
 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 38-09_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

approving the PUD development plan of A. Perry Philips Park, 
Phase I and an amendment to the statement of intent; granting 
a variance from the Subdivision Regulations relating to 
construction of an alternative sidewalk; 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 development plan of A. 
Perry Philips Park, Phase I, dated January 29, 2009, located off Bristol Lake Parkway, east 
of Billingsly Drive.  The Director of Planning and Development shall use the design 
parameters set forth in “Exhibit A” which is attached to and made a part of this ordinance as 
guidance when considering any future revisions to the PUD development plan.  The 
statement of intent for this property, which is part of Ordinance No. 018043, is amended as 
shown on “Exhibit B,” which is attached to and made a part of this ordinance. 
 
 SECTION 2. Subdivider is granted a variance from the requirements of Section 25-
48.1(c) of the Subdivision Regulations so that an alternative sidewalk/pedestrian trail may 
be constructed to meander outside the right-of-way along Gans Road and Bristol Lake 
Parkway street frontages. 
 
 SECTION 3. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage. 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2009. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 



APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

February 5, 2009 
 

08-105 A request by City of Columbia Parks and Recreation Department for approval of a PUD 

development plan to be known as "A. Perry Philips Park," located on the north side of Gans Road, 

and east side of Bristol Lake Parkway, containing approximately 139.07 acres. 

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

 Staff report was given by Mr. Pat Zenner of the Planning and Development Department.  Staff is of 

the opinion that the improvements indicated on the PUD plan are consistent with the intent, if not all of the 

details, of the ordinance eventually passed by Council.  Staff further recommends that the ordinance 

approving the submitted PUD plan include provisions that will correct the original Statement of Intent to 

allow encroachment of a trail and other accessory uses to occur within the 100-foot lake buffer and allow 

customary accessory park structures to be built on the tract notwithstanding the prohibition stated in the 

original ordinance zoning the property. 

 Finding that the submitted plans are consistent with the intent of the ordinance passed by Council 

for this property and an option exists to correct the identified inconsistencies within the Statement of 

Intent, staff recommends approval of the submitted PUD plan and requested variance to Section 

25.48.1(c) of the Subdivision Regulations.   

 This recommendation is based on (in addition to the above findings): 

 1. Additional procedural requirements exist to ensure the proposed development will meet 

storm-water monitoring and environmental quality-control issues. 

 2. A grant has been obtained from the Missouri Department of Conservation to augment 

construction costs.  This grant has an expiration date.  Delay in approval of the plan may adversely 

impact the ability use of the allocated funds. 

 3. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Council's desire to develop this site 

as a regional park amenity for the residents of the City. 

 MR. BARROW:  Thank you.  Are there any questions?  Mr. Rice? 

 MR. RICE:  Yes.  You said that we're going to see many plans as part of this park development. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes. 

 MR. RICE:  Could this not come under the -- our new -- well, which is not yet in place, but the -- 

 MR. BARROW:  Master plan. 

 MR. RICE:  Yeah.  That's it.  Master plan -- the site master-plan idea that we're working on right 

now?  I mean, is that -- or is that for commercial only? 
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 MR. TEDDY:  No.  No.  It could apply.  We had discussed it as a C-P amendment, but it could 

apply to any number of the planned districts.  In the event that between now and then we approve a 

zoning text amendment, then it would take immediate effect and could be a tool to get this entire property 

approved under a more general site plan than the current procedural requirements of PUD require, but 

we haven't done it yet, but it's something that could be done. 

 MR. BARROW:  Ms. Anthony? 

 MS. ANTHONY:  I have a question concerning the access because I can't quite figure out where 

the build-out of Bristol Lake Parkway will be, and I'm wondering if you can show that on some -- one of 

the maps you might have. 

 MR. ZENNER:  All right.  Let's see here.  If you look at option -- look at either option -- and I 

apologize for the size of the maps.  We wanted to show you the overall picture.  Where the pointer is 

down here, that is Gans Road.  That is actually Gans Road as it exists today, and then Discovery 

Parkway is where I'm going up here, which is the dashed road.  That actually is in place now, as many of 

you are probably aware, and this is 63.  Bristol Lake Parkway comes up off of Gans today and it ends just 

past the proposed access point into this particular facility.  It will extend, if you notice the skip line up 

here, this is the extension of Bristol Lake Parkway up towards Nifong, which is a future neighborhood-

collector street that would be built at a later date.  But it is already on a map, so we don't have to worry 

about that today.  We also have Philips Farm Road, which is this line here, which is shown going through 

a couple playing fields on Option #1, and then shown going through a parking lot and a potential playing 

field here on Option #2.  That roadway -- actually, a portion of that roadway will be constructed by the 

developer of the Philips Farm tract.  Fifty percent of it will be paid for by them, according to the 

agreements that were signed at the time that the property was brought in.  The other 50 percent and the 

design of that roadway will be the City's expense.  In talking with the Parks and Recreation Department, 

this particular roadway and its alignment as it goes through the playing fields or potentially buildings will, 

obviously, be adjusted as the plans get more defined.  But that's how you will gain access to Ponderosa 

and then how you would gain access back to Bristol Lake.   

 MR. BARROW:  Yes, Ms. Anthony? 

 MS. ANTHONY:  Other than the road that is going to be the subject of the shared cost between the 

developer, when are the other roads going to be improved?  It looks from the report that these roads 

aren't even going to be considered for another ten years, so I'm just wondering about the access to the 

property. 

 MR. ZENNER:  The extension of Bristol Lake is identified in the CIP as a ten-plus-year project.  It 

currently exists as a two-lane neighborhood local street to serve the Bristol Lake subdivision to the west.  

The subdivision plat that you approved earlier this evening for this particular part of the project does 
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provide the half-width necessary to bring it up to the actual neighborhood-collector standard.  As traffic 

demands would warrant, at that point, we have the right-of-way through the subdivision action.  Monies 

would be allocated through the City Council process to potentially build that road as the park demand 

would generate.  The same goes for Gans Road; as we discussed with the Gans Recreation Facility and 

was noted in the A. Perry Philips subdivision plat, those roadway plans are ten-plus years out, also.  

However, design on Gans Road at this point is 90 percent complete and, unfortunately, based on the fact 

that there is a lack of funding, those plans will be shelved for right now until funding is identified to 

construct that roadway improvement to its ultimate section.  The Gans Road improvements will likely be a 

combination of a City-County cost share to build that road back out to its designed potential of a minor 

arterial, and, at that point, it may happen sooner or it may happen later than the ten years, but, once 

again, it is in the CIP for a ten-plus-year project, too.  A lot of it has to depend on what happens in this 

particular area and how fast the park development may occur and then what other development may 

occur around it.   

 MS. ANTHONY:  Thank you. 

 MR. BARROW:  Yes, Mr. Wheeler? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Correct me if I'm wrong, but it looks like, to me, the northern extension of the 

Bristol Lake, whatever we're calling it, the roadway to the north, it actually lies to the west of the park 

property, does it not? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That is correct. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  So, we're really looking at something that would be a shared cost with the 

developer on the property to the west.  It's not something the City is going to pay for entirely? 

 MR. RICE:  That's actually in the county. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Well, it won't be then. 

 MR. RICE:  Well, you're right. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. BARROW:  Further questions?  Thank you.   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. BARROW:  Same rules as before, six minutes for the first speaker, three minutes subsequent 

speakers.  State your name and address for the record.  Thank you for your patience. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  No problem.  I'll be brief.  I'm Mike Griggs, the Park Services Manager with the City 

of Columbia.  Essentially, as staff has reported, right now, we currently have no funding for the 

development of these features except for what's been asked tonight about the fishing facilities.  So, the 

next possible chance we'll have funding will probably be when our -- we -- our one-eighth sales tax 

expires in 2012, we'll be probably coming back sometime and ask for permission to extend that and then 
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possibly some funding could show up.  Right now, in our park master plan, we identify about $7 million is 

what we call our regional-park first-phase funding, so that could be used for A. Perry Philips Park, Gans 

Creek Recreation Area; it could be used for any number of those as determined by City Council at that 

time.  Where we're at with our master plan, we just closed the public-comment period.  We ended up with 

about 400 comments on-line for these two sites, so it's certainly been generating a lot of interest.  We're 

gathering those comments, and when we get them all settled up and put into a package, we're meeting 

with the staff at the Rock Bridge State Park, which is located to our neighbors to the west there -- or to 

the east, I mean, along Gans Creek there, and so, we'll meet with them because we'll want to plan this in 

conjunction with their needs, as well, and then we'll try to come and narrow it down to a final proposed 

plan that we'll present to the public for another comment phase, so -- any other questions? 

 MR. BARROW:  Ms. Anthony? 

 MS. ANTHONY:  Just to add they're two fabulous plans, and I'm just wondering, based on your 

input so far, what's been the preferance?  Can you say? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  It is almost down the middle.  Out of 300, I think it's, like, 162 to one and -- they're 

almost right down the middle.  We do have a -- what we like or we have in those comments where people 

say, "I love Option #1, but I wish you could move this feature from Option #2 to Option #1," and, "I love 

Option #1, but I don't want to see this," you know.  So, we're getting a lot of those things, so I think it's 

going to be an interesting process and we like it when it's that kind of closeness, so I think we're getting 

there. 

 MR. BARROW:  Mr. Rice? 

 MR. RICE:  A couple of questions and one is just to satisfy my curiosity.  Actually, they probably 

both are.  And one is a follow-up to Ms. Anthony and what you just said.  Is the -- will the final plan 

perhaps include elements of both, or are you going to pick one or the other? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  No.  The final plan will include elements of both and maybe something that's not 

even on there. 

 MR. RICE:  Okay. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  For example, we're hearing from the skate park community.  You know, we don't 

have a skate park on either option, so -- 

 MR. RICE:  Yeah. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  So, who knows how that'll work out.  We're just kind of looking at all things, and so -

- 

 MR. RICE:  Okay.  The second question I had was concerning the PUD-4, and it seems like -- it 

sure seems like a lot of work to have to go through all these hearings.  Why didn't you just rezone to, you 

know, some kind of open zoning before?  Was there some rule or is there some -- 



 

 
 
 45 

 MR. GRIGGS:  I'll defer this to Mr. Teddy. 

 MR. TEDDY:  That's another option.  We, frankly, weren't sure how you'd respond to something 

like that.  We didn't want to make it look like the City was claiming privilege because we're the City.  I 

mean, the decision was made after a long process to zone this PUD-4, so we didn't want -- but that is an 

option. 

 MR. RICE:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. BARROW:  Further questions of this speaker?  I think I have some questions, but you can 

stay here for a while?  I might call you back when I hear some more testimony. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Sure.  Thank you. 

 MR. BARROW:  And assuming someone else is going to speak.  Anyone else wishing to speak, 

please come forward.  Okay.  Mr. Griggs? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. BARROW:  Well, I was involved -- I was on the City -- on the Planning and Zoning 

Commission way back in the previous century when this was being annexed. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Uh-huh. 

 MR. BARROW:  I remember as part of the -- and I think this is maybe part of the sensitivity of the 

City because, a lot of times, developers will come in and promise this, and then when they get it, they 

come back and they -- it's like a bait and switch.  And so, I don't think that -- I know I wouldn't look very 

good on a private developer if they came in, "I want to be annexed and I have PUD-4 and I have all these 

restrictions on it," and then two years later, "Oh, by the way, I want to have open zoning and do whatever 

the heck I want."  So, it doesn't look -- I don't think it looks so good for the City to do that, either.  And, 

besides, I like public hearings.  They're a lot of fun and I learn a lot.  But the question I have and maybe 

this -- maybe I should be talking to the Department of Conservation because they're building the fishing 

house, the boat thing? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Actually, we are.   

 MR. BARROW:  We are? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  We got the grant from them and we are putting some of the money we have for 

phase develop to match that grant. 

 MR. BARROW:  Well, a lot of the anomalies in the statement of intent came because -- it's my 

recollection when it was a private developer, they were going to build it as sort of a high-end lakeside 

subdivision.  And so, there was a lot of concern about protecting the watershed.  And I think at that time, 

the City had a policy of requiring 30-percent impervious surface on developments in the Gans Creek 

watershed? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Yes. 
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 MR. BARROW:  That was before we had stream-buffer ordinances and that sort of thing. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Right. 

 MR. BARROW:  So, a lot of this stuff is, like, you know, we inherited it from the past before we 

were kind of up to speed.  But I do remember, and I'm concerned about this, is when the developer came 

and was promising the moon and the stars so he could get annexed and get the zoning that he wanted, 

there was -- he had some high-powered engineer from Denver come in and talk about the greatest storm-

water regulations in the world, how they were going to break up, you know, they were going to keep the 

raindrops small where they landed on the ground, and they were going to go through a whole series of 

stuff before it ever even got to the lake, and it sounded so great.  And then my recollection was, almost 

immediately, they were, like, "Well, we can't do that.  That's too expensive," you know.  "That was really 

just an idea so we could annexed and get the zoning, and now we're going to do what we want."  That's 

my recollection of it.  And so, I would really like the City to step up and honor that philosophy towards 

storm water and rain water and pollution and runoff and all that sort of stuff.  So, I guess, my question is -- 

and I'm sorry for this long preface.  My question is:  Are we going to be -- is the City going to be going 

ahead and doing the extra step to have more impervious paving, to have, you know, filter strips, to have 

fancy, you know, storm-water drains that come off the roofs and get collected in -- you know, pools? 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Absolutely.  I think -- sorry to cut you off, but, yes.  We -- in fact, in our public 

meetings when we're presenting the overall options to the public, we are starting off with some of the 

things that we want to become as the demonstration site for best management practices for storm water. 

 We want to make sure that what we do is above and beyond what's required of everybody.  For example, 

at the Gans Creek Recreation Area, the stream-buffer ordinance requires, roughly, about nine acres 

protection.  Well, we're proposing 90 acres, a minimum -- almost ten times, if not over that, to protect that 

creek.  The last thing we want to do is be known as someone who pollutes the creek.  So, certainly, we're 

working well above and beyond that.  We do have money to bring in one of these high-powered 

consultants, so as we start preparing, once we get our next plan finalized, once we take Option #1 and 

#2, create a third option to present, what we'll do is bring in a consultant to look at that and say, "Can we 

build all this without damaging the storm water?"  And if he says, "No, I can't design protection for that," 

then we'll change our plan because what we wanted to make sure is what we take to the public, we can 

do and we can honor all those high-powered commitments that were promised earlier. 

 MR. BARROW:  Thank you, Mr. Griggs. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Okay. 

 MR. BARROW:  Any other questions?  Thank you. 

 MR. GRIGGS:  Thank you. 

 MR. BARROW:  Anyone else wishing to speak, please come forward.   
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PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. BARROW:  Discussion, Commissioners?  Mr. Wheeler? 

 MR. WHEELER:  I wanted to start off because I want to apologize to Mr. Griggs.  I'm one of them 

that normally advocates PUD on these parks simply because I think that's something, a requirement we 

put on the development community and it just seems fair.  But then you see something like this and the 

burden that it's put on the Parks Department, and you go, wow, well, maybe I'm wrong.  And so, Mr. 

Teddy was probably talking about me when he said what our reaction would be.  That said, there was 

one request, and I'm sure the Parks Department has always done this, but I do want to point this out.  

Like to see after this -- because I can't imagine this not passing.  When we do see the rest of this park as 

it develops into the portions and, hopefully, Mr. Rice's recommendation, we can do something about that 

with the PUD on this master plan because that -- this is a great example of where that's a great idea, we 

get this component when, you know, we'd show it to us in relation to what you're bringing us next, would 

be my request.  It helps us out a lot to see the overall plan.  That said, you know, you guys are doing a 

wonderful job out here.  I'm in full support of this.  The recommendations of the changes to the statement 

of intent, which I think is problematic, and we've talked about that in the past, and so, I won't belabor it.  

But, you know, any time you start changing statements of intents, then you get people out there that think 

their little condo thing ought to get that, too.  But I think, in this case, it's absolutely appropriate and 

should be part of the recommendation or motion when we make that, and the variances make absolute 

sense, as well.  I can't imagine having a lake of this size and not having some public, you know, access 

or facility on the lake.  And so, that seems to be an oversight when this was all going on.  I, fortunately, 

was not on the commission when the Philips tract was brought in, and I'm glad I wasn't.  That's it.  I'm in 

full of support of this. 

 MR. BARROW:  Ms. Curby? 

 MS. CURBY:  I'd like to say that I also support it, too, and I'm usually the person who thinks that 

there are too many parking spaces, but, on this one, will 34 be enough, you know?  Maybe after I heard 

about the roads being ten years out, maybe a lot of people will be walking in and not need to -- the 

parking spaces.  But I hope it will be used well enough that we might need a little bit more parking. 

 MR. BARROW:  Further discussion?  Ms. Peters? 

 MS. PETERS:  I just wanted to say my night has been made when I heard best management 

practices for storm water.  I've been waiting to hear those words uttered from somebody for the longest 

time.  Thank you.  And thank you for doing -- following best management practices. 

 MR. BARROW:  Further discussion?  Mr. Rice? 

 MR. RICE:  Well, unless someone else is going to jump in, I wanted to go ahead and make a 

motion that we move this along, recommend approval.  Are we doing this subject to something? 
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 MR. BARROW:  Well, I think they've asked us to -- 

 MR. RICE:  The staff recommendation? 

 MR. BARROW:  -- amend the statement of intent. 

 MR. RICE:  Okay. 

 MR. BARROW:  And there were some things like that. 

 MR. RICE:  Yeah.  Let's see.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Variances. 

 MR. BARROW:  And variances.   

 MR. RICE:  The variances were regarding the lake buffer.   

 MS. CURBY:  It's page 10. 

 MR. RICE:  No, that's the statement of intent.  Okay.  Actually, I probably should not even make a 

motion because I'm actually not sure exactly what we need to be doing here. 

 MR. BARROW:  Yeah.  Okay.  Well, maybe we should discuss what the motion should include.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Mr. Chairman, would you like me to reclarify what the recommendation of staff 

was? 

 MR. BARROW:  Thank you. 

 MR. ZENNER:  It was to recommend approval of the PUD plan as submitted and approval of the 

requested sidewalk variance.  That is the actual PUD component of the approval that you need to grant.  

What we're asking you also to consider and authorize staff to do is to amend the statement-of-intent, 

forward that to Council with the ordinance approving the PUD plan.  You will not -- it wouldn't come back 

to you.  We would forward it as amended to them with the ordinance. 

 MR. BARROW:  Can you put that -- the statement-of-intent slide up on the view screen? 

 MR. ZENNER:  The statement of intent inconsistencies included in three different areas.  It was 

structural improvement, impervious site coverage, and then the Philips Lake buffer encroachment.  We 

will propose in the revised statement of intent to allow park-related nonhabitable structures to be 

constructed on the site.  We will clarify within the impervious-coverage component the exemption that the 

City has received through another section of the original ordinance.  And then as it relates to the Philips 

Lake buffer, we will specifically indicate within the revised statement of intent that only lake-related future 

uses plus those that are proposed in this PUD plan should be allowed to encroach within the 100-foot 

buffer.  We are not desiring to open up Pandora's box for any other structural improvement to be there 

other than what is definitely deemed lake related. 

 MR. BARROW:  Mr. Wheeler? 

 MR. WHEELER:  I was hoping that you would allow me to frame this motion.   

 MR. RICE:  Oh, well.  Okay.  I had -- I've got it now, but go ahead. 
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 MR. WHEELER:  Okay. 

 MR. BARROW:  Mr. Wheeler? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  I would like to make a motion that we approve the PUD plan as submitted 

with the sidewalk variance, and the statement of intent changes as outlined by staff. 

 MR. RICE:  Exactly. 

 MR. BARROW:  Mr. Rice? 

 MR. RICE:  Well, and -- yeah.  Then I'll second that. 

 MR. BARROW:  I'm sorry about that.   

 MR. RICE:  That's okay.  That's what I was going to say. 

 MR. BARROW:  Very good.  And I also want to say this, and I wanted to thank staff for helping us 

guide that through.  So, I want to speak on the motion, and that is that, you know, this idea of 

encroaching on the buffer, I think it kind of fits in with our stream-buffer ordinance in which we allow 

people to average the buffer.  So, if you're encroaching on one area, you have it wider in another.  And 

just looking at the map, it looks like it pretty much does that anyway, so I just wanted to say that in terms 

of staying with the spirit of how the City's philosophy storm-water management seems to be progressing. 

 But I'm happy to support this.  Any other discussion?  Kind of nice to have the Parks people stay up late 

like the Planning people, but let's go ahead and have a roll call so you can go home. 

 MR. WHEELER:  A motion has been made and seconded to recommend approval of a PUD plan 

as submitted with a sidewalk variance and statement of intent changes as outlined by staff. 

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

Mr. Wheeler, Ms. Anthony, Mr. Barrow, Ms. Curby, Ms. Peters.  Motion carries 7-0. 


