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The District - Downtown Community Improvement District
11 South 10th Street - Columbia, MO 65201 - (573) 442-6816
DiscoverTheDistrict.com

March 8, 2013

Columbia City Council
700 E. Broadway
Columbia, MO 65201

Mr. Mayor and City Council Members:

On March 7, 2013, the Board of the Downtown Community improvement
District approved the enclosed recommendations regarding C2 zoning.
These recommendations were the result of a diverse group of members
who dedicated quite a bit of time to this issue. The board also wanted to
emphasize a few key points for Council.

First, we believe downtown is on the right track. Over the past few years,
we’ve seen property values rise, sales tax revenues increase, vacancy rates
drop, and pedestrian activity surge. Thus, we don’t feel that a complete
overhaul of C2 is warranted. Clearly, we’re doing something right here in
The District.

Second, these are all general recommendations; we recommend a
professional use these as a starting point to crafting actual policy. A
planning professional will help us avoid any unintended consequences that
may arise from these changes.

Finally, the board believes that parking and solid waste/recycling are the
two most pressing issues and recommend addressing these first.

If you have any questions or need any further information, please feel free
to contact me at (573) 442-6816. Thanks for your help.

Carrie Gartner
Director
Downtown Community Improvement District
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Downtown Community Improvement District
Recommendations for C2 Zoning

Overall

Recommend the city proceed with current plans to have a consultant review zoning issues,
putting C2 zoning and parking at the top of the priority list.

Changes to zoning rules have the potential to create unwanted outcomes and discourage important
economic development. Because of that, zoning revisions should be part of a thoughtful and
deliberative process that is guided by a professional consultant. Having an outside viewpoint will
help us avoid costly mistakes and point us to best practices in other cities.

Recommend a consistent set of rules for all aspects of C2, rather than a conditional use permit
process where the rules are decided on a case-by-case basis.

A pre-determined set of rules brings certainty to the development process and guarantees a fair and
transparent process. Any changes should be codified, easy to understand, and applied to all
properties equitably.

Recommend the city encourage desired types of developments through incentives, rather than
prohibitions, whenever possible.

“Carrots” should be an integral part of any new changes. Effort should be taken to discover ways
that desired development could be incentivized or encouraged, rather than mandated.

General Zoning Designations

Recommend that any parcels rezoned C2 that are contiguous to the CID be included within the
CID.

Many new developments adjacent to the CID add unforeseen stress to the various services within
the CID (solid waste, maintenance, parking, etc.). By bringing them into the CID, these stressors can
be better planned for. In addition, the development and the tenants would benefit from the
increased services provided by the CID.

Encourage the expansion of C2 zoning where appropriate.
The goal here is not to expand C2 into existing residential neighborhoods; rather, the goal is to

support changes to C2 zoning where appropriate. For instance, many downtown parcels are still
zoned for manufacturing even though the current use better fits with C2.



Downtown Community Improvement District
Recommendations for C2 Zoning

Setbacks

In order to encourage a pedestrian-friendly environment, setbacks should be discouraged in C2.

Downtowns are traditionally built to the sidewalk, with zero setbacks. In fact, that’s one of the
defining physical features of a downtown—shops and restaurants lined up along the sidewalk with
passersby enjoying the activity. Downtown’s success relies on these highly walkable, pedestrian-
friendly sidewalks. Setbacks create holes in the street front and dead spaces that discourage
pedestrian traffic. In addition, requiring a setback of 15 or 30 feet will reduce the useable space to
the point where constructing taller buildings becomes the only financially feasible option.

Historic Preservation

The committee supports historic preservation efforts but agrees that preservation should be an
incentive-based effort, citing the past success of using incentives to encourage preservation.

Locally and across the nation it’s been found that one of the best ways to encourage historic
preservation is through incentives such as tax credits. Many communities are also encouraging
creative, cooperative efforts between the not-for-profit sector and state and county governments.
By focusing on positive ways to encourage preservation, we may be able to move the dialogue in a
direction that would allow various interest groups to come together to promote and encourage
historic preservation.

Landscaping

No new requirements for landscaping on private property should be established but the city
should continue to encourage greening of the public space.

Private landscaping should not be a requirement in the commercial core given that it usually
requires inappropriate setbacks or an interruption in the streetscape. Instead of mandating private
green spaces, the emphasis should be placed on shared, public green spaces that everyone is free to
use. Public sidewalks should be landscaped with street trees, planters and other similar elements.
Public landscaping over and above the current levels could be funded through a public-private
partnership agreement between the city and the developer. In addition, residents should be
encouraged to use the 4 parks surrounding the downtown (Peace Park, Flat Branch Park, Douglass
Park and Stephens Lake Park) as well as the MKT Trail for recreation.



Downtown Community Improvement District
Recommendations for C2 Zoning

Trash

Recommend the city require a trash and recycling plan in line with the Downtown Solid Waste
District for new developments as part of the permitting process.

The development of high density residential has placed severe stress on our Downtown Solid Waste
District (SWD). Unlike commercial areas outside of the CID where each business arranges for their
own dumpster, the SWD relies on a system of shared compactors and dumpsters. This saves space
(at a premium downtown) and keeps rates lower.

As apartments are developed, trash and recycling services are often set aside in favor of maximizing
the amount of space for residential use. We’ve already found that residential developments without
compactors are overloading compactors in adjacent blocks. In addition, as developments occur just
outside the SWD and the initial development plan has no provisions for compactor or recycling
locations, residents will use the nearby SWD locations without contributing into the SWD fund.

Sidewalks

In an effort to make downtown more walkable and encourage a lively sidewalk culture,
recommend the city develop a master plan for C2 sidewalks that addresses minimum widths.

Some downtown sidewalks are so narrow they are not only difficult to traverse, they prevent
sidewalk cafes, street musicians, and other amenities. Having the city address minimum widths
when a parcel is redeveloped, or find ways to expand sidewalks that don’t require setbacks, would
allow for a livelier sidewalk culture and make it easier for people to travel around downtown.

Height Restrictions

Recommend a target height of 10 floors with bonus zoning options for desired types of
development (such as first floor commercial or internal floors of parking).

Building height is directly related to the question of density. All too often, cities have found that
residential-style zoning ordinances have been inappropriately applied to urban, commercial areas
negatively impacting economic vitality and street culture. In addition, low-density development
prevents urban centers from reaching the critical mass of residents needed for transit, retail,
services, and other amenities (such as grocery stores). However, it is important to ensure that an
appropriate scale for our downtown is maintained.

Bonus zoning is a common practice that allows increased density or height in exchange for certain
types of development, such as first floor commercial. Bonus zoning can also be offered to developers
who add elements that counterbalance the added density, including bike share stations, bike share
funding, transit passes, transit station upgrades, zip cars, sustainability additions, and more.
Overall, this approach is more “carrot” than “stick.”



Downtown Community improvement District
Recommendations for C2 Zoning

Parking

Encourage the expansion of public and private parking solutions through the development of a
comprehensive parking plan for the entire downtown area.

The city, in consultation with large employers, developers, owners of residential units, and other
stakeholders, should develop a long-term, comprehensive plan for managing parking in the
downtown area. This plan would serve as a blueprint for future decisions and would aid developers
and other entities when addressing their own parking needs.

Small parking areas behind buildings should be allowed.

Parking areas hidden behind buildings should be encouraged, both as an alternative to lots directly
abutting to the sidewalk (which discourages pedestrian traffic) and as a way to partially address
parking for employees or residents.

Require a parking and transportation plan for any entity that is adding new or additional
downtown parking needs over a certain threshold.

Adding new residents or new employees over a certain number will necessarily cause stress on the
existing parking system. Any entity adding a significant number of people to downtown should
submit a parking and transportation plan designed to show where these people will park and/or
how alternate types of transportation will be encouraged. A plan could involve a mix of onsite
parking, city garage permits, lot sharing, FastCAT passes for residents/employees, funding and
placement of bike share stations, zip cars, etc. This will allow each entity to create a set of solutions
designed to fit the needs of their tenants and will encourage creative solutions to the problem. A
city-approved plan would also help prevent the demolition of an existing building simply to add a
surface parking lot to address new parking needs.

(Note: A professional consultant could help determine the appropriate threshold of new parking
that would require a plan.)

Consider a residential user fee based on a certain threshold of residents to be used for a parking
and transportation solution as part of a comprehensive parking plan for the area.

As part of an individual parking plan, an entity can either provide parking and alternative
transportation options or can provide a yearly contribution to a city parking fund (eventually to be
used to fund a new garage or the rebuilding of one of the existing, 3-story garages.)




Downtown Community Improvement District
Recommendations for C2 Zoning

Design Guidelines

Recommend the CID fund (FY2014) a consultant to draft a set of voluntary, illustrated design
guidelines for the CID.

When the Broadway canopies were removed, the SBD created and distributed a set of voluntary
facade guidelines to owners interested in options for fixing up their buildings. It proved useful for
people who wanted to do something but were unsure how to proceed. A clear set of voluntary

guidelines would provide a helpful incentive for developers who would like to build something
appropriate to our downtown.
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March 25, 2013

Columbia City Council
700 E. Broadway
Columbia, MO 65201

Mayor McDavid and City Council Members:

We understand that Columbia City Council asked members of the Planning and Zoning
Commission, Downtown Leadership Council, Historic Preservation Commission, Downtown
Community Improvement District and the three adjoining neighborhood associations to make
fundamental and basic recommendations to C-2 Zoning regulations. We are writing to show our
support for the recommendations that have been submitted by the Downtown Community
Improvement District.

The Columbia Chamber of Commerce has a long-standing relationship with the Central
Improvement District. We believe that they are the most qualified to make the recommendations
that directly affect their land owners, business owners and residents. We share many of the same
members and believe that the CID did a thorough job of representing those interests. We have
asked our board of directors to review their report and we are in agreement with their
recommendations.

Thank you for your time on this matter and we look forward to the positive outcomes of this
important review of C-2 Zoning Codes.

Randy Coil
Chair of the Board

300 S. Providence Road « PO Box 1016 = Columbia, MO 65205
(573) 874-1132 « FAX (573) 443-3986
www.ColumbiaMOChamber.com




April 2, 2013

Mike Matthes, City Manager
City of Columbia

8™ & Broadway

Columbia, MO 65203

Dear Mr. Matthes:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the City of Columbia’s consideration of C-2
zoning changes downtown. The Downtown Columbia Leadership Council discussed this item at
our March 26, 2013 meeting. However, much of our review and advice to Council over the last

two years has been the impact of C-2 zoning downtown.

Appointed by the City Council, the Downtown Columbia Leadership Council has broad
representation from three at-large community residents, Stephens College, Columbia College,
the University of Missouri, and neighborhood associations. As such, the DCLC offers a
perspective—from neighborhoods, residents, and academia—beyond the taxing entities and
property owners impacted by proposed zoning changes. We look forward to providing that

input to Council.

In 2009, with the help of H-3 Studios, the DCLC
completed a major review of downtown planning issues
in two emerging areas of downtown. The public

" engagement process reflected in the Charette report
offers important guidelines as you consider appropriate
changes to downtown. Before re-inventing C-2 zoning
downtown, we encourage you to revisit the Charette’s
major recommendations that were carefully vetted in a
broad stakeholder process.

Building upon the work already completed in the
Charette, we encourage the city to investigate a Form-
Based Code for applicable sections of downtown. A
Form-Based Code could help transform the
recommendations of the Charette into a legal
framework. A Form-Based Code could also help ensure
the appropriate scale and character of new
development within the downtown area as well as
cohesiveness with the existing built environment. We
encourage the City to engage a planning consultant to
focus on Form-Based Code as a possible solution to
current issues associated with C-2 zoning.

Where possible, we encourage the City to accelerate
the timeline for its consideration of a planning

DISTRICT CHARACTER RECOMMENDATIONS,
Examples from page 23 and page 29.

® HEIGHT: a 2-story minimum and 8-story
maximum on Broadway Street, a 2-story
minimum and 5 story maximum on Walnut and
within the neighborhood, and a 3-story
minimum and 10 story maximum on Elm Street.

® SETBACK: zero-lot line building placement or
match existing within the neighborhood.

e MATERIALS: primarily of brick materiality or
match of existing within neighborhood.

e USE: Mixed-use with ground floor retail on
primary streets. Mixed-use with ground floor
retail on Walnut and Broadway and area around
Elm, with the remainder being residential except
for corner retail, and NO industrial land uses
allowed within the district.

¢ PARKING: ali new development shall
require/include parking within their property
boundaries. City is currently completing a new
parking garage at 5th & Walnut.

(see Charette for further details)

consultant to review and recommend changes to the current C-2 zoning. We believe H-3
Studio’s intimate knowledge of downtown Columbia and the community’s opinions could be an
asset in this process. Simply put, the Charette Report provides the framework the city now




requires to implement proper planning changes to the greater Downtown area. H3 should
continue long-term study of downtown zoning, working in tandem with the City’s Planning
Department.

Beyond the recommendations of the Charette Report, members of the Downtown Columbia
Leadership Council believe parking requirements for residential dwelling units should be
immediately addressed. In an effort to protect city-supported parking options that attracts
retail and downtown business, C-2 zoning should be amended to require parking ratios for
new residential units.

Until the City Council considers and approves changes to C-2 zoning, the Downtown Columbia
Leadership Council supports some type of interim protection on the issue of parking. A
majority of DCLC members, but not all, support extending this protection to include demolition,
historic preservation, and ground floor retail issues. Although the DCLC defers to planning staff
on the scope and best method to accomplish that protection in the short term, options could
include a temporary abeyance without prior approval, review by the Planning & Zoning
Commission, conditional use permit, etc.

Finally, we encourage the City of Columbia to develop a broad public engagement process on
this issue. Initially, we recommend a joint meeting with representatives of the Bicycle &
Pedestrian Commission, CATSO, Historic Preservation Commission, Planning & Zoning, Columbia
Development Commission, Comprehensive Plan/Columbia Imagined and the Downtown
Community Improvement District to discuss the C-2 issue.

The Downtown Columbia Leadership Council is the ideal commission to help lead this discussion.
We look forward to the opportunity to provide continued input to build a Downtown Columbia
that illustrates the best aspirations of its residents, stakeholders, property owners, citizens, and
community.

ON BEHALF OF THE DOWNTOWN COLUMBIA LEADERSHIP COUNCIL,

Brian Treece, Vice-Chair



March 31, 2013

Mr. Mike Matthes

City Manager

Columbia, MO

RE: Council Request for Feedback

Dear Mr. Matthes,

The Charette Report, prepared for the City of Columbia by H3 Studio in October 2010,
is the most current planning document for downtown Columbia. It brought together and
synthesized all previous suggestions and planning efforts commissioned by the City.
The purpose statement suggests this report “operate as the guiding document for the
future vision ....and upon approval by the Columbia City Council, it is recommended that
the City of Columbia begin to adjust and amend specified ordinances.” The Council
approved the H3 Charrette Report in 2013.

Using the H3 Charrette Report as a starting point, the East Campus Neighborhood
Association makes the following recommendations for altering current C2 zoning:

Divide the greater downtown area into districts, each with a form-based code plan that
is specific for that section in terms of building height, setback, materials, use and
diversity of use, parking, historic preservation, and streets;

Mandate sufficiency of services for all new construction;

Build no additional four bedroom units;

Allow rezoning only to a more restrictive category;

Remove residential uses from C2 zoning;

Consider R4 zoning for high density residential use;

Immediately freeze new building permits in the C2 area for six months.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to this discussion.

Sincerely,

Janet Hammen
Chair, East Campus Neighborhood Association



TO: Mike Mathis

FROM: City of Columbia Historic Preservation Commission
DATE: March 27, 2013

RE: HPC Input regarding C-2 Zoning

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the City of Columbia’s consideration of C-2 zoning
changes downtown. The Historic Preservation Commission discussed this item at our March 5, 2013
meeting. However, much of our review and advice to Council over the last several months has been the
impact of C-2 zoning downtown and its impact on properties more than 50 years old.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

It’s important to note the legislative history of C-2 zoning changes downtown. Prior to November 1988,
residential dwelling units in C-2 zoning required a Conditional Use Permit reviewed by the City’s Board
of Adjustment with consideration given to the following standards:

»  “conformance with the character of the adjacent area”

" “the location, type and height of buildings or structures”

®  “the type and extent of landscaping and screening on the site”

»  “off-street parking and loading areas are provided”

® “adequate utilities, drainage, and other such facilities” »

*  “adequate access designed to prevent traffic hazards and minimize traffic congestion.”

Code 1964, § 19.200; Ord. No. 9958, § 1, 10-3-83

According to the minutes of the Planning & Zoning Commission meeting on November 10, 1988, there
were 13 minor changes to the zoning ordinance in 1987. One change corrected a contradiction in C-2
that “pyramided” residential uses in the C-2 District and required residential uses as a conditional use.
This type of pyramid zoning was never intended to be a substitute or a solution for mixed-use zoning
that blends commercial, retail and residential in the built environment.

In effect, the City Council created a loophole by eliminating a Conditional Use Permit for residential
dwelling units within C-2'zoning.

It is important to note that residential dwelling units were only contemplated for:
= “existing” structures,
= the “second floors of buildings existing” downtown,
= the “upper level areas of businesses”, and
= the “second floor of the downtown area”.
According to November 10, 1988 minutes of the Planning & Zoning Commission, every witness who

supported this change only envisioned residential dwelling units on the second floors of existing
buildings:
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Indeed, the lack of parking requirements for multi-family, residential dwelling units was clearly an issue
for both the Planning & Zoning Commission and the City Council in 1988.

According to minutes of the December 12, 1988 City Council Meeting, property owners were interested
in developing the “second floors of buildings” and “marketing their properties to those without vehicles”
or “near parking garages or parking plazas”
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The 1988 change was always intended to help save existing historic buildings by creating the
opportunity for residential uses and an additional income stream for property owners with vacant
second floors. The City Council and Planning & Zoning Commission never contemplated that entire city
blocks would be razed for multi-family residential dwelling units with no height restrictions, no set-
backs, no parking requirements, and little or no retail components.

In 1988, the population of Columbia, Missouri was 62,084—nearly half of our current population. When
the zoning ordinance was changed in 1988, fifteen story residential high-rises were never contemplated
for C-2 zoning. Columbia’s population did not require public or private parking garages to ease the
shortage of metered parking. Residential dwelling units in C-2 zoning were always incidental to the
‘primary purpose of retail and commercial.

OBSERVATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

We would like to convey to you the following observations and recommendations as you consider
changes to C-2 Zoning. The commission tried to remain focused on recommendations to incentivize the
preservation of Columbia’s historic downtown. There may be other pressures—parking, setbacks, retail,
height restrictions—that should also be considered in the context of C-2 zoning. However, the Historic
Preservation Commission felt that was best left to other commissions such as the Planning & Zoning
Commission and the Downtown Columbia Leadership Council.

1. Encourage historic preservation efforts by grandfathering existing buildings & structures into the
existing zoning uses. One method of encouraging preservation of existing structures is to preserve
certain ingredients of Columbia’s current C-2 zoning— residential dwelling units, relaxed parking
requirements, etc—for existing buildings over 50 years old. But new zoning requirements would
apply when demolition and new construction is contemplated.



2. Consider restoring the pre-1988 planning & zoning scheme that required a Conditional Use Permit
reviewed by the City’s Board of Adjustment with consideration given to the following standards:

®  “conformance with the character of the adjacent area”
®  “the location, type and height of buildings or structures”
®  “the type and extent of landscaping and screening on the site”
= “off-street parking and loading areas are provided”
" “adequate utilities, drainage, and other such facilities”
* “adequate access designed to prevent traffic hazards and minimize traffic congestion.”
Code 1964, § 19.200; Ord. No. 9958, § 1, 10-3-83

For the purposes of HPC, “conformance with the character of the adjacent area” appears to be the
most compelling standard by which future projects should be judged. In the most recent debates,
“conformance with the character of the adjacent areas” could have applied to the eclectic feel of
the North Central Arts District, continued residential homes on St. Joseph Street, and retail uses in
the downtown shopping area.

3. Consider some type of interim protection while the City considers changes to C-2 zoning in the long-
term. If the City pursues a consultant to re-design zoning codes or form-based codes, consider using
the pre-1988 Board of Adjustment/Conditional Use Permit as a temporary protection against
demolition. A temporary abeyance, or special approval for demolitions, may also be pursued if
changes to the C-2 zoning require additional time for study and public outreach.

4. Enhance the Board of Adjustment—or similar Board—with professionals from key areas of
expertise. Currently, the Board of Adjustment includes 5 members and 3 alternates. Similar to the
complexion of the Historic Preservation Commission, the board could be enhanced with persons
from the areas of architecture, urban planning, real estate, and historic preservation.

5. Inthe alternative, the City should consider an Architectural Review Board to protect the historic
identity of downtown. H-3 studios, in cooperation with the Downtown Columbia Leadership
Council’s extensive public engagement process, has designed broad design parameters to preserve a
vibrant and eclectic downtown. An Architectural Review Board, especially for projects that rely on
public financing, would protect the City’s clear public interest in a commercial area with a mix of
diverse residential, retail, and office that preserves the historic feel of a traditional downtown.

6. Create a Historic Preservation Revolving Fund to help downtown property owners. For the last two
years, the Historic Preservation Commission has advocated for a Historic Preservation Revolving
Fund to assist property owners with preservation efforts. The City of Springfield has a facade loan
fund that helps downtown property owners restore the public face of their downtown properties.

There are over 200 properties zoned C-2 in downtown Columbia. Replacing any C-2 property—without
some review by Planning & Zoning and approval of Council—to create thousands of residential-only
dwellings of unlimited height and no parking would create urban planning chaos. Yet that is exactly
what the City’s current ordinance allows.



Thank you for your time and consideration of this important issue. Please include the Historic
Preservation Commission on your efforts to develop a balanced, comprehensive policy that protects
existing properties in Columbia’s historic downtown.



North Central Columbia Neighborhood Association
¢/o 606 N Sixth Street
Columbia, MO 65201

March 31, 2013
Dear Mr. Matthes, Ms. Amin, Mr. Mayor and Council Members,

The North Central Columbia Neighborhood Association submits this letter in response to Mr.
Matthes’ and Ms. Amin’s letter of January 25, 2013 requesting that we make ‘“fundamental
and basic recommendations on what if any changes should be made to C-2 Zoning, setback,
height, parking and landscaping requirements and regulations”.

NCCNA formed a committee of 5 board members to share the responsibility for reading the
wide array of reports, studies, ordinances, and other materials to which Columbia citizens
have, over the past 20+ years, devoted hundreds of hours of effort. This profound and
extended investment of intellectual and creative capacity by our citizens, past and present,
has energized our opinion that 2013 is the time to identify, cultivate, polish and implement
the best of these ideas.

Given the reliance by both city staff and the development community on C-2 Zoning as the
most versatile and accommodating category in which to build student housing ', the C-2
category is exactly the right place to start with a comprehensive system of incentives and
bonuses that serve both the greater good and the specific goals of economic development,
historic preservation, affordable housing and the expansion of public transit.

The local development community has consistently asked for incentives to lead the way
toward the plans that citizens have repeatedly endorsed. However, we acknowledge that
incentives will only work within a structure that is, to some degree, restrictive. Carrots, in
the words of-the cliché, are always accompanied by sticks. We propose both the regulatory
restrictions and the incentives necessary to implement the development policies that our
citizens, with overwhelming consistency, continue to demand.

We recognize that future uses of C-2 may include office structures, cultural institutions, or a
hotel convention center in one of the city’s nodes. The height restrictions specified, as well

! Housing built for a single demographic within C-2 creates a neighborhood and, thus, the additional
responsibility to make certain this new neighborhood is connected to the community surrounding them. We
accomplish this using strategies that incorporate piace-making, green space and plaza planning, structures

- each of us would agree create a meaningful, inviting neighborhood. City policy has enabled neighborhoods
that lack this residential character, to the detriment of our community’s health. Each of us can identify places
where neighborhood patterns are absent. (A Neighborhood Revitalization Proposal PowerPoint, Dr. Ronn

Phillips, April 13, 1999)

Footnote 2 is intentionally omitted.
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as the incentives and bonuses, in exchange for height and density are equally applicable to
these potential C-2 uses.

We support mixed use and increased density downtown, as long as it is within scale with the
surrounding structures and follows the recommendations found within the H3 Downtown
Charrette report 3. The Downtown Charrette recommends height limits of between 2 and 8
stories along Broadway; 2 to 5 stories along Walnut Street and within adjacent
neighborhoods; and 3 to 10 stories along Elm Street and adjacent to the University of
Missouri Campus (page 23 of the report). We endorse these limits as an integral part of our
recommendation. ‘

For all specified and conditional uses currently permitted within the C-2 zone, we propose a
regulatory height limit of 4 stories, with a prohibition on first floor residential. Further, the
property owner must satisfy a sufficiency of services test that includes the traditional
infrastructure needs (including but not limited to adequate water flow for fire suppression,
sewer capacity, storm water capacity, lateral soil support and street surfaces in good repair)
certifying the systems capable of carrying the increased load generated by the built out

use. We recommend adoption of a sufficiency of services test similar to that currently in use
by Boone County’s Planning & Development Department.

While the sufficiency test would be non-negotiable, the height limit and other restrictions
would be subject to a negotiated process. Under this ordinance, a property owner or
developer could receive approval for a mixed use development that exceeds 4 stories in
height (within the parameters of the Downtown Charrette, page 23, cited above), or a
development that includes first floor residential, if they also create additional amenities that
serve the city’s stated and much espoused goals of job creation, historic preservation, i
affordable housing, livable-walkable streets and reductions in automobile usage in favor of
public transit. The granting of incentives and bonuses would be calculated based upon the
developer’s provision of amenities and/or the adoption of design “best practices” consistent
with stated planning goals (see Columbia 2000, Metro 2020, Sasaki, Imagine Columbia’s
Future and the H3 Downtown Charrette reports).

Even a cursory reading of 20+ years of citizen commission and consultant reports brings
forth a wealth of ideas that could serve as development bonuses. We agree some of the
best include:

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for the inclusion of affordable units to serve low and moderate income households;

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density for
developing retail, service and office spaces suitable in scale and amenities to encourage

3 As you will recall from our November 19, 2012 presentation to pre Council work session, we consistently
support mixed use and increased density for North Central, again, within scale of the surrounding structures.
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and incubate locally owned businesses and to provide a startup business incubation
climate (i.e. modest, in both size and rental costs, store fronts where new business
owners can meet clients or provide goods and services for sale)?;

Allowing an increase in number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange for
the preservation and adaptive use of an existing hlStOﬂC structure as part of the new
development;

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for hidden, off street parking for the residents and, within mixed use development,
commercial tenants and their customers;

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for a defined amount of public plaza and publicly accessible space that joins the
development with existing pedestrian travel paths in the surrounding neighborhood;

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for defined amount of setback. For example, streetscapes are generally more attractive
when the height of the building, in feet is twice the distance from the middle of the
street along which it resides.

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for bike parking and or a bike transit station that serves both the development and a
portion of the commuting public, beyond the provisions of the current requirements of
Chapter 29, Section 29-30 (1) (as found on page 141 of the city’s zoning ordinance);

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for an expanded Transit Incentive beyond the current recommendations of Chapter 29,
Section 29-30 (d) (as found on page 139 of the city’s ordinance);

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for LEED certified new construction or LEED certified rehabilitation of an existing
structure;

Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for hiring the graduates of local construction trade programs at Wages comparable to
the local workforce market; '

* A Neighborhood Revitalization Proposal PowerPoint, Dr. Ronn Phillips, April 13, 1999.

5 SASAKI Planning Principles #4. “Invest in the Public Realm”, page 4 of PowerPoint; 'The Social Life of Small
Urban Spaces”, by William Whyte, http://vimeo.com/6821934.
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Allowing an increase in the number of floors and overall permitted density in exchange
for increased hiring of minorities and women as employees of, or as owners of
contracting or subcontracting businesses hired to construct the development and paying
wages comparable to the local workforce market.

These ideas, and others that will be brought forward by our community, require thoughtful
consideration so that the ratio or proportion of the incentives and bonuses offered
accomplishes the very real, and oft-stated, goals the City espouses in its annual reports,
visioning and planning documents. In short, we want the implementation of City
development policy to actually further the ideals the City espouses.

We also expressly incorporate into this recommendation our prior submission at the
January 22, 2013 council hearing (see our attached letter dated January 22rd, sent by email,
in which we requested it’s inclusion in the public record) with regard to R-4 Zoning. We
insist, as directly as we can, that when a developer seeks approval for a high density multi-
family residential development, outside of the Downtown Charrette height
recommendations, and within the common understanding of the words “it is primarily for
highrise apartments”, the applicant must seek to change the zoning for the parcel from C-2
to R-4.

Among the many reasons for enforcing R-4 uses is our current awareness that the city may
lack the appropriate fire suppression equipment to provide necessary services to the
residents of highrise apartments. A broader conversation about city services and city
budgeting must result as part of that re-zoning request. We suspect there may be other
services’ shortcomings yet to be identified. The adoption of a sufficiency of services test for
all zoning categories will assist us with this needed conversation.

We recognize that Columbia must utilize previously developed areas throughout the
community, not just downtown. The city has moved aggressively, with our tax dollars, to
build out infrastructure capable of handling new residences, new businesses, new nodes
where people will live, work, shop and dine on the city’s periphery, far beyond the
downtown commercial business district.

With respect to these other commercial districts we recommend that they be considered for
Charrette planning processes and participation in Form-Based Code districts. These areas
hold great potential for re-development with the integration of mixed uses, specifically
residential housing. They can ultimately serve as mixed use nodes that gracefully transition
into the adjacent neighborhoods, providing walkable services, amenities, and a new sense of
place. This concept is being discussed and we understand will be part of the 2013
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan now in process.
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As a cautionary word, we would direct your attention to a footnote buried within Appendix
[l of the Final Vision Report, Imagine Columbia’s Future (Dec. 18, 2007):

“The council’s February 5, 2001, resolution ‘adopting’ Metro 2020 included language to limit
its effect: ‘The Plan... does not limit the City Council’s discretion in enacting land use
regulations.” Our conversations with city staff convince us that the report has little if any
practical effect on decision making. Our conversations with fellow citizens indicate the City’s
sidetracking of Metro 2020 undermined confidence in the City’s responsiveness to citizen
input.” '

The footnote continues,

“The content of Chapter 4 [of Metro 2020], which has now been endorsed in two rounds of
citizen planning, needs to be built into the City’s planning process in concrete, compulsory

We would note that essentially the same planning content, so forlornly and strenuously
recommended in that 2007 Vision document footnote, has since been endorsed twice over.
The consistency of citizen recommendations with regards to development policy, spanning
the past 20 years, is remarkable. So, too, is the City’s failure to respond in “concrete and
compulsory ways”.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these recommendations as to the changes that
should be made to C-2 Zoning and to provide documentation as to why the city needs to
enforce the requirements of the R-4 Zoning category. We stand ready to identify a NCCNA
neighborhood representative willing to actively participate in the subsequent conversations
regarding C-2 and R-4. Please ensure that this conversation moves forward with all
deliberate speed.

Very truly yours,

Pat Fowler

North Central Columbia Neighborhood Association Board President
606 N Sixth Street

fowler patricia_j@yahoo.com

fowlerpatj@gmail.com

573-256-6841
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From: pat fowler <fowler_patricia_j@yahoo.com>

To: "mayor@gocolumbiamo.com" <mayor@gocolumbiamo.com>; City Of Columbia Ward1
<ward1@gocolumbiamo.com>; City Of Columbia Ward2 <ward2@gocolumbiamo.com>;
"ward3@gocolumbiamo.com" <ward3@gocolumbiamo.com>;
"ward4@gocolumbiamo.com" <ward4@gocolumbiamo.com>; City Of Columbia Ward6
<ward6@gocolumbiamo.com>; Sheela Amin <skamin@gocolumbiamo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2013 4:06 PM '

Subject: Council B375-12 response to Councilperson Hoppe's request for input

Sheela, Please include our written response in the public record of tonight's hearing. Thank
you.

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members,

The North Central Columbia Neighborhood Association submits this letter in response to
Councilperson Hoppe’s request that the downtown neighborhoods provide our input
regarding the merits of Council Bill B375-12 as scheduled for public hearing, debate, and vote
on January 22, 2013. We hope to add to, and not repeat, the comments of others this
evening by focusing on a portion of the zoning ordinance we believe has been overlooked.

We join with our fellow neighborhoods, citizens, and citizen commissions in supporting the
passage of a six month abeyance in downtown demolitions for the purpose of investigating
and remedying known problems in our zoning classifications. We find merit in the
Downtown Leadership Council’s recommendation that you expand the moratorium to ali C-2
zoning. We have first hand experience with the significant costs and impacts, both
anticipated and unanticipated, when the city fails to plan at the same time it interprets how
it zones. :

At the outset we acknowledge the right of Mr. Hinshaw to file a properly executed
demolition permit and choose to demolish his property, regardless of its historic significance
and value to the history of our city. We further expect that Mr. Hinshaw, at the end of the
abeyance period, will be able to cure the multiple defects in the initial application and
proceed to demolish the building through proper procedure. Regardless of whether it
contains an ancillary amount of ground floor commercial uses, we understand the project, as
disclosed to the public through media interviews, is intended to be a highrise apartment
building.



Our concerns are for what will happen next. We ask that you sufficiently inquire of city staff,
particularly our city attorney, regarding the legal impact of the zoning classifications as
follows:

Chapter 29 Section 29-9 is labeled District R-4, high density multiple-family dwelling district.
Section (a) “Purpose (states) this district is intended to provide for high density multiple-
family residential development. It is primarily for highrise apartments, but allows for all
types of residential usage.” The section continues with the specifics required of the parties
who are building for this purpose. It includes “All permitted uses in district R-3”.

Chapter 29, Section 29-15 is labeled District C-2, central business district. Section (a) states
“(a) Purpose. This district is intended to provide for commercial facilities in the central
business district. The principal land uses are retail sales, services, offices and public _
facilities.” In includes “All permitted uses in district C-1 with the exception that dwelling units
shall also be subject to section 29-8(d)(6)”. There is no language that permits high rise
apartments as a conditional use.

The other lesser included zoning references below illustrate the problem before all of

us. We the taxpayers will be asked to forego substantial public funding for other necessary
infrastructure improvements already in the CIP in order to mitigate the adverse impacts that
will result from the construction of a highrise apartment structure without the protections
of the R-4 zoning classification.

Chapter 29, Section 29-14 is labeled District C-1, intermediate business district. Section (a)
Purpose specifies “This district is intended to provide commercial shopping and service
facilities in or near a residential neighborhood. The principal land use is a small shopping
area with sales and services oriented to the needs of a local population.” It includes “All
permitted uses in district in district O-1.” There is no language that permits highrise
apartments as a conditional use.

Chapter 29, Section 29-12 is labeled District O-1, office district. (a) Purpose. This district is
intended to provide for professional, administrative, or other offices and related uses
primarily. It may serve as a buffer area between residential and more intense nonresidential
uses. It includes “All permitted uses in district R-3 (subject to the height and area regulations
of district R-3).” There is no language that permits highrise apartments as a conditional use.

Chapter 29, Section 29-8 is labeled District R-3, medium density multiple-family dwelling
district. (a) Purpose. This district is intended to provide for medium density multiple-family
residential development. It may include a range of residential uses from one-family to
fraternity and sorority houses. The principal land use is a residential apartment-type
dwelling.” It includes “All permitted uses in district R-2.” There is no language that permits
highrise apartments as a conditional use.

Chapter 29, Section 29-7 is labeled District R-2, tWo-family dwelling district. “(a) Purpose.
This district is intended to provide for one-and two-family residential developments of
various types and mixes. The principal land use is one-family or duplex residential



dwellings.” It includes “All permitted uses in district R-1.” There is no language that permits
highrise apartments as a conditional use.

Chapter 29, Section 29-6 is labeled District R-1, one-family dwelling district. “(a) Purpose. This
district is intended to promote and preserve urban one-family residential development. The
principal land use is a one-family dwelling. Some public recreational uses, religious facilities,
educational facilities, and uses incidental or accessory to dwellings are included.” There is
no language that specifies lesser included zoning classification and no mention of highrise
apartments as a conditional use.

What becomes evident from the pattern employed by the city in drafting and adopting this
code, is that if highrise apartments were contemplated as part of the C-2 zoning category, it
would so specify. Given that we have a section specifically for highrise apartments, Section
29-9, and that use only appears within that R-4 section, this applicant and any applicant must
apply for and obtain an R-4 zoning category in order to build a highrise apartment structure.

We ask the following actions from you:

1)  Approve this abeyance

2)  Ask the City Attorney for his opinion regarding the R-4 category’s applicability and
enter that on the public record

3)  Require the applicant to request a zoning change to R-4 if their intention is to build a
highrise apartment structure (with or without ancillary commercial uses on the ground
floor).

4)  Convene an analysis of the failure of our current zoning ordinance to identify the need
for and to provide financial resources that enable the city to effectively and practically
mitigate the negative impacts that the current zoning categories create on surrounding
property owners and their current uses.

Thank you.

Pat Fowler
North Central Columbia Neighborhood Association Board President
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Community Development Department

701 East BroapwAYy ® PO Box 6015 ¢ Corumsia, MO 65205-6015

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 26, 2013
TO: Mike Matthes, City Manager
Sheela Amin, City Clerk
FROM: Doug Wheeler, Chairman Planning and Zoning Commission
RE: Recommendations for revisions to the C-2 District

As requested, the Planning and Zoning Commission has discussed possible changes to the C-2 zoning
district in order to address recent concerns arising from the rapid development of housing with the
downtown area. The Commission has reviewed the recommended actions proposed by the Community
Improvement District (CID) and is supportive of them; however, offers the following additional
recommendations for Council’s consideration. These recommendations were developed at the
Commission’s March 21, 2013, work session.

Recommendation One: Address the issue of parking within the downtown by:

e Developing a combination of incentives and regulations whereby the generator of the increased
demand is responsible for a pro-rata share of its parking but potentially not all of the increased
demand

e Examining opportunities for public/private partnerships to construct new facilities

e Examining the fee structure for long-term parking space leases such that a higher rate of return
1s generated to retire parking structure debt and off-set operational costs

e Updated the parking space inventory and generate a new parking master plan with projections for
facilities based on anticipated downtown growth needs — both residential and commercial

Recommendation Two: Establish building height and density limitations based on infrastructure
capacity by:

o Establishing a capacity baseline of existing infrastructure (i.e. roads, sanitary sewer, storm
sewer, and water facilities) by which new developments would be evaluated to determine if a
sufficiency of services exist to support the proposed development in both the immediate and
downstream vicinity of the project site

e Utilizing the CIP process to program needed public infrastructure improvements/upgrades in
advance of anticipated demands and recapturing expenditures through a “greenline” or similar
repayment program

e Permit increased height, beyond a specified maximum, when parking is provided on-site within
a parking structure. Increases in height would not include height associated with integrated
above grade parking.

The Commission appreciates the opportunity to provide you its comments. If you have additional
questions regarding our recommended changes please contact me at 573-881-2858.

Building & Site Development Neighborhood Services | Planning & Zoning
(573) 874-7474 (573) 817-5050 (573) 874-7239
Fax (573) 874-7283 Fax (573) 442-0022 Fax (573) 874-7546

TTY 1-800-676-3777 MO Relay www.gocolumbiamo.com/communitydevelopment





