
 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 248-06_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

approving the C-P Development Plan of Shell Building Lot 2 
Broadway Bluffs Subdivision; 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 C-P Development Plan of Shell 
Building Lot 2 Broadway Bluffs Subdivision, dated May 31, 2006, located on the northeast 
corner of East Broadway and Broadway Bluffs Drive.  The Director of Planning and 
Development shall use the design parameters set forth in AExhibit A@ which is attached to 
and made a part of this ordinance as guidance when considering any future revisions to the 
C-P Development Plan. 
 
 SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2006. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

June 8, 2006 
 

11-CP-06 A proposed C-P development plan to be known as "Shell Building Lot 2 Broadway 

Bluffs."  The subject property, which is approximately 1.15 acres in size, is located on the 

northeast corner of East Broadway and Broadway Bluffs Drive. 

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

 Staff report was given by Mr. Charles Bondra of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff 

recommends approval of the C-P development plan, subject to the condition that the freestanding sign on 

East Broadway be limited to 12 feet in height and 64 square feet in sign-surface area. 

 MR. WADE:  I have just one.  In the C-P plan for that whole area, there were no restrictions on 

drive-throughs? 

 MR. BONDRA:  I don't believe so.  I'd have to go back and look.  I don't recall any restrictions on 

drive-throughs. 

 MR. CADY:  That was on the other side of Trimble Road, wasn't it -- on the other side of Trimble?  

This is on the west side of Trimble. 

 MR. WADE:  Oh.  Okay. 

 MR. BONDRA:  I mean, there could be, but I would have to go back and look. 

 MR. WADE:  I don't know.  That just jumped out at me when I looked at this.  Ms. Curby? 

 MS. CURBY:  I think Broadway Bluffs is the road they just cut out today; am I correct? 

 MR. TEDDY:  Yes. 

 MS. CURBY:  Yes. 

 MR. TEDDY:  Yes, it was just created. 

 MS. CURBY:  Well, they've got it -- today, they -- 

 MR. BONDRA:  The last time I saw it, it wasn't graded.  I haven't been out there today. 

 MR. WADE:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. BONDRA:  You're welcome.   

 MR. WADE:  Are there any other questions of staff? 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. WADE:  Anyone wishing to speak in support of this? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Good evening.  My name is Matthew Kriete.  I'm with Engineering Surveys & 

Services with offices at 1113 Fay Street.  I'm representing the applicant at this hearing, and I'm a civil 

engineer.  In regards to the drive-throughs is the question here.  And there was no restriction specifically 
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to drive-throughs.  What was given was a traffic equivalency.  So, in terms of traffic engineering, a drive-

through has a pretty good impact on the traffic to the area.  By adding that drive-through, that ends up 

increasing the equivalent area of the buildings, and essentially uses up more of the allowed area for the 

development.  I'm not quite sure you followed me. 

 MR. WADE:  Go ahead.  I do. 

 MR. KRIETE:  Okay.   

 MR. WADE:  Carry on. 

 MR. KRIETE:  In terms of the sign, I think the idea to keep here is equivalent.  As we're dealing 

with the possibility of two separate signs, as Mr. Bondra mentions, we wanted to take those and combine 

them into one single sign, a little less area, a little less height than what would be allowed.  And, again, as 

the Forum Development Group has done throughout their developments, they will -- it will be a very nice-

looking sign.  I'd say, kind of faced around, you know, a facade of brick, I guess would be the best way to 

say it, you know.  And we're not talking about a, you know, pylon sign or anything that I think would be 

"ugly."  So, other than that, I'd answer any questions you might have. 

 MR. WADE:  Any questions of this speaker?  Thank you. 

 MS. CURBY:  I'm sorry.  I do have a question. 

 MR. WADE:  Wait, just a minute.  Ms. Curby? 

 MS. CURBY:  There are two tenants here.  Will there be two drive-throughs or is it just one drive-

through restaurant and another tenant that would have some other service? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Yes.  It's one drive-through tenant.  The other tenant would be more of a sit-down-

style restaurant. 

 MS. CURBY:  Okay.  

 MR. WADE:  Any further questions of this speaker?  Mr. Lamb? 

 MR. LAMB:  Do you know offhand what the heights of the light poles are in the other parts of this 

development? 

 MR. WADE:  That's addressed in here. 

 MR. KRIETE:  Neighboring Culver's was 25 foot.  Houlihan's, I believe, was approved as 25 foot.  

And then the recent Japanese Steakhouse that was approved was reduced down to 20 foot.  This -- I 

believe, this one is 25 foot. 

 MR. LAMB:  In view of the site, do you think the developer would be interested in reducing these to 

20? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Well, we don't really feel like that's going to be detrimental to the area.  In the 

surrounding area to the south, you have Broadway, which is much wider than even a 100-foot right-of-

way, so there's really no neighboring properties to impede with that.  To the east, you have an existing C-
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P commercial -- well, not existing -- under-construction C-P commercial development.  And then to the 

north, we have the Broadway Bluffs Drive right-of-way, as well as more commercial development to that 

side, as well.  And, again, we're not sitting up on top of the bluff as we were with the Japanese 

Steakhouse in this case.  You are kind of down grade, closer to Broadway. 

 MR. LAMB:  And I just think the issue is the visibility of the light source to traffic as they drive by 

there.  It's not a question of spillover or disrupting residential areas in this case, it's the glare of the source 

of illumination for traffic. 

 MR. KRIETE:  Okay.   

 MR. WADE:  How many feet above Broadway is the base of the pole? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Depending on the point of Broadway, I'd say it could be over 30 foot.  And then 

there is, again, quite a bit of separation. 

 MR. WADE:  Ground level at that location is, what, five to seven, eight feet above broadway? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Yeah.  Yeah.  And Broadway is decreasing in grade as it crosses the site, you know. 

 It may increase up to ten feet, possibly, too. 

 MR. WADE:  So, you're talking basically from Broadway, you're talking about 25 to 30 feet poles? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Uh-huh.   

 MR. LAMB:  Are those on a pedestal? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Yes. 

 MR. LAMB:  And that's how tall? 

 MR. KRIETE:  It's typical street footing, you know, as with others. 

 MR. LAMB:  So, the 25 feet is plus the 3-feet pedestal, plus the height above Broadway? 

 MR. KRIETE:  Yes. 

 MR. LAMB:  So, it could be 35 feet above Broadway easily? 

 MR. KRIETE:  It could be.  Again, with full cut-off fixtures, the glare off the property is going to be 

very much minimized there.  Not being a lighting expert, I don't know to what extent that really cuts that 

off, but it will be a consideration.  As the zoning ordinance required, you know, you're to try to reduce the 

spillover to neighboring properties, and that -- you know, that would -- (inaudible.) 

 MR. LAMB:  Again, the spillover to neighboring properties isn't really the issue here.   

 MR. KRIETE:  Yes. 

 MR. LAMB:  It's the issue of driver glare from the streets. 

 MR. KRIETE:  In this case, I know this is something to look into, you know.  If that's a concern of 

safety, it has to be addressed, and it will be addressed in the terms of how the fixtures are cut off, the 

placement of fixtures to insure that, you know, the spillover onto Broadway is minimized.  I'm not so sure 

the height of the pole is going to reduce that or not.  It may be more of a situation of placement and the 
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way the fixtures are set up to cut off. 

 MR. LAMB:  But it would help. 

 MR. KRIETE:  It could.  It may not, you know. 

 MR. LAMB:  Yes.  Personally, I think it is a safety issue. 

 MR. WADE:  Further questions of this speaker?  Thank you. 

 MR. KRIETE:  Thank you. 

 MR. WADE:  Anyone else wishing to speak in support of this proposal?  In opposition to this 

proposal? 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. WADE:  Commissioners?  Mr. Barrow? 

 MR. BARROW:  I'm looking forward to hearing the commission conversation on this, but I wanted 

to say right off the bat that I appreciated seeing that more than the minimum of landscaping was -- not 

much more, but it is a little bit more, and I haven't seen very much landscaping or green space on the 

developments out here so far, so I appreciate seeing a little bit more.  And also that they're only asking for 

two spaces -- automobile spaces above the minimum, and they're adding eight bicycle spaces, which 

aren't even required, and I wanted to commend them for that part of the plan. 

 MR. WADE:  Further discussion?   

 MS. CURBY:  It looks like to me from the drawings we have that it fits architecturally into the 

existing Broadway Shoppes, and I think that will make it a very attractive place.  I'm a little confused.  I 

think the giant sign is supposed to be on Broadway and then the smaller signs within the entrance, but I 

think we probably should require that they meet the existing signage requirements. 

 MR. WADE:  Yes.  I concur with staff.  Two signs does not sum up to approval for one big sign.  

That logic does not make sense to me.  Other than that, you know, this is straightforward and it's what 

we're seeing on all of these C-P plans.  But I concur with staff's recommendation on the free signing, and 

I do not concur with the attempt to make -- adding the two signs together to create approval for one does 

not logically follow for me.  Further discussion, Commissioners?  Mr. Barrow? 

 MR. BARROW:  I move that we recommend approval of the C-P development plan subject to the 

condition that the free-standing sign on East Broadway be limited to 12 feet in height and to 64 square 

feet in sign surface area. 

 MR. CADY:  Second. 

 MR. WADE:  It's been moved and seconded that we recommend approval of the C-P plan with the 

condition that the free-standing sign on East Broadway be limited to 12 feet in height and 64 square feet 

in sign surface area.  Discussion on the motion?  Roll call, please. 

 MR. LAMB:  The motion has been made and seconded to recommend approval of Item 11-CP-06, 
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a proposed C-P development plan to be known as "Shell Building Lot 2 Broadway Bluffs."  The subject 

property, which is approximately 1.15 acres in size, is located on the northeast corner of East Broadway 

and Broadway Bluffs Drive, and the motion includes approval subject to the condition that the free-

standing sign on East Broadway be limited to 12 feet in height and 64 square feet of sign surface area. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Rice, Mr. Wade, 

Mr. Wheeler, Mr. Barrow, Mr. Cady, Ms. Curby, Mr. Lamb.  Motion carries 7-0. 


