atwood, Jay designed it.  He's the same civil engineer I'm using -- using for this project.  Part 
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of the reason why I'm using Jay for this project is because I knew he designed that storm-water system, 

and I wanted to be able to capture this water and make it right.  When we build the villas, and we do 

create more impervious surfaces, it enables me and Jay to actually capture the water -- to actually 

capture the water, make sure it goes where it needs to go.  And -- and I believe, in my opinion, that Jay 

and his engineers will actually be of benefit in protecting her home from any water runoff in the future.  

And I wasn't -- I was under the understanding that she had a slab house, but I didn't realize that -- that   

the -- where her garage level was, there was another subterranean basement underneath that.  I'm not 

sure if that's accurate or not, but I didn't know that.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Don’t dismiss Travis yet.  Mr. Travis, her concerns about green space -- 

 MR. MCGEE:  Right. 

 MR. STANTON:  -- do you have any wiggle room?  I don't want to see this go down.  I like the 

design. 

 MR. MCGEE:  Right.  Right. 

 MR. STANTON:  I think we're almost at a win-win.  What can you do to make your opposition 

happy?  Is there a thing out -- anything else you can do, anywhere you can fudge on some green space? 

 MR. MCGEE:  There's a little room, like Jay had said in his opening comments -- Jay Gebhardt -- 

on the setbacks.  Unfortunately, you know, the setback from Ms. Atwood's house and this lot, her 

setback is actually a rear lot line, which, you know, is -- I believe she has six and a half feet, and ours is 

going to be a five and a half or six-foot setback.  So it actually ends up being a total of 14 feet.  

Typically, a rear setback, as Rusty's comments were shown, it would be 25 feet.  We're asking for a 20 

behind ours.  So behind hers is only a, you know, six and a half foot.  So that's part of what we're 

running up against with the storm water, too, because there's not as much room to -- to capture and make 

sure that goes in the right locations, but I think -- I think that, you know, having Jay being the engineer of 

record for that storm sewer system, and us being able to capture and create, you know, collection drains 

and -- and roof drains, and whatever Jay designs to make sure that we capture this water, I think it's 

going to be a benefit.  I really do.  Right now, it's just an open green space lot, like it would be a field, 

and you've got to see how, you know, water, you know, it rains on the fields, and some of it soaks in, but 

a lot -- all of it has to go somewhere to allow all this to run off.  If we can capture it and get it into the 

storm drain system, I think she's going to have less runoff on her property and the neighbor properties for 

that matter than she has now.  Does that answer your question? 

 MR. STANTON:  Thank you.  Yes, sir. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Carroll, go ahead. 

 MS. CARROLL:  I may have some questions for Jay Gebhardt.  Are we allowed to -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Why don't you ask and see, and if we need -- 

 MS. CARROLL:  All right.   

 MR. MCGEE:  Yeah.  You can ask me, yeah.  I mean, as far as the green space, like Anthony 
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was talking about, whether, you know, you're going to 44 percent and 50 percent, I mean the only -- 

 MS. CARROLL:  So, yeah.  I think we've got the percentage, at least approximate.   

 MR. MCGEE:  Yeah. 

 MS. CARROLL:  What I thought I understood from Mr. Gebhardt is that he was potentially able to 

go up to a six-foot side yard setback.  Is that accurate?  Is that something that you would be amenable 

to, as well? 

 MR. MCGEE:  Yeah.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Jay, you're going to have to state your name and stuff for the record 

again. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yes.  Jay Gebhardt, civil engineer, A Civil Group, 3401 Broadway Business 

Park Court.  Our footprint that the architect has provided us, we have the ability to have that building 

seven feet from the property line.  I said that we could go to six foot, and the reason I picked six foot is 

because if this was R-2 -- 

MS. CARROLL:  Uh-huh. 

MR. GEBHARDT:  -- it would be six feet.  So that's -- that's doable.  And the reason the plan 

shows a five-foot is I didn't know what was doable when we were doing the plan because they were still 

working on the architectural and trying to minimize the size of these buildings. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  I've been sitting here comparing your setbacks to the dimensional 

standards for our straight zoning, and the only one that I see as less than a straight zoned standard would 

be the side yard. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Well, the ones that separate -- 

 MS. CARROLL:  So if -- if you're willing to adjust the SOI to a six-foot side yard setback, I -- I 

would see that as a classic win-win. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Well, just to be completely above-board on this, the -- the rear lines are 20 

that we're proposing, and if it was R-2, it would be 25.  And you can see from the footprint, the building 

on the west side has a bay that sticks out, and that was the only reason why we had to go with the 20 on 

that.  But most of the building itself, most of the massing is more than adequate. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  So it would be 25 in R-2 or R-1.  Under cottage standards, it would be 

20.  And the front yard is considerably greater than what would be required under cottage, as well.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  And it -- if I would, I mean, Travis is correct.  I did design this system -- the 

drainage system on this.  There's another pipe that runs around her west side.  There's an inlet in the 

middle here that we're going to have to replace.  But I can assure you that we're going to pick up every 

drop of water before it gets there because the last thing I want to do is have her upset with me for, you 

know, not getting the drainage taken care of.   

 MS. CARROLL:  You'll have an added storm drain on the new – 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  There is an existing one there.  It'll have to be relocated, but it was planned 

to -- because that original 2000 plan had all these patio areas back there and pools, all this hard surface, 
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and we needed a way to get the water out.  So there was a planned inlet there and that inlet got built and 

it's actually out there and connects to the one that's on Ms. Atwood's property.  And so we will utilize that 

piping in a new configuration, but be able to do it.  So it was planned.  The storm water for this Lot 14 

was planned, and it will still be planned.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions?  Commissioner Ford? 

 MR. FORD:  Yes.  Yes.  Tracey, can you come up here for a second, please?  And, Jay, 

actually, we need you, too.  Is it -- I just need you to look at this picture, if you could. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Do you want me to walk over there? 

 MR. FORD:  Yeah.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Would you describe what you're doing? 

 MR. FORD:  Oh, I can bring it to her.  Is this wall coming down, Jay? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  No.  That’s a -- (inaudible). 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  For the record, into the microphone. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Tracey Atwood, 14A.  Yes.  That section of party wall would be remaining, is 

my understanding. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yeah. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Because as a party wall owner, I have -- can't take that one down.  

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Absolutely. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  It's the north-south jig-jag portion in order to redraw the lot line that would come 

out. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yes. 

 MS. ATWOOD:  Yeah. 

 MR. FORD:  And this is as you're looking north? 

 MS. ATWOOD:  That's -- that's east-west, more -- more so, the one that you're looking at with 

those trees. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It follows her backyard.  The one that we would remove would be the one 

that goes north for her and back -- (inaudible). 

 MR. FORD:  The one that's two feet, approximately, two feet tall, where this one is, like, five, 

approximately? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It -- it varies on which site of the lot you're on.  The way the original single-

family -- (inaudible).   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Okay.  We can't -- Jay.  Take the stand. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Okay.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Ms. Atwood, step aside.  Sorry.  We can't have everybody up here at 

once. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I get it. 

 MR. STANTON:  We've got to record. 
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 MR. GEBHARDT:  I appreciate your patience.  So the wall won't be needed anymore that runs 

north-south, so that's why we're removing it.  The wall that's on -- goes east-west, it separates Ms. 

Atwood's lot from ours, is needed and will remain.  And it's -- it's -- like she says, it's a party wall where 

it's right on the property line.  We wouldn't want to remove that if we could, so -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  The only question I have is, it 

appears to me that in addition to building permits, et cetera, you all still have to go through the HOA board 

to make sure that you're in compliance with the covenants.  Right? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Right. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Okay.  Just wanted to get on the record that you are going to be doing 

that process, but you do not have -- you don't have to have done it yet? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Correct.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much, 

Mr. Gebhardt.  Anyone else who has any further comment?  Last call.  I can't see anyone, so you're 

going to have to move to the middle if you want me to recognize that you're coming forward.  Thank you, 

Jay.  Okay.  In that case, I will close public comment. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any comment?  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  It's a well-designed project.  I know it doesn't make everybody happy.  I feel 

like there's still some wiggle room.  I don't know if everybody is going to get all the green space they 

wanted, but from a planning -- from a P and Z perspective, this addresses density in a sharp and a smart 

manner.  It utilizes the space in its fullest capacity.  I mean, it looks like it has a pretty small footprint for 

the house itself.  Everything we keep asking people to do, this kind of does it.  And I've done work out in 

this area, and the houses are pretty much like that.  So it's hard for me not to say yes, but I would love if 

they could squeeze a little more green and make some people a little more happier, but I love what you're 

doing here.  So I'm going to trust, which I usually don't, that that could be worked out, and if it's got to go 

through the HMO, maybe that's the leverage, or maybe Mr. Gebhardt will be a great guy and work it out 

anyway.  I don't have any faith in human nature, but Mr. Gebhardt is a good guy, so maybe that will work 

out, but I plan to support it.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other comments?  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yeah.  Our resident expert on lot coverage is out this week, but by the 

calculations that I've done, I got 38.8.  Ms. Atkins got 40 -- Atwood, sorry -- got 40.  I think those in line 

with what we were considering for lot coverage.  The front side rear dimensions seem to be in good 

agreement to me.  I would, however, propose making a motion since Mr. Gebhardt suggested the 

potential for six-foot side yard setback, I would consider a motion to change -- make the amendment to 

six-foot side yard setback.  And if that's something that the rest of the Commission feels good about, I'm 

prepared to make that motion now if we're ready for motions. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other comments?  Commissioner MacMann? 
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 MR. MACMANN:  Just real quick.  I like the density.  I like many things about this.  I think it's a 

little short of ready for prime time, and I think he's going to have the votes, but I'm going to vote no.  I 

want people to keep looking at this, HOA, Council, that type of thing.  Just want to put that out there 

beforehand.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other comments? 

 MR. FORD:  I'm on the fence. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Ford, go ahead. 

 MR. FORD:  I would like a little bit more of a setback for Ms. Atwood, and I could -- (inaudible) -- 

more green space, but I like the -- it fits the neighborhood.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  If no one else has a comment, I have a quick one.  I am inclined to agree 

with Commissioner MacMann.  I think this is close to ready, but not quite there yet.  The six foot, I -- 

makes me feel a little bit better.  I think part of the problem here is the built environment is substandard.  

There would not be a problem if the existing home were not so close, and I have a feeling, looking at the 

original plan for those three single-family homes, that that was going to be considered a shared space 

perhaps, and that is why it is so close to that back property line.  But, I mean, it's -- it feels to me like 

more discussion needs to be had, and the fact that the designs are just now done and haven't really been 

presented, I'm -- I'm going back and forth on whether this is ready to come before us yet.  I think it 

certainly has a long way to go before ground is broken, and I am contemplating whether or not it is ready 

for this step, much less the next ones that it has to take.  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Madam Chair, I disagree.  I think -- I think we're almost going to throw the 

baby with the bath water.  And I think we're causing unnecessary burden, and I think -- I'm -- I think we're 

this close.  And there's other leverage in place that can be enforced.  If you've got an HMO, or, you 

know, whatever, homeowners' association, you've still got City Council.  Mr. Gebhardt has got some 

wiggle room.  He's got the people in the building right now that I'm sure they can meet right after the 

meeting.  Travis seems to be okay with it.  I think there's some wiggle room, and I beg them to make me 

regret my decision if I vote yes and none of these things happen.  I beg you to do it, because you'll be 

back.  But I think it's ready.  I think there's enough room to be done without throwing this whole thing out 

with the bath water. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  To that point, I -- something you said made me have a thought that makes 

me think you may be swaying me, which is if we say no tonight, that's a delay, and it's -- they're so far 

from the finish line already that that may be an unnecessary delay, because they've got so many hurdles 

to go through.  And so if we slow them down, that's not necessarily going to make it a better project 

because there are so many steps between here and ground break.  Commissioner Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Gebhardt comes up here all the time and he pushes our envelope all the time.  

We ask for certain things, he listens, he does it.  We cry about density, we cry about smaller footprints, 

we cry about all of this.  He's done it.  And I think, like I -- like you just said, there's other obstacles he's 

going to have to go through.  I think we -- I sure hate to say this, but we need to reward those who are 
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listening to us on the things that we talk about in work sessions, the things we talk about in policy, and 

then development codes.  If we don't and we put these obstacles in the way every time they get a little 

closer and we throw it all the way out, people are going to stop doing what we say, and then we're going 

to have more and more of a fight every time someone comes in front of us.  So we need to reward those 

who are doing what we're asking. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Good point. 

 MR. STANTON:  But he can still hang himself.  Don't -- don't get me wrong.  If he doesn't do 

what he says, we -- I still -- we could still get him.  He's still got some other places he could -- he has to 

satisfy.  So I think -- 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  I would be willing to vote yes if we meet the cottage standard, which is the 

six foot that he has said he would agree to. 

 MR. STANTON:  He's already thinking ahead.  Okay.  I see where you're at. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Anyone, other comment?  Commissioner MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  I would be open to making a conditional motion to move that setback on 14A 

to six. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Oh, we haven't made it yet. 

 MS. CARROLL:  I haven't made the motion.  I've suggested a motion. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  All right.  Any other comments?  Commissioner Carroll? 

 MS. CARROLL:  I would like to make a motion to amend the SOI to reflect a six-foot side yard 

setback.   

 MR. MACMANN:  I'll second the motion to the amendment -- or the amendment to the motion. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Is that enough? 

 MS. THOMPSON:  That's acceptable.  Then when you -- when you move to approve the PD 

plan, move to approve it with the condition that the statement of intent be amended as -- as so moved. 

 MS. CARROLL:  So I will call roll. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.  We're -- do we need two votes, or do you want her to restate the 

motion as you just did?   

 MR. STANTON:  PD plan and -- 

 MS. THOMPSON:  I think you could do it either way, but I think the important thing is when you 

do make the motion about the PD plan, that it's subject to the condition. 

 MS. CARROLL:  We have a seconded motion on the table, so I would propose calling roll and 

just making a next motion. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  But you -- we don't have a second yet. 

 MS. CARROLL:  I thought we did. 

 MR. FORD:  Madam Chair. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yes, Mr. Ford. 

 MR. FORD:  Can I ask Mr. Gebhardt.  The setback on the Atwood, the northwest corner from 
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that line, did you say that was seven and a half.   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  We are going to -- we've already closed public hearing.  You could state it 

and then see if you get a reaction from the crowd.  Okay.  We can't do that.  I believe in the staff report 

it does say that it's 7.2 feet from the back property line.  Yes.  Okay.  We have a motion pending a 

second.  I am asking legal, do we need to restate the motion differently?   

 MS. THOMPSON:  I think the better motion would be to move to approve the proposed PD plan 

and associated statement of intent, subject to the condition that the statement of intent be amended to 

authorize a six-foot side yard setback as opposed to a five-foot side yard setback. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Carroll?   

 MS. CARROLL:  Yes.  Do you want me to repeat?  Okay.  So moved. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner MacMann, are you still seconding that motion?   

 MR. MACMANN:  If we think -- are we withdrawing Commissioner Carroll's first motion, and 

making a combined motion as per legal's advice? 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yes. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Yes. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  That's what has happened. 

 MR. MACMANN:  I -- I am not upset if Commissioner Carroll wants to withdraw her previous 

motion and go forward with the combined motion. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Are you seconding the current motion as stated by legal? 

 MR. MACMANN:  Yes. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Second by Commissioner MacMann.  Moved by 

Commissioner Carroll.  We now have a properly made and a seconded motion on the table.  Is there 

any discussion?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Carroll, whenever you are ready. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Geuea Jones, 

Mr. Ford, Ms. Wilson, Mr. Stanton, Ms. Carroll.  Voting No:  Mr. MacMann.  Motion carries 5-1. 

 MS. CARROLL:  We have five votes to approve and one no.  The motion carries. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Are there any other motions to be made on this case?  Commissioner 

MacMann? 

 MR. MACMANN:  I don't believe this motion got the 75 percent, so I move that this be taken off 

the consent agenda. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner MacMann has moved to remove this case from the 

consent agenda at City Council, which would mean it would have to be considered separately.  Is there a 

second of that motion. 

 MS. CARROLL:  Second that. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Seconded by Commissioner Carroll.  Any discussion on the motion.  

Seeing none.  And I believe this we can just do with a thumbs up.   

 MS. THOMPSON:  Correct. 
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 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thumbs up approval of removing it from -- all right.  Close enough.  Oh, 

sorry.  Five with one abstention, being Commissioner Wilson.  That recommendation will be forwarded 

to City Council and removed from the consent agenda for separate consideration and hearing.  If -- I'm 

looking at legal.  If we're all clean -- excellent.  In that case, that concludes our public hearings for the 

night. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Is there any public comment generally?  Seeing none.   

VI. STAFF COMMENTS 

 MR. ZENNER:  We do not have any business items for the September 7th regular meeting, so 

that means that your next regular 7:00 p.m. meeting is at -- will be on September 21st.  In this evening's 

work session, we did not have an adequate amount of time to complete our discussion.  We have a 

choice.  We can either not have our September 7th work session and reconvene on September 21st to 

complete the discussion that we had had.  Ms. Thompson will not be here for the September 7th 

meeting, and it may be advisable, given our legal counsel that is most familiar with the topic may need to 

be present for that discussion if we are going to have one.  Otherwise, we can have a meeting.  We do 

have other items we can discuss if that is what is desired.  We will have, as requested, an item dealing 

with a DLC update, and then we do have other topics specifically dealing with the activation of 

substandard lots that we can discuss as it relates to where we stand with that amendment.  What is the 

pleasure of the Commission?   

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  I think we need a September 7th meeting.  I agree that legal counsel, Ms. 

Thompson, should be there the next time we discuss short-term rentals, especially considering the work 

she has done in the revision.  I am looking around at my fellow Commissioners.  Do we have consensus 

in that?  Yeah.  I think we have too much on our docket for us to skip a meeting, so -- 

 MR. ZENNER:  We will schedule then your discussion of -- we will discuss the lot activation -- 

substandard lot activation standards that we have been working on.  Staff will be presenting as it relates 

to that for the Commission's consumption, as well as an update for the DLC.  And just to let everyone 

know that the second meeting in September is the meeting at which we do elect Planning and Zoning 

Commission officers, so we will be conducting that.  And if you are not going to be present, we still will 

elect officers, so if you can be here, please be so.  We have two items for the September 21st meeting.  

Those two items, one has to deal with a design adjustment as it relates to a less than 300-foot-wide lot 

being -- seeking a driveway access in a mixed-use development or IG in this instance.  That is a 

standard specific to replatting of property, so that is the specific design adjustment.  The final plat is 

actually a replat, so it does not require the Commission's action.  That is Council action, but because of 

the design adjustment, that does, so the two of them do go to Council.  There will be a separate report on 

the design adjustment, and then there would be our standard replatting staff report provided to City 

Council that would be subject to the recommendation of the Commission as it relates to this driveway 

location matter.  And then we have tentatively scheduled at this point 1501 Ballenger Lane.  This is a 
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preliminary plat to create additional lots out of what was formerly a portion of Fire Station Number 5.  

This is north of Ria Street.  It is a subdivision action that would create -- it would extend an existing cul-

de-sac street out to Ballenger Lane, and it would create lots that have frontage on Ria Street, a project 

that is not classed as cottage, however, it would be R-2 zoned land, and therefore, providing an 

opportunity to create an extension of the existing duplex development that is in this area.  It is tentative 

only because there is a sales contract associated with the land that was prior Fire Station Number 5, that 

is Lot 2A, and that needs to close before we are able to present the preliminary plat to you due to the 

ownership change from the City to the applicant itself.  So we may only have one item on the September 

21st agenda.  We do have some other items that are starting to be collected for hearings in October, as 

well.  So that is all that we have to offer this night -- tonight.  Here are the locator maps for the two 

projects that would be on the September 21st agenda.  On the left, of course, Waco, and on the right, the 

Ballenger Lane project.  That is all we have to offer. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  

VII. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any Commissioner comments?  Mr. MacMann? 

VIII.  ADJOURNMENT 

 MR. MACMANN:  Move to adjourn. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MS. GEUEA JONES:  Moved by Commissioner MacMann, seconded by Commissioner Stanton.  

Without objection, we are adjourned. 

 (The meeting was adjourned at 9:31 p.m.)  

 (Off the record.) 


