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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 266-13_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

rezoning property located on the north side of West Broadway 
and west of Pershing Road (1311 West Broadway) from 
District R-2 to District PUD-8.7; approving the statement of 
intent; repealing all conflicting ordinances or parts of 
ordinances; approving Cottage Grove PUD Plan; allowing 
reductions in the required perimeter setbacks; and fixing the 
time when this ordinance shall become effective. 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI, AS 
FOLLOWS:  
 
 SECTION 1. The Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is amended so that the following 
property: 
 

LOT 5 OF HUNTHILL SUBDIVISION AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 3, 
PAGE 23 OF THE BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI RECORDS. 

 
will be rezoned and become a part of District PUD-8.7 (Planned Unit Development) with a 
development density not exceeding 8.7 dwelling units per acre and taken away from District 
R-2 (Two-Family Dwelling District).  Hereafter the property may be used for the following 
permitted uses: 
 
 Dwellings, one-family 
 Dwellings, two-family 
 Apartment houses   
 
 SECTION 2. The City Council hereby approves the terms and conditions contained 
in the statement of intent dated September 6, 2013, attached hereto as Exhibit A and made 
a part of this ordinance.  The statement of intent shall be binding on the owners until such 
time as the Council shall release such limitations and conditions on the use of the property. 
 
 SECTION 3. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of 
this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
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 SECTION 4. The City Council hereby approves the Cottage Grove PUD Plan, dated 
September 6, 2013, for the property referenced in Section 1 above. 
 
 SECTION 5. The City Council approves less stringent yard requirements than those 
set forth in Section 29-10(d)(7) so that a perimeter setback of 21-feet, rather than the 
required 25-feet, shall be allowed along a portion of the northeast corner of the property, as 
shown on the PUD plan referenced in Section 4 and described in the “Parking Data” 
information on the plan, to allow the proposed future parking spaces. 
 
 SECTION 6. The City Council approves less stringent yard requirements than those 
set forth in Section 29-10(d)(7) so that a perimeter setback of 8-feet, rather than the 
required 25-feet, shall be allowed along a portion of the northeast corner of the property, as 
shown on the PUD plan referenced in Section 4, to allow the proposed dumpster pad. 
 
 SECTION 7. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2013. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISISON 

SEPTEMBER 5, 2013 

 

13-148   A request by Grove Central City Properties, LLC (owner) to rezone 1.84 acres of land 

from R-2 (Two-Family Dwelling) to PUD (Planned Unit Development), and for approval of a 

PUD development plan to be known as “Cottage Grove PUD Plan”.  The subject site is located 

on the north side of West Broadway, approximately 390 feet west of Pershing Road, and is 

addressed 1311 West Broadway.    

 MR. WHEELER:  May we have a Staff report, please.   

Staff report was given by Mr. Steven MacIntyre of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of PUD-8.7 zoning and the corresponding statement of intent and approval of 

the proposed PUD development plan, including the requested variance from Section 29-10(d)(7) to 

allow a trash dumpster within the 25-foot perimeter setback along the site’s northern property line.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of Staff?  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Nothing directly related to the plan, although I do see that there’s an 

easement for a road.  What’s the anticipation with the width of Broadway in that area? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I think it’s more a matter of potential, and our city traffic engineer has made 

it a habit in most cases recently to request the maximum, regardless of what’s planned for roadway 

improvements at this time or even down the road.  You only really get one shot at acquiring it.  In this 

case, it’s being provided, an easement as opposed to outright dedication of right-of-way and that’s 

something that the applicant has agreed to.  So they’re keeping a clear distance out of that, but we 

have no -- this isn’t suggesting that we’ll be four-laning or -- versus two-laning Broadway at any point 

in the future.  We just don’t know.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I have a couple questions.  Are the existing trees along Broadway, are 

they -- those are staying, is that correct, the couple of larger ones shown there around the retention 

pond, bio?  Is that correct? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I believe that’s a little bit up in the air and unknown as to which trees might 

be staying or going at this point.  There’s some flexibility worked in there and I think that the 

applicant’s engineering consultant may be better equipped to answer that question.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.  That’s fine.  Can -- and maybe the applicant’s designer can help 

us.  I’m kind of curious about the fire truck pathway, how that -- I guess my question more is these 

residents in these units, are they going to have to unload all their stuff in the parking lot and take it to 

their unit, whichever one that might be or are they also going to be allowed to drive on the -- I can’t 

really it -- the fire pathway? 
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 MR. MACINTYRE:  My understanding is that it serves a dual purpose of allow residents to, you 

know, move in or out of their homes and do some unloading in there.  And I believe it’s actually going 

to be a pervious structure with a grid -- a geo-grid -- is that what you call it -- to, you know, 

accommodate and support heavy loads of trucks, including fire apparatus.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I would like to discuss how that’s going to be enforced so that -- I don’t 

want to -- I would hate to see cars use it as a parking field and, you know, now we go to a 60-car lot 

versus a 42 or whatever it is.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  And that would be an enforcement, I think, technically.  You know, no 

automobiles are allowed to drive -- or park in the yard areas -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right.   

  MR. MACINTYRE:  -- of the home.  Now, obviously, there are exceptions in cases where, say, 

you’re getting a patio poured in your backyard and a cement truck backs up or you’re getting -- you 

know, things like that.  But certainly, if it became a permanent issue where people were commonly 

parking there, I think it would come out to an enforcement -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.  And then the City traffic was okay with the entrance the way it is 

and the challenges that will create? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  City traffic engineers saw no issue with it.  Fire reviewed the plan as well 

and found the turnaround to be adequate, signed off on it at this point.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.  Just a couple more:  What is the area to the north of this site?  It 

looks like it’s an un-- is it undeveloped or -- if you go back, there’s one of the pictures, shows all the 

yellow, the property lines.  See the little -- that square?  Is that just a central green space area or --  

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I wondered that myself.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  It doesn’t look like it’s attached to anyone, but obviously maybe it is.  I’m 

just kind of curious what that was, if it was a green space or -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I’m not sure of who owns it or what the situation is on that particular site.  I 

don’t know if it’s part of another parcel.  I think that is a property line though, so it appears to be -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Apparently the owner’s here.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Looks like there’s somebody in the crowd that may be able to answer that 

question I a minute.  My last question to Staff is are all the units going to have porches or just the 

ones along Broadway? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  It appears that there will be porches on all of them.  The -- and I was a bit 

confused when I first reviewed the plan as to what the two -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The dual -- yeah.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  -- boxes -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Because on the -- 

 (Multiple people are speaking simultaneously.)  



 10

 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- below it on Broadway it shows porches, but it didn’t above, so another 

question for the -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  That’s a peaked roof.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Oh.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  It’s intended to represent a peaked roof, so a little covered entranceway is 

my understanding.  And so it does appear that all of them have that.  For the interior structures, most 

of them would be oriented toward the middle portion, common area, and -- with the exception of the 

one that’s right in the middle.  That would be oriented toward Broadway.  And then, there may be -- 

well, the rear units actually on the Broadway -- they’re Broadway-facing units.  Those attached 

structures would have entrances facing the interior as well.  It’s a bit of a mixture.  Mainly though, just 

the three units that are immediately nearest Broadway would have frontage on Broadway to expect -- 

try to maintain a more traditional -- a character that’s in keeping with single-family that’s surrounding 

it.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I guess I do have one more question.  I’m sorry for saying I didn’t.  Will the 

dumpster -- will the trash pickup, will that be any restrictions being in a residential area, time-wise, or 

would it be a separate -- I assume that this would be a separate dump truck -- or a trash truck than 

the rest of the residents.  It’ll be, like, a front pickup kind of thing.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I apologize.  I don’t have that information.  I’m not sure.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  Mr. MacIntyre, Mr. Zenner, is Staff okay with the amount of parking provided 

because I see 16 units of two and three bedrooms and I count 34 spaces.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Yeah.  I apologize.  I think it was unclear, kind of stumbling over my words 

when I introduced it, but it’s actually all two-bedroom units.  So, I mean, we are used to seeing a lot of 

four-bedroom units, which typically implies student rentals and comes with a common concern about 

the minimum parking requirements being enough.  In this case, although I’m not positive and I can’t 

make a guarantee about who the units would be rented to, there certainly is enough parking based on 

the minimums and there really aren’t many places outside of the development to park.  If there were 

an over-occupancy situation, it would need to be addressed through rental compliance officers.  But I 

can’t say that there won’t be an issue with it; however, it does meet the minimum requirements.  And, 

again, they are all two-bedroom units in a mixture of two and three building -- or two- and three-unit 

structures.  That’s where I stumbled again.   

 MR. LEE:  Thank you 

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of Staff? 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
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 MR. WHEELER:  Although, I forgot to point out our rules of engagement on our first public 

hearing there, so first speaker gets six minutes, subsequent speakers will get three, and that is both 

the applicant and any organized opposition.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Good evening.  My name is Jay Gebhardt; I’m a civil engineer with A Civil 

Group here in Columbia, Missouri, and my office is at 3401 Broadway Business Park Court.  I’m here 

tonight representing the Grove family, who purchased this property several years ago and they had 

the desire to look at redeveloping it.  Since it is zoned R-2, I wanted to kind of start with the basis 

here, because a lot of people have -- well, first of all, I’d like to say we’ve had two meetings with the 

neighborhood and plus the informational meeting that the City has had.  And I think it’s been fairly -- a 

very good process.  Not all the neighbors are happy, not all of them came to the meetings.  So we 

received a letter, and you-all did too, on some people who didn’t come to the meeting because, 

obviously, they didn’t understand what we were doing.  But since it is zoned R-2, you know, one of 

the things that they had the right to do is preliminary plat it, put a cul-de-sac in and build duplexes on 

it.  And you could build eight duplexes or 16 units on it.  We wanted to do something that honored 

more the character of the neighborhood, the Grove family did.  And so they hired Nick Peckham to 

come up with an idea to create this -- these units so that it made -- at least from Broadway, made a 

presence of a single-family home.  And I think he’s done a pretty good job of that with the front 

porches, and so when you drive by it’ll look like a single-family -- three single-family homes.  And as 

far as the walkability and having all the parking, this is something that’s being done a lot in areas of 

redevelopment to put the parking to one side and have the tenants walk to their -- instead of everyone 

having their own garage and more of a standard suburban type of arrangement.  And that’s what we 

were trying to avoid, so we do have the parking on one side.  We will meet all the city subdivision -- or 

stormwater requirements.  All the trees on the east side, I don’t know if the owner’s here tonight, but 

we’ve told her that, you know, we would save those trees.  I think there’s maybe one or two that she 

liked gone, but we’re going to work with her to maintain that tree line.  The two trees in front, it’s 

construction, so I can’t give you 100 percent promise that those trees won’t die, but we’re going to do 

everything possible to not kill them and to try to keep them.  You know, we have to work in the 

stormwater and things around them, so we will have to grade and things around them to make it 

work, but we’re going to try our best to maintain that.  Because that, again, goes back to the original 

idea here, is trying to maintain that idea that it’s not a brand new thing in the middle of an old 

neighborhood, that, you know, maybe this has been here awhile and fits in.  The dumpster issue and 

the variance request, the code doesn’t specifically say no dumpster pads in the 25-foot setback, but 

we had originally had it up front.  There was some objection from the neighbor to the east about 

having it close to her home.  The property that you asked about is a garden, a community garden, up 

there, so we’ve put it back there.  We’re screening it, enclosed it.  We’ve also -- using the fire 

department’s access lane as a way for the garbage truck to turn around so they don’t have to back 

out onto Broadway or do anything dangerous like that.  So it works really well there and so far I 
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haven’t heard any strong complaints from the neighbors about that.  We would build some kind of 

enclosure around it.  And as far as hours of operation of that, my experience is, unless you have a 

compactor, the City will not guarantee you -- the City trash guys won’t guarantee you a time.  So it’s 

kind of a moot point to say it’ll only be -- because we don’t control it.  We wish we could and we hope 

they respect that this is a residential area, not a commercial area and don’t come bang the dumpster 

down at 3:00 in the morning.  You know, we hope they do the trash pickup with the rest.  And if we 

can have a small roll type dumpster that they can rear load with the normal trash truck that comes 

through the neighborhood, that would be ideal and that’s what we would work toward.  As far as my 

six minutes, I’ll be glad to answer any questions.  I don’t want to just talk at you.  I want to try to 

address things.  Parking, one of the things we’re trying to do here is have one development owned by 

one person so it’s all maintained by one person and one person responsible for it, and that would be 

the Grove family.  So the parking in the grass access here -- which is actually a grass pave.  They 

use it a lot around malls where they have fire access.  It’s a temporary type thing.  It’s actually a 

reinforced turf that you can drive on, but grass grows on it too.  So we’re trying to get the best of both 

worlds there.  So, you know, we don’t to -- we don’t want people parking there, but we want them -- if 

they’ve got a sofa or refrigerator or whatever it is, something heavy, they can -- moving in and moving 

out, they can use that.  Having it all owned by one person, it makes it easy to maintain, just a level of 

confidence that it will be maintained a certain way, rather than have 16 separate owners.  And so 

that’s kind of our intent there.  They are two-bedroom units.  We’re not shooting for students at all.  

We’re looking for the divorced mom with a kid, young professionals, people that want to be close to 

the grocery store, maybe live, work close to where they -- or live close to where they work downtown.  

That, we think, is our market for the rental here.  And, again, I think I want to emphasize, you know, in 

this neighborhood, if you drive around, you can see some instances of the dreaded Columbia duplex 

being built.  You know, old homes being torn down and the typical duplex being built.  And that is the 

farthest thing that we wanted for this property.  We want it to be something people can drive by and 

go, Wow, that’s really a nice looking way to do this.  So if anybody has any questions, there’s 

architectural picture that Nick put together, and he’s here tonight.  He can speak if you’d like to, 

answer questions.  Kevin Murphy’s here, who’s worked closer than I have with the neighbors about 

specifics about the screening and those type of things.  And then, of course, the Groves are here too, 

the owners, if you’d like to hear from them.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there questions of this speaker?  Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  I have one.  You mentioned that you didn’t think students were the market that the 

owners were looking for.  Is that saying that you’re not going to rent to students? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Well, that’s a hard question to answer.  If we had some grad students that -- 

you know, two grad students wanted to rent it or something like that, they’re technically students, but 

we would probably rent to them.  But, you know, two sophomores or something like that is not who 

we intend -- I think that would disrupt the whole neighborhood -- and keep the kind of tenants that we 
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want there, there.  So we won’t market to those people.  There’s plenty of product out there for them 

to rent.  They don’t need to come -- 

 MR. LEE:  No question about that.  I just -- my main concern here is parking, and as soon as 

somebody throws a party -- if you’re all rented, as soon as somebody throws a party, you’ve got a big 

problem because there’s no place else to park.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Right.  Yeah.  You know, Super Bowl Sunday is going to be a problem, but 

that’s a problem in almost every neighborhood, when someone has a party.  My -- I can’t guarantee 

that there won’t be 16 people with two cars each, but I’d be surprised if all 16 had two cars.  I bet 

there’s a single mom with a kid that’s got one car and things like that that would provide some relief to 

that, but -- yeah.  I mean, if you wanted us to, we could add parking.  It would just encroach out closer 

to Broadway.  I think we kind of -- it’s a balance between aesthetics and the looks from Broadway and 

the need for additional parking.  We could address that if we needed to.  We could add some more 

parking up in the north part if we needed to, two or three more spaces.  But we’re just trying to create 

a balance between parking -- the need for parking and the green space.   

 MR. LEE:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  I have a couple.  So -- and I 

just happened to notice this, there’s no sidewalk on Broadway, none required? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Already an existing sidewalk there.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Oh, so you’ll leave that.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yes.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Oh, cool.  And then, my question is, and it’s a little more pointed, I guess, but 

I see this lot as 260 feet wide; is that correct? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I think that’s right, yeah.   

 MR. WHEELER:  So a minimum roadway coming in there, cul-de-sac, would be 40 feet? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It’d be a 50-foot right-of-way.   

 MR. WHEELER:  50-foot right-of-way, leaving you with 110 -- or 210 feet, so you’d have  

105 feet of depth on either side.  And you think you can accommodate duplexes in a standard R-2 

setting with the setbacks.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yeah.  I’ve done it up at Hunter’s Gate.  Several years ago we had some  

60-foot lots that were only 100 feet deep, you know, and we made it work.  It’s ugly, but -- and that’s 

why we don’t want to do it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Yes, it is ugly.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It can be done.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It’s not something we want to do.   
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 MR. WHEELER:  Just for future reference, and I won’t be around here much longer, but for 

future reference I think those are great comparisons if we’re -- when we’re comparing, you know, a 

PUD to an R-2.  And I know it’s a pain, but it also gives us an idea of what could be.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  You know, and that look of just garages from the street, that -- when you 

drive by and all you see is garages, and then nobody uses the garages and they all park in front of 

the garage, and then they put the extra parking space in front, it’s just not something we want here.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Well, it’s hideous.  I’ll say it; you don’t have to.  All right.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  At least you’ve never done it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Are your other 

speakers coming up or do we need to call them up if we need -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Only if you need that.  I don’t want to prolong the meeting.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Does anyone need to talk to Mr. Murphy or our architect this evening?  Have 

any questions on the design? 

 (Multiple people are speaking simultaneously.) 

 MR. WHEELER:  I think -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  -- several neighbors here that want to speak.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Yes.  I’m sure.  Yeah.  Okay.  All right.  So we’ll move on.  If our next speaker 

would like to come up, please.  And if we have an organized opposition, if you’ll identify yourself when 

you get up here, that way I can give you equivalent time, I’d appreciate that.   

 MR. PECKHAM:  I’m Nick Peckham, Peckham Architecture, 3151 West Route K.  I would like 

to take less than three minutes just by -- (inaudible).  As you can see, the trees you see in the 

illustration are the trees that are there.  We combined the illustration of the building with a photograph 

of the site.  The sidewalk you see in the foreground is the existing one.  The driveway you see on the 

left is a neighbor’s driveway that’s existing.  And the idea of the architecture was to try to include 

some of the traditional -- there we go -- some of the traditional design of early 20th Century Columbia 

residences and have some variety in the appearance of the homes, different size porches and 

different kinds of details.  Beyond that, the idea of the buildings -- as some of you may suspect with 

my involvement -- is to be very energy efficient.  So if you have any questions, I’ll be glad to answer 

them.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are -- oh, Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- a small one.  Do you anticipate all the buildings to be unique in 

appearance of just the ones along Broadway? 

 MR. PECKHAM:  No.  I anticipate all of them to be unique.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And no one will look exactly the same as the other 15? 

 MR. PECKHAM:  Correct.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   



 15

 MR. PECKHAM:  The preliminary notion is to use Hardie materials on the exterior, both for their 

fireproof characteristic and for the possibility of painting them the sort of traditional colors that you see 

there.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Mr. Peckham, I think the key to this design is the look of the houses.  And 

in reading the statement of intent worksheet, I don’t see anything addressing the look of the 

structures.  Would that be a problem for the client if that was included in some fashion? 

 MR. PECKHAM:  I wasn’t involved with the statement of intent.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Although it’s not a minimum requirement -- Jay Gebhardt -- I’m sorry -- A 

Civil Group.  It’s not a requirement of the City to include that.  We don’t have any problem -- it’s our 

intention do to that, so we don’t have a problem if you want to make that a condition.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Okay.  I don’t know where it’s going, you know, the discussion, but that 

may -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  We certainly -- 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  -- that may come up -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  It’s our intention -- 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  -- so I wanted to ask the question.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  That is definitely our intention.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Okay.  Thanks.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Seeing none, thank 

you.  Next speaker, please.    You’ll all get a chance.  Just come on down.   

 MR. SCHOENE:  Good evening.  My name is Charles Schoene; I live at 303 Spring Valley 

Road, which is about -- off Broadway about -- on the south side about 100 yards, 150 yards down 

from the project.  And I oppose the planned development for several reasons.  We’ve seen the 

attractive architecture of the Peckham firm, but I think a more descriptive phrase for the project is an 

apartment complex plunked down in the middle of a single-family residential neighborhood on a 

historic street of Broadway.  The properties surrounding the project are modest one-level,  

single-family, few duplexes in the area, as contemplated by the R-2 -- long-standing R-2 zoning.  And 

here we have seven duplex and triplex complexes, separate parking lot, 16 dwelling units, all 

crammed into a lot that has always held one single-family residence.  And this neighborhood could go 

two different directions.  One might see a general upgrading of the properties, such as seen directly 

across the street by the new construction on in-fill lot, very attractive architecture as well, much in 

character with the historic Inn next to that.  We can see owners upgrading their single-family 

residents, taking advantage of their prime location and the deep lots, or we could see -- if this project 

proceeds, what we will most certainly see is further development of much the same character.  It 

would be very hard for this Commission or the Council to disapprove future requests from any 

property owner who decides that he can put -- there’s room for two or three duplexes he can squeeze 
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onto the lot that he chooses to buy.  And that planning will go -- all of that will just come willy-nilly, 

without planning, without regarding -- regard to the remaining properties, without regard to the long-

established zoning, simply at the whim of anybody who, you know, has a desire to cash in in that 

way.  The traffic presented by the 32, presumably, minimum cars will only make a bad situation 

worse.  The traffic woes of that area of Broadway have been studied for years and years -- certainly 

as recently as 2007 -- yet nothing has been implemented.  For the residents of the residential streets 

like Spring Valley, Pershing, Westridge, the traffic is tough enough to get out onto Broadway in the 

first place.  I’m struck a little bit by how bare bones the proposal is at this point with virtually no 

guarantees, a verbal commitment to use a fine architect like Nick Peckham.  Future -- other property 

owners in that area perhaps won’t hire Mr. Peckham’s firm, and as was stated that is not a 

requirement.  I think the project is totally out of character with the neighborhood and with that stretch 

of Broadway, and I think much more study, thought, and information, commitments need to be 

presented to the Commission or the Council before an educated decision can be made.  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Thank you.  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Thank you, sir.  Next 

speaker, please.  

 MR. MURPHY:  Good evening, Chairman, Commissioners.  Kevin Murphy with A Civil Group, 

offices at 3401 West Broadway.  I just wanted to show a picture here real quick.  You had inquired 

about the grass pave.  Basically, it goes down on a rock base.  We don’t have it designed at this 

point.  I’m going to say it’s eight to twelve inches thick.  The geo-grid material goes on top of that.  It’s 

filled with sand and then it is seeded or sod on top of that.  And after, with that, within two mowings, a 

fire truck, the heaviest -- a moving truck could travel on this.  But basically that’s what it is.  I also 

wanted to go over real quick -- the previous speaker had sent in a letter kind of bringing up some 

issues, and I just kind of wanted to go through those point by point.  I think the houses, I think the 

character of those, again, of what we’re on record saying this is the type of structure we’re going to 

do, I don’t know how to necessarily put that in writing, but, you know, we are going on record saying 

this is the type of structure that we are building.  I do want to point out that the porches that we’re 

showing on this plan do differ a bit from this and they may differ in the end.  The idea is that we’re 

going to have one entrance and then possibly a side door on these buildings, and they will have 

porches for them to make them look like a house front.  Again, the houses facing Broadway, they’re 

going to look like single-family houses from that direction.  Anyways, going through this here, the next 

issue was traffic that came up.  The City has conducted, just a few years ago, a Broadway corridor 

study through this section of Broadway.  They identify the issues that are there, and I think most of 

the folks in the area will tell you that turning left or, you know, opposing traffic and trying to go the 

opposite direction is the difficulties here.  The two -- this Broadway corridor study has medians placed 

and to require folks to turn right, and somebody would have to turn right, go to the next block, and 

come back around to an intersection that has controlled access.  And that is what the City is intending 

to do here, at what point I don’t know.  So there would be a limited amount of time of cross-access 
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problems here.  Again, folks coming out of here, they’re going to be backed up behind themselves, if 

anything.  It’s not necessarily causing as much disruption to other folks.  The existing trees on the 

property, the majority of the large trees are soft maples that are dead or dying.  There are a few nice 

trees in the front.  Again, we’re going to try to save those.  The current zoning, again, is R-2.  We 

could build up to the same amount of units here with even more bedrooms in it, and that is the 

alternative at this point.  But, again, we’re trying to fit something in on this that meets the aesthetics of 

the neighborhood and whatnot.  I guess basically that’s all I have at this point.  If anybody has any 

questions -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  I forgot to ask Mr. Gebhardt earlier:  You’re not showing any landscaping in 

the center of this.  I’m assuming we’re going to have -- 

 MR. MURPHY:  At this point it’s going to be as allowed by the developer.  We’re showing a  

six-foot high fence.  If you’ll look at the detail on that plan, that is a 20-plus thousand dollar fence 

we’re building around this property, and with the additional landscaping.  So as funds allow we’ll, you 

know, infill with landscaping.   

 MR. WHEELER:  And I hope that you -- the City didn’t say they were putting delineators down 

the center of Broadway; is that correct or you just don’t know at this point? 

 MR. MURPHY:  They indicated a median of some sort.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Just voicing my opposition to that.   

 MR. MURPHY:  With turn pockets at Spring Valley and Pershing and then the Manor Drive and 

Clink-- well, Clinkscales is -- has a turn signal there.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Along the same lines -- and I know I’ve asked this question before, but the 

study that you’re referencing, is it -- what is proposed for the ultimate width of Broadway?  Does it 

address that? 

 MR. MURPHY:  No.  It doesn’t necessarily.  It’s still single-lane traffic with an median in there, 

so I imagine that the street will widen some.  Not to the full utilization of what the City’s requiring us to 

give, but that’s what that -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Thank you.  Next speaker, 

please.  

 MR. GROVE:  Hello, gentlemen.  My name is Tony Grove.  I live at 2911 Lake Town Drive.  I 

come to you this evening not to necessarily discuss any details.  Of course, I’ll try and answer them if 

I can.  I think Jay and them have done a fairly decent job.  I’m here really in anything more for just 

generalized development questions that I can add -- or answer.  This -- like Jay mentioned, this pro-- I 

think we’ve owned this property well over about 12 years now.  My father, it belonged to him, maybe 

had a pipe dream to do it.  Me, graduating in and around ’09 have kind of made this my pet peeve 

project over the last four plus years working on, put a lot of effort into it.  And just anything I can add 

or comment on, I’m here for you.   



 18

 MR. WHEELER:  Any questions of this speaker?  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Can you expand on your -- the clientele that you’re proposing to rent it to? 

 MR. GROVE:  Absolutely.  Absolutely.  As Jay mentioned, if -- I’m not going to come out and 

say there won’t be one grad student here or, you know, even several at that point.  We’re looking for, 

like he said, you know, young families, new young business people, entrepreneurs.  We have 

absolutely no want in a frat house or a sorority house or four-bedroom type situation here.  We’re 

looking to fit in with the neighborhood and grow it at the same time.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  And along Mr. Vander Tuig’s questions earlier, are you willing to -- assuming 

an approval here -- an added restriction on what the type of building we’re looking at?  It was one of 

the questions of the gentleman from Spring Valley.   

 MR. GROVE:  From an architectural standpoint? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Yes.   

 MR. GROVE:  Absolutely.  I think Mr. Peckham did, at least from a preliminary standpoint, did 

the best that he could or did a nice job.  We’re looking to make everything look different, whether it  

be -- and when you look at the layouts, yes, they are alike in size, but architecturally, roof lines, siding 

colors, brick lines, all of that, we look to see being all different.   

 MR. WHEELER:  So 16 different looking structures -- or, no, seven different looking structures.   

 MR. GROVE:  Right.  Yeah.  But even within the seven structures, for instance, like the  

three-plexes -- the three in a row, for example, they will -- even the front lines of the houses will still all 

have different color siding and brick line and roof lines.   

 MR. WHEELER:  And I’m just asking this, but there was some talk of Hardie plank.  Are you -- 

 MR. GROVE:  Yeah.  We’re not necessarily stuck on one certain exterior system of any sort, 

but, yeah.  For instance, on the rendering, there’s cedar shakes on one, there’s, you know, Hardie 

board vertical plank, and horizontal on others.  We’re not opposed to anything as long as we can 

make everything work.  We want it to look good, yet not overly chopped up.  I guess if you could -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  And I think what I’m looking for is something that’s not vinyl siding.   

 MR. GROVE:  I don’t think they’ll be any vinyl siding in this subdivision.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.   

 MR. GROVE:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Thank you.   

 MR. GROVE:  Thank you for your time.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Next speaker, please.  

 MS. GARDEN:  Good evening.  Claire Garden (ph.); I’m one of the three owners of the north 

property that you were talking about were we have a large garden and meadow.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Could you pull that mic down and please give us an address, ma’am.  I’m 

sorry.   
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 MS. GARDEN:  That’s all right.  Claire Garden.  We are the people who own the land, really, 

pretty much completely across the north part of that.  What I wanted to say is that it’s clear to us that 

there are going to be 16 units there, one way or the other, because they can do legally now what you 

were talking about with the vinyl duplexes.  We would much prefer this good looking development 

with Hardie board, which we have on our own houses, and something that is like a community where 

people walk around and don’t have all of that driveway and garage space sticking out that we hate.  

So this would be our preference of the two ways of developing that land that are probably -- one or 

the other will happen, and this is much more attractive.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Thank you, ma’am.  Next speaker, 

please.  Are there any other speakers this evening? 

 MR. HOLMES:  My name’s Peter Holmes.  I live directly north on 1400 Gary Street.  I don’t 

have any strong feelings either way on the development as it stands.  You know, it seems pretty solid.  

It’s not going to affect us very much because we’re going to get some decent screening.  On balance, 

I prefer not to have such a dense development there.  But, you know, what the other speaker said 

who spoke against this, that’s a dilemma for me:  Is this appropriate for the neighborhood?  I can’t 

make up my mind about this.  What sort of precedent is it going to set?  How is that going to go 

forward in the future?  So that’s -- I’m just sort of sitting in the middle of that.  I don’t know.  That’s for 

you to work out.  You can probably come to that better than I can, but that’s where I’m sitting.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Thank you, sir.  Next speaker, 

please.  Are there any other speakers this evening?   

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. WHEELER:  Commissioners?  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Mr. Chair, I would like to speak to the architect.  I am in strong belief of the 

letter of intent being adjusted.  Can I speak with the architect or ask him a question?  Would you 

define this as, like, new urbanism or a -- can you put a name to the architecture that can be used -- 

the language that can be used in the letter of intent?  Because I agree with that.  I think we -- 

(inaudible).   

 MR. PECKHAM:  New urbanism, as you know, is a form of planning -- 

 MR. STANTON:  Right.   

 MR. PECKHAM:  -- and this might have some of those characteristics, but the architecture, the 

appearance of the buildings, the way they’re constructed and whatnot, I think, is very intentionally 

what would be called in Columbia traditional.  It’s the sort of building details that you can see in  

well-built structures in various parts of the city.  Not necessarily the next door neighbors, but up and 

down Broadway there are examples of this sort of detailing.  In fact, this kind of building is 

characteristic of more or less the entire Midwest of the United States.  It springs from the common 

sense of building buildings with limited materials that were available to the people who settled this 
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part of the country, and having the European tradition of getting the rain off the roof, having a porch to 

keep the sun out of your living room and having a place to sit in the summer and so forth.  And that’s 

the idea of these buildings, that they actually function that way.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Does that answer your question for now? 

 MR. STANTON:  Close enough.   

 MR. PECKHAM:  And it’s not clear to be, but is there an intent to perhaps enhance the -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I understand what you guys are struggling with and it is a struggle to put into 

words in a statement of intent that picture.  But we can agree to is that the architecture used for this 

project will be similar to the details shown in this drawing, they’ll all seven buildings will have a 

different look so they’ll be no repeat of a building.  So if there’s a two structure -- two-unit structure, 

you won’t be an identical one built.  It’ll have a different roof line or, you know, have hip roof instead of 

gable or something of that nature.  But our intent is to follow Nick’s vision and the Grove’s vision that 

is represented by this drawing.  How we put that in writing and put a name to it and that, I think is too 

difficult for me.   

 MR. STANTON:  That’s a breaking point for me.  I need to -- this is how I would look at it:  I 

would say maybe Columbia traditional architecture, using Hardie board or traditional materials.  What 

I don’t want to happen is we approve it, you go on, your budget is a little skinnier than you thought, 

we get vinyl, we get cheaper material.  Then the neighbors are more upset about it fitting into the 

neighborhood.  I want a commitment that we’re going to stick with something that looks very close to 

that and it needs to be in words that they can be put into the letter of intent -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Mr. Stanton, I agree with you 100 percent.  My question, probably more to 

Staff, if we come in, how they interpret that what we’re building meets -- because it becomes an 

enforcement -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Largely similar, without a red building.  Just a suggestion.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  And no pink.   

 MR. WHEELER:  That too.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I’m in agreement with what you’re saying, and we will work with Staff to craft 

that in a way that it doesn’t become an enforcement nightmare where there’s -- who’s the arbitrator of 

that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  There’s six of us here tonight.  We’re going to kick it around a little bit and 

then we’ll ask Staff what they think of our suggestion -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  All right.  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  -- if that’s the direction we go.  Thank you, gentlemen.  Appreciate it.  All right.  

Discussion, Commissioners?  Mr. Stanton, I definitely hear what you’re saying.  Do you have any 

other -- I mean, largely on this that -- 

 MR. STANTON:  Everything else looks great.  The design is great.  I just want to hold the 

developer and the architecture to what they’re showing us.   
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 MR. ZENNER:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Zenner? 

 MR. ZENNER:  What we have done in the past and what we are capable of doing at this point 

is specifying building material type.  We do not have architectural review and we don’t refer, nor do 

we review single-family development plans within our building permitting process.  Therefore 

associating any type of building style or architectural style has no bearing to our inspection staff.  

What we do need to state, however, within the statement of intent -- which I believe we can work with 

the applicant and his architect -- is to determine the building materials and have them clearly 

specified within the statement of intent to substantially conform to the representations that have been 

presented here this evening.  From that respect, what we can ensure then as we are doing site 

inspections associated with the project prior to the issuance of CO is that the buildings have been 

constructed to conform with those requirements.  But to specify what type of building style is a very 

dangerous precedent to set when we don’t do it anywhere else within the City of Columbia, and one 

that could open up a Pandora’s box and create a whole diversion of interpretation of what constitutes 

Columbia style or what is a traditional style or what is Colonial.  So we could adopt the exhibit and 

then basically specify more clearly -- and I think that is how we have done it in the past -- what 

architectural elements, i.e. building materials, you expect to see.  And if we don’t want vinyl, it’s 

everything but vinyl, it’s everything but tilt-up concrete, is how we handle it in commercial 

construction.  So, I mean, those are the types of things that we are capable of doing and that would 

be what I’d suggest if you’re wanting to amend the statement of intent and allowing us to work that 

out, how we approach that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Substantially conforming with what was presented.   

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be correct.  Then we could work with that as well.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Gentleman?  Mr. Stanton, you have anything else you want to talk 

about? 

 MR. STANTON:  I’m fine.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  I came here kind of opposed to the plan until the rendering and the 

description of the project, which I think is really unique and it’s trending.  I think it’s a good way to get 

density close to the downtown and still meet the look of the neighborhood surrounding it.  I do have 

some concerns about parking yet.  It looks like there is room on the north side to include some more 

park-- you know, some additional parking.  If there is potentially someone who has -- I mean, it could 

take two or three units having a guest over and there would be no parking there.  I’m not an advocate 

of increasing pervious, but that seems like a potential issue here with the Broadway and the fact that 

there’s no parking on Broadway and that it would pour into the surrounding neighborhood.  So I’d like 

to see what other Commissioners think about that, but as a whole, I think the plan is unique.  We 

need variety of housing in Columbia, and I think this is a good opportunity to provide that.   
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 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  Since I've been on this Commission, I’ve been very concerned and very vocal about 

the lack of adequate parking.  And we have seen that shown out in a number of places where 

buildings have been built and there’s not adequate parking and it spills out into the neighborhood and 

people can’t get in their driveways and so on and so forth.  And while I think this is a very worthwhile 

project, I do not believe that there is enough parking here, especially since there’s going to be more 

than one party, besides the Super Bowl, and there’s going to be overnight guests, as Mr. Vander Tuig 

says, and I just don’t think that there’s enough parking to this thing.  There’s only two or three or 

maybe even four extra spaces, given the type of tenant that you intend to rent to.  They are all, most 

probably, going to have cars.  And I just don’t think that there’s adequate parking here and unless 

something is changed to address that, I can’t support this project.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ll weigh in.  Yeah.  I’ll give the applicant kudos.  I’m starting to kind of 

learn more and more about the cottage theme and development plan, and I really like that part of this 

development plan, is the cottage feel and the uniquenesses [sic].  I was happy to see  

Mr. Peckman’s [sic] firm involved in this.  I do believe that his firm is very capable of providing a 

unique product that will fit into a neighborhood, so I give the applicant kudos for bringing him onboard 

because I do think that it will fit into the neighborhood as much as seven units can.  You know, I see 

this as kind of an infill project, where, you know, we have 1.8 acres in an area that we typically 

wouldn’t find, and instead of taking these units outside of the core infrastructure, we’re, you know, 

fitting it in.  So I see that as a very positive part of this.  Some of my concerns, traffic -- you know, 

traffic obviously is a concern on Broadway, but I see that as more of an issue for the City and not for 

this developer or for this applicant.  I think the City needs to address Broadway, and when that is 

done, you know, obviously that will help this entire neighborhood and not just this development.  I 

would like to see more landscaping along that parking lot.  That is probably the only part of this 

element along Broadway that stands out to me as a negative is that that parking lot will be fairly 

visible.  You know, I love the three homes and how’s that going to fit in, but that parking lot is going to 

kind of stick out, being that there are no other parking lots like that.  I will support that project.  I think 

it’s a good fit for what it is and, you know, I think the cottage feel, the architectural design.  You know, 

having people have to walk to their units, I think that that’s a positive, though I would like to see 

maybe a few more parking stalls added.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Oh, sure.  Just to put this in historical perspective, a lot of the area, obviously, 

is developed through an area that involved a much smaller urban core than what we see Columbia 

growing into going forward.  And a lot of areas where we’ve had some of the housing that’s typical 

around this project, it might be what you could refer to as maybe functionally obsolescent, maybe 

inefficient.  And as these areas potentially get it incorporated into the urban -- growing urban core, 

some of the things that we’re seeing with regard to creativity regarding how you handle density -- I 
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consider this to be a good example of how to address a plot like this, given where it is and what the 

surrounding residences are like.  And it’s a much better alternative than what could be done without 

any of our approvals.  So I applaud their efforts in that regard and intend to support it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Mr. Gebhardt, I have a question, if you don’t mind hopping up here 

for just a second.  In looking at this, I’d rather see the trash can pushed on back to the rear line and 

maybe address this parking concern, although -- 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  That’s what I was going to try to say is sitting here listening to you-all, I 

believe in the parking code there’s the ability to show future parking that can be built if the need 

arises for it.  So it wouldn’t necessarily be built up front with it, but it would be shown on the plan as 

optional spaces in case of the need for that.  That would keep us from having to come back to you-all 

to just building more parkings.  And it’s sometimes difficult to amend a plan once you guys have done 

it, between you-all and City Council, so I’d like to go on record saying that if I’m allowed to, I can 

amend the plan and show some additional optional parkings that could be done, should parking ever 

become an enforcement problem, try to address that.  So that we have, basically, room to expand the 

parking, should we need it, and show how we could do that.  It would probably push the dumpster 

back.  We probably would have spaces closer to Broadway, you know, one or two spaces on each 

side on Broadway.  We have a problem with the front of the fire access.  We have to work with the fire 

department to make sure we’re not blocking that access with future parkings.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Oh, going around the back? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Yeah.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  But we can -- I’d like to put that out there as an offer and make that as an 

amendment, or however you guys want to do that, that will allow me to make some type of revision to 

the plan between you-all and City Council that would show some additional parking spaces.  Now, if 

you ask me how many, I really can’t do that until I sit down and talk to Staff and we work through all 

the potential issues, but we would add as many as we could, of course, to show how we could 

address that if it becomes a problem.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Thank you, Mr. Gebhardt.  I think you’ve answered my question.  All right.  My 

comments, and without trying to rehash what’s already been stated, I too agree that this is creative.  

It’s -- you know, I’ve worked with Mr. Gebhardt personally, and I feel sure that if he’s stating -- telling 

me tonight that he could put -- get eight duplexes on here, he can get eight duplexes on here.  I have 

no doubt of that.  And as Mr. Reichlin’s pointed out, that is an as a right, right now.  We wouldn’t -- 

they could just come in and pull the permits.  Wouldn’t be a thing -- in fact, it wouldn’t even come to 

this body or City Council.  And so, you know, from that perspective, we have a developer who’s gone 

on record that he’s going to do something different.  We also have the ability to put some restrictions 

on here to make sure we get the product we’ve seen.  Frankly, I came here tonight fully expecting to 

say no, and now I find myself supporting this, simply because I don’t want to see eight more ugly 
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duplexes with, you know, six cars in front of each one, and this is typically what we see along Derby 

Ridge and many other places in the city.  And I also think that the two-bedroom unit is filling a void, 

which Columbia is in dire need of.  We just don’t see this very often.  Don’t know what the price point 

will be.  That’s -- you know, this is going to be fairly expensive, obviously, to build, so, you know, I 

don’t think we’re talking about real cheap housing here.  But it is a very creative design and I find 

myself supporting it.  I too have concerns about the parking issue.  I had concerns and have concerns 

about the cars coming out onto Broadway, but frankly, with eight ugly duplexes, we’d have at least 

the problem we’re addressing or talking about, and so this seems to be -- and I don’t want to make it 

sound like I think it’s -- well, oh, well.  This is a much better design than what we could get, and I think 

it’s a good design and I think it is a much better alternative to what is a right under the current zoning 

for, you know, the owner to do.  And there isn’t much we can do about that.  I think it conforms with 

the neighborhood as well as redevelopment can be expected to.  The only thing that could happen 

here is somebody bust it up and try to put enough single-family houses on it to make it economically 

viable, and I don’t see how you could do that, frankly.  So I find myself in support of it.  I do agree -- 

and I think everyone here is in agreement -- that we need to see substantially what’s been presented 

with some quality materials on the exterior.  And I really -- I’m not going to try to pen that motion.  I’m 

going to leave that to one of the five of you, but I do intend to support it, along with the variance.  In 

fact, I -- just while I’m on that, the parking as far as -- the parking could encroach on this 25-foot 

setback in the back as well as the dumpster.  That would not bother me at all in order to address the 

parking.  I think that’s -- I think that’s a good accommodation.  So someone want to -- Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  If we could get the same commitment from the Grove family that Mr. Gebhardt 

mentioned about planning additional parking and being willing to put that in, then I would be in 

support of it.   

 MR. GROVE:  Tony Grove, 2911 Lake Town.  Yeah.  We have absolutely no problems going 

on record saying that.   

 MR. LEE:  Thank you.   

 MR. GROVE:  Yeah.  Thank you, guys.   

 MR. WHEELER:  I take it you’re not going to try to make that motion? 

 MR. LEE:  No.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Is there any other discussion?  Someone want to try to give this a shot?  Mr. 

Reichlin, look at him.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  In the matter concerning Case No. 13-148, a request by Grove Central 

Properties to rezone 1.84 acres of land from R-2 to PUD-8.7 to be known as Cottage Grove PUD 

Plan.  The subject site is located on the north side of Broadway, approximately 390 feet west of 

Pershing Road, and with the variances regarding the Section 29-10(d)(7) to allow dumpster within 25 

feet to the perimeter setback and as well -- Staff help me if need be -- that the architectural 
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parameters as presented at today’s meeting be incorporated, along with the potential for additional 

parking.    

 MR. WHEELER:  And that would include the development plan?  I’m just asking because it’s 

your motion.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Yes.  It would include the development plan.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ll second that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  If you don’t mind.  Can Staff work with that? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That’ll suffice.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.   

 MR. ZENNER:  I’m not going to ask him to restate it.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Clarification.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Clarification here.  Hang on just a second.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Should we actually make the motion that the exhibit is attached as part of 

the statement of intent?  I thought that was suggested.   

 MR. ZENNER:  I would say yes.  That would probably be advisable, just attach the architectural 

exhibit as displayed in the attached and presented architectural exhibit.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Largely as presented or substantially.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Substantially, as in substantial compliance.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Was that your intent? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  That was my intent, yes.   

 MR. WHEELER:  I thought -- okay.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ll still second it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Motion has been made and seconded.  Is there discussion on the 

motion?  When you’re ready.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  All right.  We have a motion and a second for Case 13-148, to rezone 

1.84 acres of land from R-2 to PUD-8.7 and for the approval of a PUD development plan to be known 

as Cottage Grove PUD development plan.  The subject site is located on the north side of Broadway, 

and is addressed a 1311 West Broadway.  The motion also includes a variance from  

Section 29-10(d)(7) to allow the dumpster within the 25-foot perimeter setback and also has 

stipulations that the additional parking will be shown as possible future additional parking and that the 

architectural rendering presented at tonight’s meeting be attached and the project meet the design 

substantially.  Is that close enough? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Zenner has a question.   

 MR. ZENNER:  One clarification to that.  The parking that you have suggested to be added to 

the development plan, you had also discussed that that be allowed to encroach into the 25-foot 

perimeter setback.  I am imaging that that is a 25-foot perimeter setback on the rear, the northern 

most property line, is that correct, and only that property line? 
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 MR. WHEELER:  That was my idea.  I’m not sure that that was part of Mr. Reichlin’s motion.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  I’m comfortable with that.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Let the motion be amended to include that provision that the parking to be 

provided may encroach into the northern 25-foot perimeter setback.  I think that will add some ability 

for the applicant and his engineer to work with that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  As stated.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  As stated.   

Roll Call Vote (Voting “yes” is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Lee, Mr. Reichlin,  

Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Vander Tuig, Mr. Wheeler.  Motion carries 6-0. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Recommendation for approval will be forwarded to City Council.   

 

 


