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Case Number 49-2026
	A request by Crockett Engineering Consultants, LLC, (agent) on behalf of Tori-Bens, LLC (owner), for approval to rezone 50.8 acres from PD (Planned Development) to PD, and approve a PD plan and associated Statement of Intent (SOI).  Approval would permit the development of 240 multi-family units to be known as "The Vantage".  The subject site contains all of Tracts 2 and 4, as well as a port of Tract 5, as shown within the 2010 Richland Road Annexation and Permanent Zoning located south of the Richland Road and Rolling Hills Road intersection on both the east and west sides of Rolling Hills Road. 
		MS. GEUEA JONES:  May we please have a staff report?
		MR. HALLIGAN.  Yes, you may.  
		Staff report was given by Mr. Ross Halligan of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff recommends approval of the request to rezone the 50.8 acres from Planned Development to Planned Development, as well as the PD Plan for "The Vantage" and the associated Statement of Intent.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Before we go to questions for staff, if any of my fellow Commissioners have had contact with parties to this case outside of a public hearing, please disclose so now.  Seeing none.  Questions for staff?  Commissioner Walters?
	MR. WALTERS:  Could you go back to that early graphic that showed the various plats, including Plat 5, or -- yeah.  Lot 5.  So track -- yeah.  Go forward one now.  Now Tract 5, go another forward, another one.  I -- I missed something.  How does Tract 5 have 538 dwelling units assigned to it?  
	MR. HALLIGAN:  So this is just a portion of Tract 5.  So the entirety of Tract 5 is kind of down to the west more.  
	MR. WALTERS:  It does what?  Say that again, please?
	MR. HALLIGAN:  So this would just be a portion of Tract 5, and this would just -- the remainder of the tract is kind of where The Brooks is located and the other developments to the west.
	MR. WALTERS:  Okay.  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.  
	MR. HALLIGAN:  So this is -- yeah.
	MR. WALTERS:  All right.  Thank you.
	MR. HALLIGAN:  And, yeah.  They just have that entitlement still.
	MR. WALTERS:  Thank you.
	MR. HALLIGAN:  Yeah.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Other questions for staff?  Thank you.  Commissioner Darr?
	MR. DARR:  How is the proportional monetary contribution being calculated; do you know -- for the roundabout in the future?
	MR. ZENNER:  So it is being calculated based on the traffic impacts that this development will create at the intersection of Richland and Rolling Hills.  It is a process that was devised with all other annexed land to the east of this site in order to offset the approximate million dollar, million .2 expenses associated with the roundabout.  So for every development that we have brought in to the east Old Hawthorne North, Silver Creek to the north of Old Hawthorne, and then the property that is at the corner of Olivette and Richland to the east of Old Hawthorne North.  We calculated based upon the trips generated, the reduction in the intersection's functionality, and so there's a proportional calculation that's been created and it's applied equally to all of the developments based on the -- the functional loss that the intersection experiences by that development.  We are almost to the point of collecting the entire cost of the roundabout at this juncture from the development with in the area.  
	MR. DARR:  Which brings me to my second question.  It seemed like there was no time frame to build that roundabout, but right now, per the traffic study, that intersection is operating at a level service of F, which is, if I recall correctly, worse than the intersection was at Ashford Place onto Route W.  So -- but we're going to approve this one -- or I mean if staff is recommending to approve this one, and traffic isn't an issue, for the -- in the meantime with no time frame?
	MR. ZENNER:  The -- this is -- the money has been collected.  This is a project that is likely to be built within the current bond, the current transportation bond that was recently passed, our current ten-year bond.  It'll -- it is our understanding that it will be enrolled into that improvement, but it will be towards the tail end of probably the ten years.  So at this juncture, we have identified the issue, we have collected the revenue, we have to schedule the construction, and there are a variety of other construction projects involving Richland Road at this point which, from the cost of mobilization and construction management, we are likely trying to secure getting it all done by having to only have the construction crews out there one continuous period of time to do the -- 
MR. DARR:  Okay.
MR. ZENNER:  -- and that's -- but we don't have a date, so that is why it is a date uncertain.  
	MR. DARR:  I find that reasonable, I just -- and fresh in my memory is a lot of conversations that people didn't find that reasonable, or, you know, the lack of current infrastructure being available at this time right now prior to the development going in was a big concern.  So I just wanted to get that out there.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Other questions for staff?  Commissioner Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Similar to Commissioner Darr, I have some more questions about infrastructure.  So looking at the traffic study, the engineer recommended or noted concerns about potential obstruction with the view and site distance, and I'm curious about whether those things would be attended to in the final plat or in permitting.  Like, where would that be addressed?
	MR. ZENNER:  So that would be as noted within the actual traffic study, those are matters that would be dealt with at the final site planned construction approval phase.  Final platting is merely creation of lots.  It does not involve physical building construction.  Therefore, when we deal with site grading and site -- siting the actual buildings that are shown on the development plan, it's at that point that we are going to assure that the proper site triangles are made or are retained.  It is important to note -- and this graphic does not necessarily depict this really well -- there are some diagonal or triangular pieces that are created on the southern side of the Richland Road/Rolling Hills intersection both on the east and west.  Those are street easements that were collected as a part of ensuring that the roundabout's radius and its improvements will actually be able to be accommodated at this intersection meeting those requirements.  That is an area that, if we never built the roundabout, that's an easement, and no building, and that is why this plan is drawn this way, will be in that location.  This particular plan actually probably meets our site triangle requirements of our Code without the roundabout.  And so -- but that would all, again, be verified at a portion -- at the portion of the project's actual physical site development phase which comes much later in our overall processes.  But that is part of our site engineer's responsibility, our traffic engineer's responsibility.  They will take a look at that in detail prior to issuing the permits.  
	DR. GRAY:  Great.  Thank you.  My second question, because I am not well versed in reading traffic studies, I was curious about the role of, like, the turning lanes and how that impacts, like, access.  
	MR. ZENNER:  To the site itself?
	DR. GRAY:  Yes.
	MR. ZENNER:  So, I mean, obviously, that -- this is -- the City reserves the right to require or to restrict turning movements on its roads, so you could make right in/right out only.  We avoid putting in -- typically you would attempt to avoid, to the greatest extent possible, the conflicts with turning-lane movements.  We do have distance and spacing standards as it relates to specific intersection distances from a driveway in an intersection class that a particular roadway classification, so again, while this site plan depicts a development in concept, it is possible that through a more detailed examination of all of the general regulatory requirements that come at the site planning stage, that there may be modifications.  Those modifications may reduce the amount of proposed density on the property.  They may result in slight modifications to the building placements and other driveway approaches.  All of that would be considered permissible within the approval of a planned district administratively.  So in concept, we're looking at a 240-unit development that contains four buildings, the improvements that are shown here, we may have to massage them a little bit through the process of further detailed review.  So that is -- we will look at that.  There are criterion.  Given the fact that the turning movements that may need to be accommodated at this point may be eliminated by a roundabout, we have to also give consideration to how that may play out moving forward.  So while restriction of access or entry and exit points and their movement may be more critical if this was just to remain as the intersection improvements that it is.  Given that the roundabout is being -- will be installed in this location, some of those restrictions may not be necessarily appropriate to apply because the conditions will change.  But we have a period of time, depending on what the construction schedule is, that there may need to be some type of control -- short-term controls.  Because once you come into the roundabout, a right-in/right-out only may be effectively what ends up being there.  So again, where the placement is is the driveway, especially the driveway that accesses Richland Road, that driveway's placement, depending on how it plays into the roundabout, it may need to be pushed further back on the property in question in order to gain enough opportunity.  But we have to also look at then what's the left-turning movement and how is that -- how will that potentially create another conflict.  And so all of that becomes part of the more detailed evaluation, and at that point, we may have a better understanding of when the roundabout will be installed, and we may be able to accommodate that as a part of construction plan approval.  So there are -- there are a number of unknowns, but those unknowns are part of our development and review processes, and they require first being able to obtain the approval, and then we move to the next step, which is more detailed design.  So this concept at this point works according to the plan reviewers that have reviewed it inside the City, which include our City's traffic engineer.  There may be tweaks.  
	DR. GRAY:  Great.  Thank you for that clarification.  I am curious about infrastructure and the things that we can take care of or look at on the part of the developer at the cost of the developer down the line in terms of the cost of the City.  I would love a little bit of clarification about the -- I appreciated the slide about the density and the net developable area.  Do you have a comparable development that mirrors this gross density of 5.36?  Is there something similar?
	MR. ZENNER:  Not that I could tell you off the top of my head, and I can't tell you a net developable acreage, either, a development that may meet that net developable acreage.  What I can tell you anecdotally is the average single-family residential subdivision within the city of Columbia, which would otherwise permit, roughly, seven units per acre, is developed at an average of about one and a half to maybe two.  So it is significantly reduced, and that is at a gross level.  We do not -- we do make the distinction post-2017 that, generally, when we're looking at a development, we do request gross and net calculations because of changes that were made to the Code.  Prior to that, that was not -- it wasn't defined.  So, I mean, I don't want to hazard a guess as to what the -- what the net -- what a comparable net is.  What I can tell you is is if we go off of Providence Road and we look at what is off of Carter Lane, the development that is behind the bank that is in that particular area, and for the life of me, I'm drawing a blank on the name of the subdivision.  Macadoodles, the bank, and then you go to the development that's behind that, that is a planned district, and that is a development density, not necessarily a gross or a net, but it is at a -- it is at a density of about 4.4 units per acre, and that is a mixture of single-family, single-family townhouse development, and, if I'm not incorrect, duplex development.  And so that would be about the closest thing.  Most multi-family development, I believe, if we looked at the gross versus the net, you probably are looking in on a multi-family development and it's probably not uncommon to see gross densities in many of our multi-family projects similar, and our net densities not probably exceeding about twelve to twelve and a half, unless you're downtown.  Most of our downtown development is probably about 40 to 60 units per acre.
	DR. GRAY:  Great.  And you may have just said this, the -- the kind of metrics for high density versus medium density, versus low density, where does this fall?
	MR. ZENNER:  This would probably -- so high density would be at the upper end, and we don't have a clear distinction between low, medium, and high.  High density, technically, would probably be 15 to 17 units per acre, and then you're probably in the mid-range of anywhere between I'd say eight to -- eight to the twelve, maybe mid, and then our low density is probably, you know, below that.  But typically, our -- our densities and our R-1 zoning districts are ultra-low.  They are not effective to generate the densities necessary to support public transit and a variety of other things that are essential for us to address other issues within the community, and that's part of the reason why when you look at developments of this nature, they do offer an opportunity to start to support the population densities that are necessary to support other opportunities.  Now in this particular location, I'm not suggesting that that is something that we will see a bus line out here, but this is the type of density, if it were in a more urbanized area, that would start to allow you an opportunity to be able to justify why you would have a function -- a more functional transit system than we presently have.  
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you.  And last final question.  So given the PD zoning, R-2, R-1, this density is congruent or consistent with this area?
	MR. ZENNER:  The PD zoning here, I would suggest on a net -- on a net is probably -- it is higher than what you will see in the other PD portions of the Richland Road annexation and permanent zoning tract.  It is -- from a net perspective, it is definitely much higher.  And again, in 2000 -- prior to 2017, there was not a net developable requirement, nor did we look at densities using that metric.  So, you know, to do a comparison of that nature of prior development, built prior to 2017, to development that is now is something that creates just a conflict.  It's an apple and orange comparison, and the regulations are nowhere near the same, either, so there are a lot of other things that have occurred that provide probably an equivalency, but they don't necessarily maybe present that way because the densities are different, and they are significantly different.  The densities in The Brooks, for example, Phase 1, Phase 2, are significantly less than the five on a net calculation.  And that net, again -- or, I'm sorry -- a gross.  And that gross calculation is based on all of the acreage, the 50 acres, of which there's almost 24 or 25 that are not developable regulatorily.  And so that's why we now calculate based on that.  If this were over 17 units per acre, after the non-developable portions were taken out, we'd basically tell them that they have exceeded what the Code would allow, and that would have required the densities to have been brought now.  So it is within what would be otherwise permitted.  There was no cap in 2010 when the original development acreage was annexed into the City.  We are applying standards because this is an entirely new zoning entitlement to this property.  It is -- while we have to respect what was done in 2010 because of this parcel's connection to the 2010 agreement, this is a brand-new request.  And so we have applied all of the current contemporary UDC standards to this.  That is also why there will be an entirely separate development agreement governing all of the contributions that are being made, but they honor and look back at the 2010 agreement.  This is not a tit for tat as to what was allowed and what is being provided.  This is being evaluated as a brand-new proposal.
	DR. GRAY:  Great.  Thank you so much.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Ortiz?
	MS. ORTIZ:  I just have, like, one question.  How are the capital improvement projects prioritized right now, and would new development, like, bump up priority for things like street improvement projects?
	MR. ZENNER:  The Richland Road project is presently in the capital improvements document as it is at this point.  If I'm not incorrect, it is identified as a 2029 project.  Part of the capital projects budget, how the budgeting is allocated, is not something that our staff is generally privy to.  
MS. ORTIZ:  Uh-huh.
MR. ZENNER:  And how this development would increase or elevate the Richland Road project in priority to anything else that is presently being considered to be built in the -- in the current ballot, we don't have that information.  What I would tell you is is, again, this is a project.  This project is on the eastern end, if I am not incorrect, of the Richland Road reconstruction, which has to deal with the St. Charles intersection and Richland Road that is the primary focus of that project.  And so doing the project concurrently with the existing primary focus is really what is the objective.  Again, it's a matter of making sure that the resources are available to be able to start the project on the other end.  We have resources specifically allocated to the roundabout here.  If there were no other project on Richland Road, it would be very possible that utilizing those resources that we presently have collected, augmenting that by something at the tail end of the budgeting for the ballot is the likely outcome because we don't want to spend money that we may need to apply to an existing project that may be higher on the priority list.  But again, with all of the -- with the project as a whole, it is possible that if the -- if the construction is completed or the -- the construction documents that I am not aware that have been done -- if those are done, the money is available, it's possible that the project could be moved forward just because of the need, I think, as has been pointed out by both Mr. Darr and Dr. Gray, that this is obviously an area that has been identified by the current traffic study as non-functional.  And so, you know, it's a matter of we knew the project was -- we knew the roundabout was needed.  We also knew that there was another project at the opposite end of Richland Road that needed to be constructed.  And so we have been waiting to just contract the roundabout independently.  We wanted to try to tie it in to -- to better utilize the public dollars that would have to be being put into both projects.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  Thank you. 
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Anyone else?  I have a couple of questions.  Why are we doing this PD?  It seems like it would fit for straight multi-family zoning.  
	MR. ZENNER:  Did I not think you would ask that question?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  It wasn't in the staff report, so I had to ask.
	MR. ZENNER:  I know it was not.  And we asked the same question ourself when the application came in.  There are some modifications as it relates to the exterior setbacks associated with the project which really are a part of what the aspect of relief is being asked for.  You have, because of the road alignment for Rolling Hills, you have some restrictions at least on the western side of this property which were being sought to be addressed through the reduction of the rear yard.  And so the rear yard setback front to this property is basically Rolling Hills on both the east and the west.  The west side is more constrained because of its depth.  The east side is equally constrained based upon where the floodway is.  But because you can put the setback in the floodway, in the floodplain and the floodway, but you can't put structures there, that wasn't as much of an issue.  So that's one of the rational explanations for why we are maintaining a plan on this.  Furthermore, Planned District is what the designation of these properties were to begin with in 2010, and not unlike what we experienced down at Copperstone at the corner of Scott Boulevard and Vawter.  I believe the applicant didn't really consult with us that we wanted to maintain it for the purposes of ensuring that there was a plan that would guide the development and explain to the public this is what we're going to do and that's it.  This planned district process does just that.  It defines what can and what only can occur on this acreage.  There is nothing else that is going to be allowed.  If we go and change this development plan, want to increase or add dwelling units on a portion of Tract 4 that is not being shown for development, because all of this property is being combined under a single statement of intent, that's going to require going back through this same public process.  So this, in essence, is a way of ensuring that the development that is being presented here this evening with its impacts is contained, and is contained to what is being presented.  It's not going to have creep.  If this was an open zoning district, creep could occur very easily, and that creep could create additional unintended consequences.  So for those reasons, I would suggest that that is why this is being processed as a planned district even though it could have been processed as a non-plan.  Furthermore, this has a development agreement associated with it, and we did have to be able to connect the dots a little bit, even though we are going through an entirely new process.  R-MF zoning in this community is not something that we apply without significant scrutiny, and you wouldn't have had a site plan.  We would have had nothing to present to the public if this was just an open R-MF request, and that is a very daunting task on an acreage like this in this location.  So all things being considered equal from a staff perspective, the plan here, while it does seem cumbersome, I think is more appropriate to protect the public's interest.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  So they want a PD plan because they wanted smaller setbacks?
	MR. ZENNER:  To the best that I could tell, that's probably about the only thing because there aren't any other requests for waiver.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  And the City felt more comfortable because it allowed them to keep the development agreement in place more easily?
	MR. ZENNER:  More easily.  It's administratively, it's a more complete connection between what existed and what would move forward.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Do you do development agreements on straight zoning?  
	MR. ZENNER:  No.  Typically, not.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Okay.
	MR. ZENNER:  Because that's -- we would, so I shouldn't say no.  Old Hawthorne, for example.  Old Hawthorne North, development immediately to the east of it, and the one to the north of it, for that matter, are all straight zoned.  They're all R-1, but they were all annexation properties.  And as a result of the annexation element, we were able to broker a development agreement.  This is property inside the City, subject to a prior development agreement, and so, just simply because it would be straight zoned, we don't contract zone, and we don't have as significant an opportunity to probably negotiate particular exactions, such as the trail add.  And so the planned district does afford us a better way of being able to do that, along with coupling it with a development agreement.  And so it's not that we can't, it's just historically, we have not unless you're annexing property, and that's generally the only time that I have seen that we have used the development agreement tool in order to be able to secure other improvements.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  But the development agreement was when it was when it was annexed, it just hasn't been built yet.
	MR. ZENNER:  It was.  Yeah.  It hasn't been built, and they're proposing as a part of the development agreement, because it restricted Tract 2 where the multi-family is occurring, that was restricted entirely to just 80,000 square feet of commercial.  And so, that is hence the reason why this is, as I explained, a full re-entitlement.  They have abandoned the commercial.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.
	MR. ZENNER:  And so, you could have done it as R-MF as you're suggesting.  I think, however, we lose then the connectivity to the development agreement and its requirements, which just modifying the zoning within a planned district, keeping it in a plan, having a new plan, and then being able to tack on the other development agreement related elements was easier -- seemed easier to be able to continue to keep it in planned zone with a modified development agreement, and the development agreement modification is essential because you cannot use the 2010 agreement to apply some of the things that we're doing now.  The 2010 agreement did not include anything about a proportional contribution.  It didn't include the trailhead.  So we have identified we've added those things, and that's -- the development agreement covers all of those new elements that have occurred since 2010 that weren't contemplated at that time.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Is this designated as a sensitive area?  I know it's got some of the flood --	MR. ZENNER:  So it's going to have -- it'll have some sensitive feature area on it, which would be what we have excluded out of the non-buildable area.  So that would include slopes, floodplains, floodway, those features.  So the development has been respective of -- respectful of those components.  It has also, through the calculation and removal of that undeveloped area, as Mr. Halligan said, it's maintained being consistent with the R-MF-esque zoning component.  It's still under that density, other than the 17 units per acre.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.
	MR. ZENNER:  So again, we go back to the fact that the plan provides greater clarity of what will occur, and restricts the property for anything more than what's on this plan without going back through a much more public process again.  And that's not to say that if this is a successful development and the developer wants to use the developable portion of Tract 4, they may not come back and they may not ask for it at later date, an expansion of the Statement of Intent that's been submitted with this, which restricts it to 240 units as depicted to add in the 116.  At that point, I would tell you, though, the impacts that adding additional density will create will probably be even more highly scrutinized, not that they weren't at this point, because accessing that creates other impacts.  So, you know, right now, again, we view the lack of any commercial interest to the corner as that coupled with all of our other current needs as it relates to housing is a justification for getting active development out of this property at this point.  Irrespective of the roundabout being here or not, again, from a land-use perspective, this intersection, in and of itself, has got densities that if not to be utilized for commercial purposes, would not be appropriate for single-family detached residential, and therefore, you look at this as the -- the R-MF that is proposed as an appropriate transition from a high-impact, high-intensity intersection to a lesser intense residential development to both the north and the south.  And so this is something that we -- we do believe from a land-use transition and a land-use integration perspective, is appropriate here, land-use-wise.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  I think in my head the 80,000 gross square footage area of commercial is what made it appropriate for a PD, and I am -- I think what I am hearing is that the concessions that the City is getting out of it is why it is still PD.
	MR. ZENNER:  Yes.  That, and the clarity associated with the development for the community and at large
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  That's true of every PD plan, but that's not why we have PD zoned planning.  We have very clear ordinances as to why we have PD planned zoning, and it's not just so we get to scrutinize everything.  There are very specific reasons for them.  I'm not sure this meets any of those.  But I understand that without PD plan, it sounds like it would have been very difficult for the City to get its concessions of the trailhead and the money for the roundabout.  
	MR. ZENNER:  I would attend to agree, and I know exactly what you're referring to, Ms. Chairman, with the criteria.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.  Thank you.  Any other questions for staff?  Seeing none.  We will go to public comment.
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  If you are here to comment on this case tonight, please come forward.  We require your name and address for the record.  We allow six minutes for the applicant or the representative of a group, and three minutes for individuals.  Anyone want to come forward?  I don't have a list, you all, so you're just going to have to come up as you feel the spirit leads you.
	MR. MILLER:  I’ll start here in a second.  Okay.  Good evening.  My name is Kyle Miller.  I'm with Crockett Engineering, 1000 West Nifong, Columbia, Missouri.  Madam Chair, members of the Commissioner, I'm here tonight representing The Vantage project planned development.  I'm also here tonight representing the owner of the property, Tori-Bens Farm, as well as the developer of The Vantage Apartments.  Well, I think staff did a great job of going over the project, so I'm going to just highlight a few things here to note.  The property does contain a little over 50 acres that was annexed and zoned back in -- for PUD -- PD back in 2010.  It does contain two residential lots, one on each side of Rolling Hills, Lot 1 and Lot 2.  There is a third lot that is a 1.5 acre that is to be dedicated and granted to the City as a trailhead at the time of final platting.  Additional land was offered, but at the time, this was all that was desired.  There is also a trail easement dedicated on the north side of the Grindstone Creek.  This development will be a mix of one, two and some three bedroom units spread amongst four residential buildings, community building, and other site features.  Here you can see the proposed plan, four residential buildings on the outside as well as then the parking in the interior community building right next to the pool, pickleball, dog parks on either side, and some garages spaced between them.  This illustrates the entire 50 acres and where the location of the development would occur.  Here you can see in yellow that entire 50 acres.  Most of the portion is just there at the intersection of Richland and Rolling Hills.  The area in green here is what will remain unchanged with this development.  It shows the entire 50 acres and about 30 acres of it is what's shown here in green.  To answer one of Commissioner Jones' points here, the area and sensitive area of the floodway, the stream, stream buffer, steep ridges, will all be located in this green area that would not be disturbed with the development.  And highlighted in blue here will be the 1.5 acres of the park, the dedicated space by the plat.  So some benefits to this development and the 240 multi-family units.  In 2024, the Boone County and the City of Columbia housing study found we need more residential developments or more residential units for multi-family at about 900 per year, and this 240 is help closing that gap.  This project also supports the Columbia Imagined, and the need for diverse housing options in the community.  We also feel this is a good transition for like uses in the surrounding area.  We have a lot of single-family multi -- or single-family units around and this allows that transition zone.  As far a traffic and to get to a couple of questions that were brought up earlier, there was a traffic study that was done for this project.  We are providing the adequate right-of-way and space for that roundabout that was mentioned, as well as positioned the project with space to allow that roundabout construction.  A couple of questions here to answer on that traffic study, Commissioner Darr.  One of those questions that was brought up is in regard to the current status of the intersection, and that is as defined by the traffic impact study as worst case scenario with all of the buildouts of all of the surrounding developments fully developed.  So when looking at Silver Lake, Spot Pines, Richland Vineyards, all of them will be fully developed for to create that.  Once again, the roundabout was installed, it would be improved to I believe it was a B grade.  But that letter grade you referenced earlier would be with everything completely fully built out which, right now, it's not.  Some of those projects haven't even started construction.  Commissioner Stockton, in regard to the site distance that was brought up, the traffic report indicated that with its current status, right now there's trees on the property, all of this different visual impairments that would be there, during the construction plan phase, we would obviously call for those impairments to be removed so you can better see the area and the traffic, and the sight distance would improved.  And, Commissioner Gray, in regards to the location of those drives, that is one thing, too, that we noted and is found in the traffic study, and we moved those drives within that development about as far back as we can to keep it away from that roundabout, and to make sure that we allow for proper spacing for stacking of that said roundabout.  Lastly, here in regard to public utilities, we feel this is an infill development in regards to utilities.  All of these utilities are at or adjacent to the site.  It would require no large extensions for this development, and -- except for what would be required just internal of the site.  So in conclusion, this proposed development is consistent with the goals and objectives of Columbia Imagined and the housing study.  It conforms to the requirements of all of the UDC of the City and standards.  The plan is consistent with the previously approved zoning for this tract of land, and comes recommended to you by staff.  I would be happy to answer any questions you have at this time.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Are there any questions for this speaker?  Commissioner Darr, go ahead.
	MR. DARR:  I would just read the traffic study.  It says 2025 base conditions as they existing condition, plus the approved area developments in the 2025 build conditions of the 2025 base plus proposed trips from this development.  And on the last page where it says the summary, it says the 2025 base and the 2025 build conditions both are operating under a level service of F during a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
	MR. MILLER:  Okay.  I would have to go back through it and check all that to make sure, but I believe it was located in here where it talked about different -- different aspects of it in one of those --
	MR. DARR:  I did not read this 100 percent, cover to end.
MR. MILLER:  Right.
MR. DARR:  So there may be other stuff, but that's what I read.
	MR. MILLER:  I understand, and duly noted, and in one of those would be the roundabout that we do know is in the queue and would resolve all of that, yeah.  
	MR. DARR:  I agree completely.  The roundabout would -- 
	MR. MILLER:  And, you know, this portion is the developer would contribute to the monetary of that said roundabout.  So, I mean, they would be doing their part to contribute to that whenever it gets stacked up and in a queue for construction.  
	MR. DARR:  Yes.  Thanks.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions for this speaker?  Commissioner Stockton?
	MS. STOCKTON:  Was -- we received a letter from a neighbor representing two different neighbors about a perimeter boundary possibly preventing residents in this new development from wandering onto their property.  Was there any discussion of that, not withholding the fact that there is a waterway, and it looks like dense forest.
	MR. MILLER:  Right.  Right.
	MS. STOCKTON:  Is there any discussion about a property boundary?
	MR. MILLER:  We did not reach out to the individual who made the comment, but I did take note of that, and we are, when I looked it up, over 700 feet from any property to the south from the nearest doorstep of our -- any -- either of the buildings.  And like you said, there would be a creek, steep banks, vegetative forest all within that area.  We would obviously be closer to anything on the north, but to the south and to the west, or to the south and to the east, we are -- we'll be over 700 feet from the nearest doorstep.
	MS. STOCKTON:  Thank you.
	MR. MILLER:  Yeah.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Anyone else?  Commissioner Brodsky?
	MR. BRODSKY:  I think you heard our chairwoman's concern about the PD plan and one of the issues with those is, you know, there's a lot to do with those, if there's changes or modifications.  
	MR. MILLER:  Sure.
	MR. BRODSKY:  There is a three-year expiration for any PD plan that we see before it expires.  Does the property owner intend to develop this within that three-year time period?
	MR. MILLER:  Yes.  It would be my understanding this would be ready to go sooner rather than later.  That's correct.
	MR. BRODSKY:  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Anyone else?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much for being here tonight.  Next speaker on this case?  
	MS. DOKKEN:  Dee Dokken, 804 Again Street.  So I'm looking at this.  I think I heard staff say that this was out of the floodway and the floodplain, but when I'm looking at the map, it looks like Building 4 is completely in the floodplain, the 100-year floodplain, and my pictures changed, and half of -- okay.  Building Number 3 is completely, and then a half of Building Number 4.  So I just want to point that out and I think it would be great to point out where the floodplain is in presentations because it is very hard to discern.  So in this area, the floodway is broad.  That's the big green -- and the stream buffer.  The big floodway is a lot of green, but then the floodplain actually goes into the building development.  And I think it would be better if that didn't happen.  In general, very -- approve of the density, approve of building in this area, which has been determined by the East Area Plan to be a good place for housing.  We need housing, great place, if there's green space, trail access, all those things are, you know, positive.  But I think we should respect the so-called 100-year floodway which, with climate change, that flooding is -- that has increased in volume and frequency.  Also, this land is part of the ecosystem of the stream.  It has soils, it has plants that soak up water and hold it like a sponge, and you can't just discard it or replace it.  It's specialized, it's a specialized habitat and should be respected.  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions from Ms. Dokken tonight?  Seeing none.  Thank you.  Next speaker, please come forward.
	MR. DUKE:  My name is Jon Duke, and I live in The Brooks.  Part of my property will back up to some of this development.  
	MR. CRAIG:  Sir, can we get -- can we get an address for the --
	MR. DUKE:  You answered one of my questions already.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Sir, we need your address for the record, not just --
	MR. DUKE:  5317 Harbor Town Drive.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.
	MR. DUKE:  You've answered one of my questions, will there be future building on this site, and that's been cleared up.  The only thing I have a problem with is it's four stories high, and it is going to take away some of the visibility of the neighborhood with it being built the way it is.  With the increased number of vehicles in the area, my concern is the Hoy Lake freeway that goes through the middle of The Brooks.  It's called a freeway because of the way the traffic drives on that street.  If you live there, you'll know immediately what it is.  I drive 25 to 30 miles an hour on that street.  Cars pass me all the time, crossing the double yellow lines on the hills, on the curves, wherever, and a lot of the people that are driving give me the international hi sign as they go by.  Hoy Lake is only about 37 feet wide.  There are three large black mailboxes located directly on the side of Hoy Lake.  There are 19 roadway entrances coming out of the development of The Brooks onto Hoy Lake, and Hoy Lake is only about three-quarters of a mile long.  There are four properties that their driveways actually go on to Hoy Lake.  And where they're located, they are in kind of a blind spot backing out of their properties onto Hoy Lake.  And in the area on the bottom of the hill as you go down Hoy Lake is the community pool for The Brooks.  So during the summer, there's all kinds of children and parents and whatnot walking and running in the area.  My background, I'll give you a little word of advice, traffic is much like a river.  It will find the shortest and quickest way to get from one location to another.  And if by some chance two vehicles, one parked on each side of Hoy Lake, are there at the same time, that is not a four-lane highway, three-lane highway.  There's not enough room for four vehicles at one time to be on Hoy Lake.  That's my concern, and unless that is improved, at some point, you're going to have major accident on Hoy Lake and somebody is going to be dead.  People that are getting in and out of the mailboxes do not park within seven inches of the curb.  Just be aware of that.  That's my concern.  Thank you. 
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  I'm sorry.  Sir, we have a question for you, if that's okay.  Dr. Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Hi.  Thank you so much.  I just wanted to make sure I understood.  You were talking about Hoy Lake Drive and some of the traffic concerns there.  How is that connected to the Richland Road or Rolling Hills?
	MR. DUKE:  Because all of your traffic from this apartment complex --
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Sir, can you speak into the microphone?  I'm sorry.
	MR. DUKE:  -- when you come up -- all of this traffic from your apartment complex will not go down Richland.  Richland is two-way.  The intersection as he was talking about where they're thinking of a roundabout where Richland joins -- St Charles, I think, is the name of the street, is a mess.  The other way is to do up to St. Charles and get on the freeway.  We know what's happening there; it's under construction.  So if you start south on Rolling Hills, you'll come into Hoy Lake right at the entrance to The Brooks, and it's a straight shot right through the development, no stop signs, no nothing, to WW, so you don't have to drive all the way down Rolling Hills to WW, get on that roundabout, and go on WW over to the freeway.  That's why we call it the freeway, those of us that live in the development, because the people that live in the area have already found that out.  Now you're going to add another 240 cars, and of that, probably 200 of them are going to go up and down Hoy Lake.  The average household in the United States has 1.83 vehicles per household.  So I'm giving you credit for only 240.  It'll probably be more like 300.  I would say at least 50 percent of those vehicles are going to go up or south on Rolling Hills, get on Hoy Lake, run over to WW, which has already got a traffic problem now, and that shoots right straight over to the freeway and right downtown Columbia.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  All right.  Thank you so much.  Any other questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you.  Next person to speak on this case, please come forward.  Again, just a reminder, your name and address for the record, speak directly into the microphone because we are transcribing.
	MS. HAUSWIRTH:  Hi.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  You're going to have to pull that one way down, ma'am.  Thank you.
MS. HAUSWIRTH:  My name is Gail Hauswirth; and I live at 5338 Harbor Town Drive.  And I'm here to oppose the proposed Vantage Apartment Complex at Rolling Hills and Richland Road.  My objection is not to the housing itself, but to the lack of infrastructure to support the development, and the impacts it will have on my subdivision, The Brooks neighborhood, and specifically Hoy Lake Drive.  According to the Columbia Unified Development Code, Appendix A1, E1, local residential streets within a subdivision are not intended to connect to more than one collector or one arterial street.  The purpose of this standard is to prevent local streets from becoming cut-through routes, and to preserve neighborhood safety and livability.  As you know, Hoy Lake Drive connects to two arterial streets, and directly functions as a cut-through.  This condition has created a significant and ongoing problem with traffic volume and speeding directly contrary to the intent of the UDC.  The UDC further addresses the issue in Section 25, which states that where cut-through traffic is anticipated to become a problem, traffic calming measures should be incorporated in the design of the street.  In our case, not only was cut-through traffic foreseeable, it is now well established, yet traffic calming was never incorporated into the original design, nor has it been meaningfully addressed since.  Now we are considering The Vantage Apartment Complex, which will generate substantial additional traffic on both Richland Road and Rolling Hills Road.  Hoy Lake Drive provides a cut-through that saves approximately two and a half miles to drives accessing Highway WW, making increased use of this route entirely foreseeable.  However, the 2025 traffic study complete -- pardon me, completed for this project did not include Hoy Lake Drive in its analysis.  Given Hoy Lake's known cut-through potential, by excluding it, a reasonably foreseeable impact area, the study prevents the commission from fully evaluating the project's compliance with the Code.  In the past, residents have been directed to Public Works to pursue traffic calming, while Hoy Lake scores at a near high for volume and for the speeding, we can't move any farther up the list because we don't have any of the fixed characteristics that are measured in the traffic measurement system, such as we're not near a hospital, we don't have schools, et cetera, and so we're behind a lot of streets that have a lot less of a traffic problem than we have.  Before approving The Vantage Apartment Complex, I respectfully urge you to consider whether the proposal aligns with the intent and requirements not only of the Code, but also with the livable Columbia intent in the Imagined Columbia document.  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you very much.  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  Commissioner Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you so much.  Could you finish that last thought about how it potentially doesn't align with the Comprehensive Plan?
	MS. HAUSWIRTH:  Well, I think, you know, in terms of Imagined Columbia, it's -- clearly states that the intent of all the planning is to provide for the livability and for the citizens to have a happy place to grow old in and age in place is specifically mentioned.  And so the more traffic that you put through a neighborhood, such as has been put through our neighborhood, what impacts livability I think almost more than anything is traffic from a standpoint of getting to where you're going or et cetera.  And I think as you study this document, we're starting out with Fs already even on this little area, and they didn't even study the impact areas, if you go up to Grace Lane where it hits St. Charles Road.  If you go there to get out of our neighborhood at rush hour, you're going to wait quite a long time, and that's not in your study, either.  So not only is Hoy Lake not in the study, neither is the St. Charles/Grace Lane connection.  And that all works together to function for that traffic to rotate out through there.  And unfortunately, because we're two and a half miles shorter to go through, it's -- it's created what is known as a rat run where they've developed -- you know, they know where it is.  Google puts people through there, and, you know, who anticipated that when they bought a home on a 25 mile per hour street.  Not fair to us, I don't think.  
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you so much.  A follow-up question.  You -- I really appreciate that you're supportive of housing, and I'm curious about -- so this is 240 units.  What would be an acceptable amount of development that would not impact your livability.
	MS. HAUSWIRTH:  I think, you know, that you have -- my opinion is you have to look at the whole system and say, okay, where are we having these problems, and address those.  I don't think it's the matter of the development, per se, it's the amount -- the infrastructure is failing us in the way that it was designed.  Quite honestly, I don't know who thought to put a collector street making a cut-through as they did through our neighborhood, and thought that would work well.  
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you.
	MS. HAUSWIRTH:  Uh-huh.  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions for this speaker?  Commissioner -- no?
	MS. ORTIZ:  Oh, no.  Sorry.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  
	MS. HAUSWIRTH:  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next speaker, please come forward.  Going once -- come on.  And I know we have you signed in, but I don't have a list, so you're just going to have to come up.  You're going to have to pull that up.  There we go.
	MR. COX:  Hello.  My name is Troy Cox, and I'm -- I have a couple of properties in the neighborhood.  The one I have the address for is 5771 East Richland Road.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.
	MR. COX:  So that is in the northeast corner of this development of this property.  I look at this property a lot since I work -- I work -- I have the Grindstone Wildflower Farm right on the northeast corner of this property.  I look at it a lot, and it is definitely an environmentally sensitive area.  It has a horseshoe in it, so most of it is in the floodplain.  I really do like how they're trying to minimize the impact on that by creating a tremendous amount of green space that if it stays that way, that would be really ideal.  I like that they're trying to minimize and put it all in corner there because that's probably the --   the -- going to have the least environmental impact, and it's already the easiest part of the property to develop.  I do agree with one of the previous speakers, though, parts of it are infringing on the -- the flood -- the floodplain, so I have a concern about that.  Otherwise, I -- I really -- I really like the idea of keeping most of the tree cover on the hillside there, and then also the vegetation along the creek.  This is a really beautiful area.  It has a really beautiful hillside bluff, and it has a really beautiful creek that winds through there.  This -- this would make a great park for the City.  It would be a great extension to Eastport Park, which attaches on -- it's in -- Eastport Park is in the northeast corner of this property.  So my concern is with the floodplain, but otherwise, I do like how they're trying to minimize how much they're spreading out because I know they had previously had plans of much greater impact.  This is a largely forested area and hopefully it will stay that way.  To address the issue that some of the folks are from The Brooks, that Hoy Lake Drive that cuts through there, I've lived in this neighborhood when that was all fields, and I agree that it wasn't a good idea to make it cut through there, and the solution to that would probably be cutting it in half.  There's -- there's two subdivisions there, and if they -- if they take out the middle of the road there and don't allow it to go through, it would be -- it would cut down that problem.  I cut through there.  I didn't want to see it developed, but, since it is, I cut through there.  Also one thing is I hope that the City is working with the Certified FEMA Floodplain Administrator on this project, since so much of it is in the floodplain.  I'm not sure who is currently representing the City of Columbia.  I know that's very important when you go into development and you're looking at insurance.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  If you could wrap up.
	MR. COX:  Okay.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.
	MR. COX:  Yeah.  And I had a few other questions.  I wanted to know, like, what side of the creek would the trail be on, and then also -- yeah.  Well, okay.  That's it.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.  Next speaker, please come forward.  
	MS. SAMPSELL:  Hi.  I'm Barbara Sampsell, and I own the property at 2 Bogie Hills, which is in the Bay Hill Subdivision, which the entrance is onto Richland Road, which is very close to this intersection.  I also agree we need affordable housing.  We need a variety of housing.  That's a good place to build it, but I'm really concerned about the safety.  Richland Road is very narrow.  There's no shoulders.  There would not be, if there was -- if it was backed up, if, as expected, it's going to operate at the level of service F for five to ten years before we get a roundabout built.  I think that there's going to be a lot of increased chance of crashes and limited emergency vehicle access, and these concerns aren't really fully addressed in the traffic study.  And I just think that we need to address those first.  Like, I would be interested to know, supposedly we have to wait longer to have the roundabout built because it has to be tied to something at the other end of Richland Road, and maybe to ask how much more would it cost to go ahead and do that first because there's going to be a five to ten years of people having their safety put at risk due to the traffic congestion there.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you for being here tonight.  Next speaker on this case, please come forward.
	MR. WRIGHT:  Hey, how you all doing?  So I'm the owner.  My name is Dejuan --
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.  I was going to say name and address.
	MR. WRIGHT:  My name is Dejuan Wright; I'm the owner of 5471 East Richland Road, and I apologize for being here a little late.  I wish I was afforded the time to get here at 7:00 so I have more context of what was going on.  Most of these people may recognize me or they may -- if I had my dog with me, they may recognize that I'm the one that picks up the trash around that immediate area.  I've been there for five years, and I've already seen the increase in Columbia's volume of people, cars, trash, violence, and everything else.  And we recently just had a development on the corner of Grace and Richland, and I believe everyone was for it, so it's for the community, it's for the families, and it's for the Americans who live in that area.  On this side of the highway, this is for homeowners, and it's predominantly homeowners.  The other side of the highway is The Links, the apartment buildings, the college kids.  I would say keep them over there, and let us have our peaceful enjoyment.  Also, I would do, like -- I forgot his name, but we met before, and we spoke about the endangered plants, the animals, the deer that always come around, and I believe that if you all really want to aid us in our investments, you all would put a park there because so many people walk that trail -- I mean, walk that street.  They jog, they ride bikes, they walk their dogs, and if we were afforded the park or a dog park -- and/or a dog park, I think that would make the community and the people who live in this community a lot more happier.  So also, too, with the -- like I said, I've heard the word volume, this is a two-lane road each way.  There's all -- and with the -- I'm right on the corner, so I see the traffic all the time.  That's kind of what I do.  I'll sit in my -- I'll sit in my living room and I'll just watch the traffic.  So I've already seen the pileup.  I've already seen the pileup on trash, the speeding, the noise that cars make, and I cannot get it out of my head that young -- younger kids probably -- well, younger people my age that are not so sound minded will be in the area and it will just completely move us away.  And I love the area.  I love Columbia.  It's very peaceful.  And removing the vegetation and everything like that will get rid of that spring sweet crisp smell that we have.  I love it and I don't want it to go.  And if the -- also, I've heard it was four stories high.  I -- I'm not against housing.  I'm a landlord.  I'm not against housing, but I am against, you know, blocking views.  I am against, you know, diminishing the enjoyment of the property that I invested in, and from what I've heard, I can tell that most of the homeowners and people in this neighborhood and the community agrees.  So my last words will be keep the apartments on the other side of the highway, let us enjoy our houses.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any questions for this speaker?  Seeing none.  Oh, I'm sorry.  You've got to raise your hand higher.  Dr. Gray, go ahead.  
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you.  Thanks for walking back.  I just wanted to make sure I'm clear.  In terms of the difference between your residence or your neighborhood and this proposed, you're, keep them over there.  Who is the them?
	MR. WRIGHT:  The volume of the non-homeowners, the people that are not homeowners, the college kids.  I can just see with 280 apartments, that's an additional 500 people, and as someone said, an additional 300 cars.  That's far too much, and I'm -- like, we talked about infrastructure.  It is overloading and it's infringing on us.
	DR. GRAY:  So you would be in support if this were like a single-family owner neighborhood as proposed -- 
	MR. WRIGHT:  I would say make it make sense.  I'm also a military veteran, so address by address, there are houses and there are duplexes, and I had a house I converted it into a tri-plex.  But it's -- yeah.  If anything, keep it at duplexes, keep it as a neighborhood friendly thing, not a commercial -- commercially profitable thing, so that was -- would be my main point.  I want to keep the address by address with the houses and the duplexes, not be skyscrapers.  
	DR. GRAY:  Okay.  And can you just help me understand what the impact is to your safety or your livelihood in this scenario?
	MR. WRIGHT:  Drinking the -- drinking with the other drivers, the traffic.  We already hear a lot of cars speeding down Richland, so I can only imagine more cars will be speeding down, more cars will be drinking around that area.  We -- we've already heard someone talk about accidents, and someone may die, and with the -- with the size of the roads and the volume that we are adding, it doesn't make sense.  And that's kind of how my brain works.  If it doesn't make sense, I have to speak on it.
	DR. GRAY:  Uh-huh.  Okay.  Thank you so much.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  I -- I --
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  I'm sorry.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  Real quick question.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Ortiz, go ahead.
	MS. ORTIZ:  Thank you.  You said you're a landlord.  Is the property -- are the properties you own in this area?
	MR. WRIGHT:  Absolutely.  It's right on the corner.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  Okay.  So rentals are okay as long as you own them?
	MR. WRIGHT:  No.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  Okay.
	MR. WRIGHT:  See, that's the point I would make -- I mean, about houses and duplexes.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  I see.
	MR. WRIGHT:  I mean, I've already said I'm not opposed to --
	MS. ORTIZ:  The multi-family -- so, like, multi-family, like, apartments is where you draw the line?  But single family houses or duplexes are okay because its lower density?
	MR. WRIGHT:  Lower density.
	MS. ORTIZ:  Okay.
	MR. WRIGHT:  It's -- it's less volume of people, and it's more intentional.  The homeowners treat their immediate area, their environment, their communities different than a renter would.
	MS. ORTIZ:  Right.  But you're saying that you have renters.  Right?  You're a landlord, so you have renters in your -- in your home?  
	MR. WRIGHT:  Absolutely.
	MS. ORTIZ:  So wouldn't it be the same?
	MR. WRIGHT:  No.  I have three people that's living in there, and we're talking about a 280-unit apartment that is over that's -- that's a two per household, it's over 500.
	MS. ORTIZ:  Right.  Okay.
	MR. WRIGHT:  So three, five hundred, big difference.
	MS. ORTIZ:  Okay.
	MR. WRIGHT:  Anyone else?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other questions?  Seeing none.  Thank you.
	MR. WRIGHT:  Have a nice night.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Next person to speak on this case, please come forward.  Going once, going twice.  All right.  If no one stands up, we're going to close the public hearing on this case.
PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner comment.  Any Commissioner comments on this case?  Commissioner Ortiz?
	MS. ORTIZ:  It's unfortunate, because this is not the first time we've heard about Hoy Lake, and I really, you know, as one of the speakers said, this is on the traffic calming list, and it's -- it's actually been bumped down.  There's been more priority areas that have been identified since this one has been put on the traffic calming list.  And, you know, clearly, this is a problem.  We've seen it before.  We saw it last year.  We're seeing it again this year.  So I just would really -- I don't know what would have to be done to get this bumped up or prioritized, but if we want more housing and more development, if we want more housing units in Columbia, we're going to have to address this traffic problem.  So I would just encourage whoever, I guess City Council when they read this transcript, to -- to bump up the Hoy Lake traffic calming.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Any other Commissioner comments?  Commissioner Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  I just again want to make sure I have clarification about the criteria that we are considering in a zoning decision, Counsel.  We are looking at, like, detrimental effects, does it align with the Comprehensive Plan, infrastructure, UDC?  Anything else?
	MR. CRAIG:  Correct.  Comp Plan?
	DR. GRAY:  Yeah.  
	MR. CRAIG:  Yeah.  You've got it.  
	DR. GRAY:  Got it.  Thank you.  To Commissioner Ortiz' point, I -- the criteria don't ask me to weigh the potential traffic considerations alongside housing.  And so I don't know where that testimony fits in this, other than it doesn't seem like there is a clear threshold for additional housing.  We support additional housing in theory, but in practice, infrastructure or potential traffic is the priority.  
	MS ORTIZ:  May I?  If I may?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yes.  Commissioner Ortiz?
	MS. ORTIZ:  I'll just say I -- I give that comment because at the last City Council meeting, when people came up about the development, Ashford Place, the reason given was inadequate infrastructure.  So I think they're considering traffic, like, the traffic impact as inadequate infrastructure.  I don't -- I don't think it's going to weigh into my decision, or my vote, personally.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you for that clarification.  I think we're saying the same thing in different ways.  
	MS. ORTIZ:  Oh, okay.
	DR. GRAY:  Yes.  I am -- I thought I understood what words meant until that decision.  Inadequate infrastructure, to me, is not evidenced by what we see in the traffic study.  I understand Commissioner Darr's concern about the F rating and the B, potentially.  But again, it does not seem to me that the inconvenience of maybe waiting at an intersection a little bit longer than we would like when we first bought a house outweighs the need for people to have housing, which we have a plan for.  So I don't think we're disagreeing, and thank you for that clarification.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other Commissioner comment?  Commissioner Stockton?
	MS. STOCKTON:  I'm echoing what they have said.  We -- we all know we need more housing.  I know everybody in here doesn't disagree with that.  I looked up just whatever Google said, and they said as of 2024, and maybe we've made strides, we were 3,000 units short in the City.  So doing some quick calcs, if this would add 240 units, approximately a twelfth that need, if Ashford Place had passed, that was another 77, this would get us a mere eight percent to that goal.  If Ashford Place had passed, we would have gotten to ten percent.  It's still chipping at the iceberg.  I tend to agree with Dr. Gray.  I -- it's not really our purview to handle the traffic situation, but it's a conduit and I think we can do what we can to help lobby for you to get the traffic calming measure, but we need housing and I don't know where you think it's going to go.  I mean, center city is consumed.  If you're a developer, you have to be able  to -- to -- to be able to afford -- provide affordable housing, you can't buy the most expensive plot of land in the City, or then the renter is paying top price for a penthouse.  So it has to go in an affordable piece of land, and I'm guessing most of the people that chose to live out here, the nature is there.  The nice quiet nature of it, sure.  But I'm sure it met their finances, as well, you know, to have a nice new property that fit the budget.  So, I mean, people moving out there for different types of things, not just single-family homes, are also looking for that same sort of amenity.  I -- I feel lucky, and you should, too, that we live in a community that's sought after, and that we have this deficit of housing.  You know, it could be the opposite way, and we could be a ghost town.  But I think if we keep punting, I think we're going to end up in an even worse situation.  We hear things about homelessness.  We -- I have students that   commute -- I may have said this before -- from St. Louis and Kansas City on a daily basis, some an hour south of the Lake.  There's people that are commuting astronomically long amounts of time just because there's a lack of housing here.  Okay?  So I want you to consider that and weigh that, and we -- we do understand.  We don't want you to have this wide thoroughfare.  And I think we all know this, the wider the street, the faster the traffic goes.  And so, you know, I'm willing to start a non-profit, and do traffic calming measures if I have to out there for you, you know.  I don't want to -- but the housing is a real thing.  And I think we need to be listening to that primarily in this situation because it's -- it's worse, like you said, Dr. Gray, to be out there without a roof over your head.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Other Commissioner comments?  Commissioner -- oh, I'm sorry.  I wrote it down and then I forgot.  Commissioner Darr, and then Commissioner Walters.
	MR. DARR:  I do think this is a responsible and appropriate development.  There is a plan, there's funding for the improvement of the intersection.  I think that Hoy Lake is a problem definitely, but I almost view it as an enforcement issue on the City's part almost for the speeding and the dangerous type of activities that are going on because we have traffic studies in the past year that have shown that road has adequate capacity.  It doesn't exceed the number of trips that the road can handle, so it's -- it's -- it's almost like an enforcement kind of issue to me of people cutting through there and speeding and driving dangerously.  So I plan on supporting this development.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Commissioner Walters?
	MR. WALTERS:  I should have asked this when -- for an earlier speaker, because we can't take comments from the audience, but maybe Pat or someone can tell us.  Is the process of getting stop signs installed, is that a huge problem?  I mean, do you appeal to City Council, to Public Works, and say study this area, we'd like to see stop signs put at three or four locations along Hoy Lake?  I mean, what's -- is there a process or criteria or a pecking order for doing that?
	MR. ZENNER:  I mean, typically, the traffic calming process, as has been discussed, it has a very defined procedure.  Installation of traffic control devices, parking restrictions, and things of that nature, as we have talked about, that is a -- that is a discretion of the Public Works Department.  Roadway classing has a significant amount of impact on that.  I mean, and so this particular roadway has a significant amount of impact on that.  I mean, and so this particular roadway, Hoy Lake, as it was originally constructed just for context purposes, was originally intended to traverse through Tract 5 east and west, and connect to Highway WW generally at the extension of El Chaparral.  So the through movement that we are hearing concerns about potentially would have been at a much higher volume given the length and the design originally considered for that roadway.  So as a portion of the development of The Brooks, Phase 2, the relocation and the upgrading, as we have discussed with the Ashford Place of Hoy Lake to the signal at Elk Park Drive was approved as an alternative.  The development of Phase 2 of The Brooks does not have any direct driveway access along the segment of Hoy Lake as it travels through that project.  That is a realization of the fact that the roadway design that was originally contemplated was changed.  The roadway class was upgraded, and so where we do not have intersecting streets, which is something that we endeavor to avoid, and that would be where potentially you may have traffic signals or traffic control devices such as stop signs installed, that's  driven -- a lot of that is driven based upon the through movement in its class.  And so, I mean, our Traffic Engineering Department, if asked to evaluate that, could.  And would it be appropriate to install traffic control devices along that segment, based upon the roadway class?  Potentially not, because collector arterial roadways are meant to move high volumes of traffic at elevated speeds.  This roadway was not initially, when it was constructed in the first phase of The Brooks, intended -- well, it was intended, but it wasn't contemplated.  The design of certain lots along Hoy Lake before you got into Phase 2, there were a number of driveways permitted, because at that time, that was the only means.  Today, and the reason why we don't have that in Phase 2 is because we realized that it was going to connect to a more major roadway, another arterial.  So we could look at that, but it also impacts then the functionality of the road.  And so that is why it has not been done.  A traffic management and dealing with traffic calming devices has the same similar effect.  It will slow speeds down.  It will cause people to hopefully move at a lower rate of speed given that you may do speed humps or tables.  A traffic sign potentially just becomes another object that you get desensitized to, and we choose to put traffic control at particular locations where there is -- there is a demand.  The MUTC, which is the traffic control manual that we utilize, has particular warrants for that, and that would be probably where the beginning of the study with the traffic engineers would be.  Does the MUTC require a traffic control device to be placed at that particular location?  And I don't believe that it may warrant that.  And so it is something that is available.  It is not something that I think hasn't maybe been asked of our traffic engineers previously, but why the roadway is on the traffic calming list is to address it in the way that would be most practical based upon that type of roadway.  Nobody likes speed humps generally.  I mean, every time I hear of them going in in a community, there is opposition of even the residents that live along that, even though they would like it to be slowed.  We adjust to that, and people will change possibly their travel habits as a result.  And so what the public is asking for is for a more expeditious rollout of them, and I think as we continue to hear the same concerns in an area that we do intend to probably see or expect to have more development in, that may have an impact as it relates to the prioritization because we have to do, as you all are wrestling with, find locations that will accommodate the housing that we need.  What is the alternative?  The alternative is is to maybe give on the prioritization of something that doesn't necessarily qualify in order to get to that end objective.  So my recommendation to this body would be, as a part of any recommendation, you again implore in your recommendation for Council's consideration that potentially we look at ways of being able to expedite the installation of traffic management either through the traffic control that is needed that's been discussed, and that it is on a list for.  And that, I think, is the most practical and most efficient way of being able to address the concerns that are being expressed.  I would like to step back though, and I would like to have one statement, if I may, in regards to how we, as a staff, evaluate the adequacy of infrastructure.  I think to the point that Mr. Darr brought up, we have had multiple traffic studies conducted.  Those traffic studies identify that there is volume and capacity available in the street network.  We look at that more so than we are going to look at this creates an inconvenience by going through my neighborhood.  We also look at capacity of the utility infrastructure to get to a question that has been asked about how do we evaluate that.  This area is richly served by utilities.  And so it is not inadequately served, from staff's evaluative perspective, from infrastructure.  There are deficiencies in maybe the infrastructure and there are programs and methodologies that we have used in order to try to address those.  The timing is of the essence.  It's -- these were farm to market roads.  We have seen an area develop over time.  We have not kept up with that development as possibly we should have.  So it's no different than what happened on the south end of town when we expanded along Vawter and Scott, and everywhere else, where it took decades to address the traffic issues.  Unfortunately, we have other issues here that we need to address, and -- but this scenario is not much different.  We have an area now that is desired for development, is affordable for development, and is being sought for development.  We have to re-prioritize possibly, and we are attempting to do that as we can with the resources we have available.  So that is -- I just want you all to understand that is not that we, from a staff perspective, and I don't think you do, and I haven't heard that.  We evaluate infrastructure and the availability of it, and we would tell you that, no, this doesn't have adequate water and adequate sewer.  It does, and if it didn't, it would be major expenses to the developer, and that may be impediments.  And that's when we talk about, well, maybe the development is premature given that we don't have that infrastructure to support it.  The backbone road infrastructure here has capacity.  We are going to be starting to exceed capacity at a point, and we're trying to make the adjustments to that accordingly.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Dr. Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you for that clarification.  So in terms of looking at the traffic study, it is looking at capacity and impact, and impact is measured in seconds of delay.  Right?  So 165 seconds versus 183, that's what we're talking about per this study?  
	MR. ZENNER:  That -- that would be correct.  And the capacity is still there to support the 240 dwelling units.  There is a delay, and the delay is what the proportional fee is based off of.
	DR. GRAY:  Got it.  Thank you so much.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Any other Commissioner comments?  Commissioner Brodsky?
	MR. BRODSKY:  In general, I am -- I am supportive of this project.  I appreciate -- I can't remember the speaker that brought up the East Area Plan from 2010.  I actually worked on that plan.  So, you know, we do -- we do need housing.  I think that's been acknowledged.  I -- I agree with your assessment, Dr. Gray, that the capacity is there, it just might not be quite as convenient for folks that are already in the area.  However, I do think that Hoy Lake, you know, that cut-through, I mean, it's obvious, you just look at the map.  Obviously, people are going to make that cut-through.  So I just want to deliver that message to City Council that they might want to bump up that priority on that road, and we've -- in this area, you know, there's two significant developments.  The road infrastructure has been an impediment or an issue at least.  And then I did want to mention, you know, currently, this tract, you know, they can put 80,000 square feet of commercial on this property, which would generate many more vehicles per day than this current proposal.  So with all that being said, I am in favor of this.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  Anyone else before I make mine?  Okay.  Go ahead, Commissioner Stockton.
	MS. STOCKTON:  Do you know which side of the creek the trail is going to be on -- for the gentleman in the audience?
	MR. ZENNER:  If I am not incorrect, it is on the northwest side, so the trail easement is being dedicated, if I recall correctly, on the north side of the creek, which would be the development side.
	MS. STOCKTON:  That was my assumption.  Okay.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  So I may be in the very small minority in my position on this.  It has nothing to do with Hoy Lake.  I agree with my fellow Commissioners that Hoy Lake is a separate problem and one that is not before us tonight.  However, I have a problem with this plan, and it is as follows.  The purpose of a PD plan is to allow innovation, flexibility, mixed uses, and lessen environmental impacts, allow mixed housing types and densities, allow mixed residential and commercial uses, create usable open spaces and amenities, benefit the Comp Plan, and allow for efficient administration of land instead of locking into strict zoning requirements.  This plan doesn't do any of that.  What this plan does is give the builders smaller setbacks and allow them to build in a floodplain, and it does that while giving the City an easier path to charge them for a roundabout.  If this were just straight multi-family housing, I'm not -- we wouldn't have this plan in front of us.  They would have to follow all of the hoops and whatever, and setbacks and things, about building in this floodplain area, about building near the floodway, about being in a tree preservation area, about having to comply with the previously past development plans that I would hope the City tied to the conveyance of the property.  They would have to talk about possibly funding expansion of roads, and anything else that comes with regular straight zoning.  They're not having to do any of that, and instead, we are given a very specific plan that we get to look at and decide whether we're going to approve or not approve.  And I can't find it within me to look at this very specific plan and approve building two or, well, one and a half buildings well within the floodplain that are going to be for housing, in addition to the amount of impervious surface that is being added to the floodplain area, and the surrounding area, and in addition to the fact that we are talking about narrowing setbacks and otherwise getting around a lot of what the UDC requires.  I understand that they don't want to build the commercial anymore.  I'm not sure that Commissioner Brodsky is correct that they could build on the old SOI at this point.  A lot of times, that requires them coming to us anyway.  But even if they could, I would rather see mixed-use development, which is the purpose of planned development and PUDs, than to approve one that is sitting before me -- well, no.  They don't have a site development plan, so they couldn't build the commercial until they did that.  So this site development plan does not meet my standard for why we have PDs, and it does not meet my standard for allowing people to build purposefully in a floodplain without a really good reason.  So for those reasons, I am going to be a no tonight, and I understand that that -- that we need housing.  I do get that.  I do want housing out here.  I was a yes on Ashford Place, and I probably would have been a yes on this even despite my dislike of unnecessary PD plans, if they hadn't just flat out put an entire building inside the floodplain right on Grindstone.  So, yeah.  I -- I can't approve the map that's in front of me.  I can't approve the site development plan that's in front of me the way that it's drawn.  Commissioner Stanton?
	MR. STANTON:  Madam Chair, great points.  You know like I know if this would have came to us as a straight zoning, the same time we're using to express why we don't like PDs, we would have been spending that same time with less information, drilling Crockett or the owner about what are you going to put there, what's it going to look like, we don't have a vision of what it is, we have no control over what's going to go there.  Even though we hate PDs, I like that I know what is going to be there.  The floodplain issue is -- I would almost need more clarification.  It says one percent annual chance of floodplain.  I don't know what that necessarily means.  To me, that means less likely to happen.  That's just me, but I like the -- I like the certainty of what I'm seeing, and on my -- on my soapbox, let's not use affordable unless they say it, because we all know --
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Well, I didn't say affordable, I just said houses.
	MR. STANTON: -- I heard affordable, and when I hear that word, I get triggered.  There ain't nobody said no, that this is not going to be affordable.  This is going to be -- you know, just saying.  But I support it because it's giving me a lot of certainty, and traffic, you know, I'm just going to say so it's on the record, Hoy Lake Drive -- Hoy Lake Drive needs traffic issues addressed, needs traffic issues addressed, so that it is on the public record, Hoy Lake Drive needs to be addressed, so it's on the record.  But I plan to support this because I -- I don't have a lot of uncertainties and -- from that.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  And I think, Commissioner Stanton, where I'm at is because I have the certainty, I know I don't like it.  Next?  Or Commissioner Gray?
	DR. GRAY:  Thank you so much for your comments.  I just want to clarify that in an R-MF or another kind of zoning, that they would not be permitted to build in that one percent annual flood?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  They would have to do a separate floodplain development plan, and they may still have to, but --
	MR. ZENNER:  Any development within -- we -- so the City's regulations prohibit development within the floodway, period, outright.  We will allow development within the floodplain provided you are elevated two feet above the base flood elevation, and you obtain a floodplain development certificate.  So they are going to be required to go through an enhanced permitting procedure.  To answer a question as to who the floodplain administrator is, the City of Columbia does -- we have a -- we do our own floodplain administration, and so we have staff that are qualified to do that, and that would be evaluated again at a later date.  But the development that is proposed here would be permissible.  It's not in the floodway, it is in the floodplain, and we have many locations throughout the City where we do issue floodplain development permits for other styles of development.  So there are procedures that must be addressed, and those would be handled.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  And I think my issue is that almost half of the housing that they're trying to develop is within that floodplain.  And so I don't know that they would be able to build that many units on here without doing that.  So that's what I mean by, like, if this were regular zoning, I wouldn't have this in front of me, and I would trust the process.  But I do have this in front of me, and I don't like where they've put the buildings.  I don't think that's a smart way to do this because you're putting people's homes in an area where we are seeing more and more likelihood of flooding, and I know it's one percent, but it's one percent over 100 years, and what we have seen is that those tend to flood every ten years now, not every one year.  So I -- my point is, I know they have to still go and get all of the building approvals.  This plan is not a smart way to use that land, and because they chose to keep it planned development instead of doing straight zoning, I get to see this.  And so I get to decide if this is the smartest use of this land or not as a Commissioner in Planning and Zoning.  And I don't want to put my support behind the way they have laid out the property, according to the site development plan.  
	MR. STANTON:  Madam Chair?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yes.  
	MR. STANTON:  The PUD allowed us, I'm sure, to broker a deal for the roundabout, so if it would have been straight zoning, we may not have had that negotiation.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  That was already done in 2010.  
	MR. STANTON:  Okay.  And the trail.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Already done in 2010.
	MR. STANTON:  Okay.  So if we went straight zoning -- 
MS. GEUEA JONES:  Uh-huh.
MR. STANTON:  Right?  They could still have did this, you just wouldn't have seen it.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Yeah.  But they decided to stay PD.
	MR. STANTON:  So would you rather them just do it behind your back, or would you rather be up-front about it so you can address that issue on the record?
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  The whole purpose of planning and zoning -- of a planned development is that we see the site development plan and decide if that is the best use of that property.  If they had done it straight zoning, then that would have all been done administratively.  The trade-off for shorter setbacks is that they show us this plan, and I get to look at it, and using the criteria laid out in our ordinances, which I read, decide whether or not I think this is the smartest use of that property.  I have a problem with them putting an entire building and a half in the floodplain.  Now, they could have done straight zoning, and they could have argued about that with the administration.  They're still going to have to argue about that with staff.  But because it's still planned zoning, we get to see the site development plan, and I don't like the site development plan.  I think legal has a bone to pick with my assessment of the 2010 agreements.
	MR. CRAIG:  Yeah.  The proportional contribution for the roundabout is in the development agreement that is being drafted, that I'm currently drafting right now, so that was not part of 2010.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  It was not part of 2010?
	MR. CRAIG:  No.  No.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Ah.  
	MR. STANTON:  Thank you, Counsel.  Before you -- whew.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  I misunderstood.  I thought that was also part of the 2010 and --
	MR. CRAIG:  No.  
	MR. ZENNER:  No.  That is --
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  So only the trailhead was part of the 2010 agreement?
	MR. CRAIG:  The trailhead was not part of the 2010 agreement.  
MR. ZENNER:  No.  No.  
MR. CRAIG:  That was negotiated with this --
	MR. ZENNER:  That was negotiated as a result of the conversion of Tract 2 from 80,000 square feet to an additional 124 dwelling units.  So we have negotiated to the benefit of the community, which is one of the criteria associated with approving a PD Plan, a trailhead, contributions -- proportional contributions to transportation infrastructure improvements, and we have a plan that does depict development in an inclusive fashion versus a illusive zoning classification of straight zoning.  
MS. GEUEA JONES:  So --
MR. ZENNER:  So we are -- I would -- I -- those are the differences.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Did I complete misunderstand that in the 2010 ordinance, there were -- there was a development agreement, as well?
	MR. ZENNER:  So in 2010, there was a development agreement that specified the uses for the tracts in question.  There were provisions that required when 300 dwelling units were reached, 300 dwelling units or lots were reached on either Tract 3, Tract 4, or Tract 5, the City reserved the right to request up to a ten-acre park.  So because this request is proposing to amend the uses that were applicable to all of the development tracts in 2010 that are within the boundaries of this 50 acres, they are shifting development densities from Tract 4, which was the tract to which the dedication of the up to ten acres was possible, and increasing the dwelling unit yield by 124, we have arrived at the conclusion that when you combine that with the existing development in Tract 5, which is consistent of The Brooks, Phase 1, we over 300 dwelling units.  We are taking a proportional piece of the up to ten acres through negotiation out of this tract even though the development parcel that was subject to it is not where the development is occurring.  It is occurring in the tract at the intersection.  So we have brokered as a part of this complete redo of these three tracts, contributions that never existed in 2010.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Well, then, Mr. Zenner, I withdraw my objection.  I misunderstood what was in 2010, but I still don't like the plan.  
	MR. ZENNER:  Thank you.  No.  And I -- we completely understand that from a staff perspective, and I will tell you staff would much rather prefer that we handle issues like this through straight zoning.  But as I had pointed out in my comments, R-MF straight zoning has a series of other unfortunate issues associated with it, which often we do not generally have that out without normally giving great consideration to what potential pitfalls may come with that, and this is -- the PD here does allow us that opportunity.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  I -- yeah.  I understand.  I read the 2010 portions about Rolling Hills Road incorrectly.
	MR. ZENNER:  Thank you.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you for correcting me.  I own my mistake.  Commissioner Stanton, do you want to rub it in?
	MR. STANTON:  Yes, I do.  As I stated before, we made a -- have brokered the deal and got a trailhead and a roundabout paid for.  And thank you, Mr. Zenner, and Counsel, because I was on the ropes because Madam Chair had me on the ropes.  Thank you for saving my argument.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  I misread completion of Rolling Hills Road.  I apologize.  All right.  Any other Commissioner comments?  Commissioner Walters.
	MR. WALTERS:  I make a motion to approve this.
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  If there's no more comment, Commissioner Walters, please make your motion.
	MR. WALTERS:  Regarding Case Number 49-2026, I move to approve the request to rezone the 50.8 acres from planned development to planned development as well as the PD plan for The Vantage and the associated Statement of Intent.
	MR. STANTON:  Second.
	DR. GRAY:  Second.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  All right.  Okay.  We'll give it Commissioner Gray.  Any discussion on the motion?  Seeing none.  Commissioner Brodsky, may we have a roll call?
	ROLL CALL VOTE (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Brodsky, Mr. Darr, Ms. Geuea Jones, Dr. Gray, Ms. Ortiz, Mr. Stanton, Ms. Stockton, Mr. Walters, Ms. Wilson.
Motion carries 9-0.
	MR. BRODSKY:  Motion carries.  
	MS. GEUEA JONES:  Thank you.  That recommendation will be forwarded to City Council.  Moving on to our next case for the evening.

