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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _____B 212-14_____ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

approving the PUD Plan of Woods Edge located on the west 
side of Rolling Hills Road and south of Richland Road; 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 City Council hereby approves the PUD Plan of Woods Edge 
located on the west side of Rolling Hills Road and south of Richland Road, as certified and 
signed by the surveyor on July 14, 2014, located on the west side of Rolling Hills Road and 
south of Richland Road.   
 
 SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage. 
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2014. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

JULY 10, 2014 

 

Case No. 14-108 

 A request by Tim Crockett (applicant) on behalf of Tori-ben Farms, LLC (Owner) for 

approval of an 87-lot PUD Development Plan and preliminary plat on PUD-4 (Planned Unit 

Development) zoned land, to be known as “Woods Edge,” and an associated variance to Section 

25-47(a) (Terminal Streets) relating to the street length of Harbor Town Drive.  The 57.2-acre 

subject property is located on the west side of South Rolling Hills Road, 1,700 feet south of East 

Richland Road. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  May we have a staff report, please? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Clint Smith of the Planning and Development Department.  As to the 

Development Plan, Staff recommends approval of the proposed PUD Development Plan, subject to the 

condition that Harbor Town Drive complies with Section 25-47.  As to the Variance, Staff recommends 

denial. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Are there any questions of Staff?  Seeing none, we'll open up the public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Sorry, Mr. Reichlin.  I apologize.  Tim Crockett, Crockett Engineering, 2608 

North Stadium.  I'm here on behalf -- tonight on behalf of the developer as well as the current property 

owner for the subject property known as “Woods Edge.”  I think Mr. Smith gave the location map of the 

site, as well as the current zonings of the area.  It is currently zoned PUD 4.  We have other PUDs, higher 

density PUDs R-1s, and commercial zoned properties in the area.  As you can see, here's a copy of the 

PUD plan.  You've seen that before.  I'd like to go run some of the highlights of this development.  What 

we're proposing is a density -- a development density of about one and a half units per acre when the 

current zoning allows for four units per acre.  What that allows us to do, it allows us to preserve additional 

green space, additional draws, additional climax forest.  Right now, the PUD plan would preserve 

approximately 20 and a half acres or 35 percent of the entire site just in common space alone.  And that 

doesn't include the climax forest that would be on -- on private lots or the open green space that's on 

private lots.  The requirement is 25 percent for the entire piece of property.  We hit 35 percent just in the 

common lots alone without even talking about what's going to be on the private property.  The 

development has adequate infrastructure already in place.  Rolling Hills Road is an improved roadway.  All 

the utilities are either on or adjacent to the property, and can be extended relatively easy across the street, 

so this is a site that currently has all the infrastructure nearby.  It would construct an east-west collector in 

the area.  That's a major collector under the Major Roadway Plan that not only serves this development, 

but serves everything north of WW in that vicinity, and that's something that the City has been looking for 
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 for quite some time.  It was mentioned back in 2010 on the rezoning of this property and currently this 

development would extend.  It would be the first development in this area, kind of gets the ball rolling for 

that -- for that major collector in that area.  We did perform a traffic study on the site, and it performed -- 

and it showed no adverse impacts on the surrounding area or the intersections, and we think that was -- 

that's very important to note and very important to look at was what's our traffic going to do in the area and 

how is it going to be addressed.  I would like to hurry up and get to the variance.  I know, Mr. Reichlin,    

I'm -- I'm short on time.  But the variance request, we would respectfully disagree with Staff.  We 

understand where they're coming from, and we respect the standards, but in this specific case, we feel 

that we would like -- we would like consideration for the variance for the cul-de-sac length.  This is similar 

to other cul-de-sac variances we have received in the recent past, both in Old Hawthorne, Cascades, The 

Gates, oh, Thornbrook.  There's numerous instances where variances on cul-de-sac lengths just like this 

have been granted.  A couple of items I would like to talk about.  First of all, if this was a 750-foot length 

cul-de-sac with minimal sized lots, we're talking the same, if not fewer, lots on this development than 

would be shown on another development, so it's not a unit count number.  Furthermore, we also have a 

cul-de-sac basically mid-block, and I'm sorry, the pointer doesn't show up, but we have another point   

mid-block that would provide adequate turn-around space for vehicles, trash collection, school buses, 

emergency vehicles, so we don't have to go the entire length.  The real reason why we want this cul-de-

sac variance is that we feel that long term, if that cul-de-sac bulb was punched out to the collector street 

that runs east and west through there, we foresee that the intersection of Rolling Hills Road and this new 

collector street being built through there, that intersection is going to be a major intersection in the future.  

The City Staff has already advised us that they think it will be, and they've already -- they're already 

looking for additional right-of-way from us so that they can build a larger intersection.  We feel that that 

being punched out and having another access point on that major collector, we feel that we can alleviate 

all of that.  Given the distance from that location to the intersection, we can alleviate that with a -- with a 

cul-de-sac variance.  So we strongly ask that you consider that variance for this request, and I would be 

happy to answer any questions. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Any questions of this speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you, Mr. Crockett.  Are 

there any other -- anybody else who would like -- care to comment on this matter, either for or against?  

Seeing no one, we'll close the public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Comments of Commissioners?  Mr. Strodtman, you look like you're ready. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'll break the ice.  It looks like somebody needs to.  Yeah.  I plan on 

supporting the project.  I think it's a good project.  It's a good use of the topography in the area that they're 

working with.  You know, I kind of also will probably lean towards giving them the variance on the cul-de-

sac for a couple of reasons.  One, I live on a cul-de-sac and I love it, so I tend to like cul-de-sacs.  Two, I 

kind of agree it seems like it's really close to the entrance, and if that continues -- this development 

continues to the west, you know, I think that intersection continues just to become that more traveled and 

busy, and having that roadway that close does seem to be awfully tight even though I know the City 
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probably obviously looked at that, but that's probably a variance that I'll probably tend to support. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Anybody else care to comment?  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  I just have a question for Staff about the situation that Mr. Crockett brought up.  Do you 

have any comment on that?   

 MR. SMITH:  Which situation -- I'm sorry?  With the location of the street? 

 MS. LOE:  Location of the intersection -- 

 MR. SMITH:  Okay. 

 MS. LOE:  -- and if -- if the cul-de-sac gets brought through -- 

 MR. SMITH:  Uh-huh. 

 MS. LOE:  -- that it is proximate to the intersection of the two -- of the collector? 

 MR. SMITH:  And -- and I spoke with engineering or the traffic engineer on this and they thought 

there could be a location there that would -- could be brought into -- and I forget the name of the street 

now -- Spyglass Drive, and still have adequate distance there.  I think maybe a better alternative actually 

would be -- if we can go back -- is to reduce the length of this and basically add a bulb off this way to 

access this property here.  So you would reduce this street to -- to a compliant length, but then you would 

have basically -- similar to these cul-de-sacs off the side that would come this direction and then access 

this property, and so the -- it would still be accessible and developable at this point, but the -- the main cul-

de-sac would be less than the 750-foot length.  And generally you try to have a cul-de-sac length that 

complies to -- kind of reduce the impact of -- of so many units all coming into one location and each -- 

basically, at this -- in this situation, like we have over 30 units will be accessing this one street through one 

entrance, and the amount of traffic through this one street, it would be funneling basically everyone in 

there, so that's why you try to have a terminal length maximum and also it does have to do with 

emergency services, the distance they have to travel down a one-way street to access all the property.  So 

we feel there is -- there is a way to comply with that terminal street length and still have adequate -- or 

make the area still accessible for development by the developer.   

 MS. LOE:  How long is Brandon Dunes? 

 MR. SMITH:  I don't know the exact length of that, but I do know it's -- it does -- it is less than 750 

feet. 

 MS. LOE:  And a cul-de-sac by definition is simply any road that terminates? 

 MR. SMITH:  A terminal street is one that ends in a cul-de-sac, but then is basically -- some -- one 

that terminates at the edge of a property with future connection in mind wouldn't be considered to be a 

terminal street. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I still think I'm going to support the variance.  I think it's going to put undue work 

on the -- and cost on the developer to do this and -- which ultimately will make the property owner have to 

pay more.  I don't feel comfortable that there are a lot of other options that the City is offering, and the 

topography issue.  So I'm going to support the variance.  

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Burns? 



15 
 

 MS. BURNS:  I appreciate Staff's work on this and my thought is that the people that are driving 

down this cul-de-sac live there, so they're going to be respectful of the speeds in which they travel.  

They're traveling to their homes.  I live on a street that ends in a cul-de-sac, and so I think by other 

alternatives, you might encourage people cutting through with increased traffic speeds.  And so I think I 

would support the variance. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  I have another question for Staff.  And so you just mentioned that your concern for this 

length of cul-de-sacs was having 30 houses having to access from a single intersection.  Is that the chief 

consideration?  I mean -- or what is the chief reason for limiting cul-de-sacs to 750 feet? 

 MR. SMITH:  It is the amount of impact you have on a single street and a single access point.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Cumulative impact. 

 MR. SMITH:  Sorry? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Cumulative impact.   

 MR. SMITH:  Yeah. 

 MR. ZENNER:  And with a cumulative impact of the traffic actually loading to a single point, at 

least not being dispersed, which is why we suggest and we look at opportunities for connectivity back to 

our -- the transportation network for as many opportunities to ingress and egress lots, it is a public-safety 

related issue, as well as a public maintenance related issue.  Cul-de-sacs are the last types of streets to 

be plowed in the winter.  Therefore, as you load more lots onto cul-de-sacs that are of excessive length, 

you also inconvenience those residents in times of emergency and inclemency to where you are unable to 

reach them.  It does create a public safety hazard.  Prior to this past year when we readopted our building 

code, we had a maximum total number of units off of a single point of ingress and egress at 30.  

Unfortunately, that appendice was not adopted when we readopted the building code during our last 

adoption cycle.  However, our fire service still has significant concern with the maximum number of units 

being accessed off of a single point.  I think what Mr. Smith is pointing out is the opportunities that exist in 

which to comply with the code and not grant the variance and not ultimately inconvenience the public that 

may live here ultimately.  Connection to the mainline road, Spyglass, may create problems.  I don't think 

that we would dispute that.  However, what our traffic engineers have said, based on the traffic study and 

the routing that we have asked the applicant to look at all the way back out to WW is that access point 

would not negatively impact the functionality of Spyglass.  And that is hence a significant reason why we 

would not support granting the variance.  The other is all of the peripheral reasons I provided you. 

 MS. LOE:  Well, I have a feeling the motion is going to go through supporting the variance.  And 

because of that, I'll probably vote no simply because I do think there are rules in place -- or if there are 

rules in place, there should be a solid reason for that rule being in place.  And for a variance to go forward, 

there should be a really good reason for that -- there to be a variance.  And I'm not sure I'm convinced yet 

that there is a really good reason, and that there aren't other options, because I can see the Spy -- no -- 

Harbor -- Harbor -- I can see the whole road being moved down potentially or other roads being planned.  

So I think personally I'm on the side with the City, but this is my one time to express that, so I just wanted 
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to let you know why I'm going to vote no.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you, Ms. Loe.  Anybody else care to comment on this?  Anyone else 

feeling brave, care to frame a motion?   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'll -- I'll go.  It seems like it's my night, huh -- me and Mr. Crockett.  Case 14-

108, a request by Tim Crockett (applicant) on behalf of Tori-ben Farms, LLC for approval of an 87-lot PUD 

Development Plan and preliminary plat on PUD-4 zoned land to be known as “Woods Edge,” and 

associated variance to Section 25-47, relating to the street -- street length of Harbor Town Drive.  The 

57.2-acre subject property is located on the west side of South Rolling Hills.  My motion is approval of the 

proposed PUD Development Plan subject to the condition that the Harbor Town Drive complies with 

Section 24-47 -- 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Twenty-five. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Forty-five? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Twenty-five. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Twenty-five.  I'm sorry.  Dash 47.  No, I think that -- I think that was right.  I 

think it's -- isn't there two different -- no.  I guess there is only the 25-47. 

 MR. ZENNER:  25-47.    

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So, yeah.  So a variance to the Section 25-47.  Sorry about that.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  I'll second that.  

 MR. SMITH:  Just to clarify, was that a recommendation to support the variance or to not support 

the variance? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  To support the variance. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Maybe I won't second it. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  No.  Wait.  Wait.  I'm sorry.  I said that wrong. 

 MR. ZENNER:  To not support it. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  To not support it.   

 MR. SMITH:  That's perfect.  Just clarifying.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  Then I will second. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes.  To not support.  

 MR. REICHLIN:  May we have a roll call, please.   

 MS. RUSSELL:  Wait a minute.  Wait a minute. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Oh, wait a minute.  Excuse me.  Excuse me.  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  So are you supporting -- is the proposal to support the variance or to deny the 

variance according to the City recommendation? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I am in support of the variance of -- 

 MS. LOE:  You're not supporting the City recommendation? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Correct. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Thank you. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Then I'm not going to second this. 
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 MS. RUSSELL:  I'll second it.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you.  That was Ms. Russell.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I changed the second to Ms. Russell; correct? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Correct.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Excuse me.  Why don't we clarify this motion? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Before we go forward and make some -- 

 MR. ZENNER:  Clarify the motion so we all know what we're voting on here.  What I believe that 

Mr. Strodtman's motion is, is to support approval of an 87-lot PUD plan and preliminary plat, and not 

support or vote to approve the variance to Section 25-47(a) relating to terminal streets and allowing Harbor 

Town Drive to exceed 750 feet. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Correct. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Yeah. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Thank you. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  May we have a roll call, please. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Let's try this again. 

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

Russell, Ms. Burns.  Voting No:  Ms. Loe, Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Stanton.  Motion Split 3-3. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  That means we'll send forward a recommendation of -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Could -- could we get a consensus, approval of the preliminary plat subject to 

the connection of Harbor Town Drive to -- (inaudible) 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Yeah.  Mr. Smith, do you care to weigh in on that?   

 MR. SMITH:  There are options.  Planning and Zoning could recommend approval of maybe 

another alternative.  Currently, staff's recommendation is just that Harbor Town Drive complies, but you 

could put a condition on it that, you know, one of those alternatives be sought or leave it up to Staff to 

review whatever alternative is proposed by the applicant at that point.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  So at this point, we need to amend our motion or -- 

 MR. SMITH:  You can.  We can leave it as it is.  You can -- 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Or should we just start over?  Which would -- which do you think would be more 

appropriate?   

 MR. SMITH:  Well, I -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Chairman, if I may?  We have a unique situation here, and I apologize for 

that.  Given a split vote, I think that the -- I think the consensus of the Commission is split on the variance 

itself and not necessarily the plan.  I really would like for it to go to Council with a better consensus of the 

PUD plan and not so much the variance.  And if the variance isn't going to support, I think that will show 

that the Commission was split vote on that.  If we could send a motion to Council of some degree that 

would say we support the plan that would be in conformance with all the subdivision regulations of the City 

of Columbia, that would give ourselves, as well as Staff, the option to reconfigure that area that would be 
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in conformance with the regulations to the Staff's liking, if that would -- if that would suffice. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  From where I sit, that -- that -- that kind of what recommendation number one is, 

that it complies with Section 25-47. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.  There we go. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  If that could be -- if that could be the motion -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  As is. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  As -- as -- as it's written.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  That would be -- that would be acceptable, if we could do that. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  I -- I would just like a better than a 3-3 vote going to Council, just a 

recommendation that it's not the plan, it's the variance that -- that the Commission has an issue with. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Sure. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  I would appreciate that. 

 MR. SMITH:  I just want to point out, the Planning and Zoning Commission can move forward with 

a split vote.  That is fine, if they would like.  And they could frame a new motion that would state the 

support of the plan, given the condition that it does comply and that Staff approves the configuration, 

something in the future. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  But do we need to -- we do need to -- the variance?  Mechanically, we send the 

vote we've taken already or do we just enter a new motion and go forward? 

 MR. SMITH:  No.  I think that was one motion and it ended in a tie.  I think if you -- somebody 

wanted to frame a second motion, you could do that. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Once again, this is a unique situation in which you're dealing actually with zoning; 

you're dealing with a subdivision action.  Ultimately, it will be Council's conclusion as it relates to the 

approval of the variance, which they have the final authority.  This is a PUD plan, and as part of the PUD 

provisions for a PUD plan, which acts as the preliminary plat, an applicant must ask for all variances to the 

subdivision regulations, which is what they have done.  So as the motion is written or as the 

recommendation is written in your staff report and as is on the screen, a second motion could be taken for 

approval of the PUD plan since it is compliant with the subdivision standards except Section 25-47, and 

that the motion for the variance is what you are recommending denial on.  And at that point, it's compliant 

with the exception of the variance or the noncompliance with the cul-de-sac length, and then you could 

take a motion on the variance which, in essence, is what your first vote really did. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  So then in the matter of 14-108, a request by Tim Crockett, I move that 

we approve PUD Development Plan as presented.   

 MR. STANTON:  Second.   

 MR. SMITH:  That would be -- that would be a motion to approve the variance, which -- 

 MR. REICHLIN:  That -- that would never be a motion to not approve the variance, but it would be 

just a motion to approve the plan? 

 MR. SMITH:  I think what you're going for is what Staff's recommendation is here, would be 
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basically to approve it on the condition that they change the plan to make it compliant. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  So it should compliant with 25-47.  So it can -- 

 MR. SMITH:  Yes.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  All right.  So then we will -- we will move that we approve the PUD 

Development Plan subject to the condition that Harbor Town Drive complies to Section 25-47.  Okay.  May 

I have a -- may I have second? 

 MR. STANTON:  Second.  

 MR. REICHLIN:  Mr. Stanton.  May I have a roll call, please? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Okay. 

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

Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Russell, Ms. Burns.  Motion carries 6-0. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The motion for approval will be forwarded to City Council.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  Additionally, I'd like to move that we approve a denial of the variance to 

Section 25-47.  Is that appropriate? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  We don't need to do that. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  We don't need to do that now? 

 (Multiple people talking.) 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Then we've got it -- then we've got it all -- 

 MR. SMITH:  They've got to comply. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  He said they have to comply. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  All right.  Moving right along. 




