
Council Bill:        B 203-13   
 
MOTION TO AMEND: 
 
MADE BY: ____________________________ 
 
SECONDED BY: _______________________ 
 
MOTION:  I move that Council Bill     B 203-13    be amended as set forth on this amendment sheet. 
 
 ========================================== 
 

Material deleted from the original bill is shown in strikeout; material 
added to original bill shown underlined. 

 
The title is amended as follows: 
 

changing the uses allowed on PUD-30 zoned property located on the 
northeast corner of Garth Avenue and Sexton Road; approving a 
revised statement of intent; establishing the maximum density of 22 
units per acre; approving the PUD Site Plan for Kinney Point; 
allowing a reduction in the minimum distance building setback to the 
street line; allowing a reduction in the required perimeter setback; 
setting forth a condition for approval; and fixing the time when this 
ordinance shall become effective. 

 
Section 2 is amended as follows: 
 
 “SECTION 2. The City Council hereby approves the terms and conditions contained in the 
revised statement of intent dated July 10, 2013 August 12, 2013, marked “Exhibit A,” which is 
attached to and made a part of this ordinance, which replaces (for the property referenced in 
Section 1) the statement of intent attached to Ordinance No. 016924 passed on June 4, 2001, and 
it shall be binding on the owners until such time as the Council shall release such limitations and 
conditions on the use of the property.” 
 
Sections 3, 4 and 5 are renumbered as Sections 5, 6 and 7 respectively, and new Sections 3 and 4 
are added to read as follows: 
 
 SECTION 3. The development density of the property referenced in Section 1 shall not 
exceed 42 total units with a maximum density of 22 units per acre. 
 
 SECTION 4. The City Council approves a reduction in the minimum distance building 
setback to the street line than those set forth in Section 29-26(b)(3) to allow a setback of ten feet 
along the south property line rather than the required twenty-five feet. 
 
Exhibit A attached to this amendment sheet is substituted for the Exhibit A attached to the original 
bill. 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

AUGUST 8, 2013 

 

13-99   A request by Columbia Housing Authority (owner) to amend the PUD (Planned Unit 

Development) zoning, and to approve a PUD development plan to be known as Kinney Point 

PUD.  The 1.96-acre subject site is located on the northwest corner of Garth Avenue and 

Sexton Road.  (This project has been carried forward from the July 18, 2012 meeting, due to a lack 

of a quorum.) 

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

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

Staff recommends:   

- Approval of the proposed PUD development plan, including the requested variance from 

Section 29-10 (d)(7) to allow parking within the 25-foot perimeter setback along the site’s 

north and east sides.   

- Approval of a modified statement of intent, which provides clearer guidance with regard to 

the currently proposed use of the property.   

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

 MR. LEE:  Yeah.  What is this building that sits adjacent to the property? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  The building adjacent is called The Intersection.   

 MR. TEDDY:  Yeah.  It’s a community center building and that was part of the original plan.  

There was an approved PUD plan after the PUD-30 zoning was put in place for that and also a 

sanctuary.  Those are the only two structures in the original plan -- (inaudible).   

 MR. LEE:  Thank you.   

 MR. TILLOTSON:  This building is still being used for that intent? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  It’s my understanding, yes.   

 MR. TEDDY:  The Commissioners might recall a subdivision plat we did -- I think it was last -- 

(inaudible) -- so that was created as a separate parcel.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I have two questions.  The first question is about the fence.  Does the 

fence run the entire north side of the parking or -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I believe it runs adjacent -- or the length of the parking lot to where it would 

encroach in that 25-foot setback.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And you mentioned some landscaping.  Do you have any more detail, I 

mean, just other than it’s going to have a fence and some landscaping? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Yes.  I can provide that information.  We’ve got two types of plantings 

indicated on the plan.  One would have maples and it looks like there are nine of them.  And this is on 
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the north side of the screening fence that will be put in.  And that will be a six-foot tall privacy fence.  

Then, there are just a couple of trees on the south side, which actually are really just to break up the 

parking area.  But on the south side of that northern property privacy fence, there are a couple of  

Shantung maples -- pardon me if I’m not pronouncing that correctly.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.  My last question is, has the City Parks and Rec -- obviously 

has looked at this area as a park, and was there ever any interest in maintaining it as a park? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  The Parks Department didn’t have any comment on this case.  I think the 

perception is, you know, by a lot of the neighbors -- and I did receive a few phone calls -- was that 

this is a City owned park or, you know, a public park.  And unfortunately, it is privately owned.  I don’t 

know if there’s been any interest expressed by Parks Department in the past, but they certainly didn’t 

have any comments or -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  -- interest at this point.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of Staff?  All right.  We’ll open the public 

hearing.   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Chairman and members of the Commission, my name is Tim Crockett with 

Crockett Engineering Consultants, offices at 2608 North Stadium Boulevard.  I have some handouts, 

if you don’t mind, if I could approach.  First of all, let me start off by answering a couple of the 

questions that we have tonight.  The building to the east is called The Intersection.  I think it is a 

community building.  It’s a great place.  Children come there, after school programs.  It’s a -- you 

have some hours to volunteer, it’s a great place.  Kids over there are really nice, really friendly.  It’s a 

good environment for the neighborhood.  Also, to -- we’re fine, Tim.  We’re fine.   

 MR. TEDDY:  Okay.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you.  Also, to answer Mr. Strodtman talking about the screening, the 

screening does go along the entire north property line where the -- adjacent to the parking lot.  And to 

answer the question about the landscaping, the City arborist requires that we plant landscaping 

behind the fence so we don’t just have a blank fence that we’re putting up against the neighbors.  We 

actually have some landscaping that we install along that fence to help break it up.  Furthermore, 

there’s a substantial amount of trees in that area as well that’s existing that we’re going to use for that 

area.  Regarding the question about the Park Department -- or Parks and Rec, they have looked at 

the plan.  They had no comment on the plan.  They feel that there’s adequate parks in other locations 

in the vicinity.  They understand that this is not a public park.  And typically a piece of property, 

roughly, two acres in size is a little bit less than what they want to maintain.  It’s not economically 

feasible for them to handle that.  So a couple questions I wanted to answer right off the top there to 

start with.  Again, my name’s Tim Crockett.  With me tonight is Phil Steinhaus with the Columbia 

Housing Authority.  He’s going to speak briefly regarding this development as well, as well as Kurt 
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Wallace with -- the architect as well that can answer questions.  Location of the property, it’s located 

at the corner of Sexton and Garth.  I think we’re very familiar with the piece of property.  It’s gone 

through rezoning in the past.  It’s been platted.  It is a platted subdivision lot ready for development.  

Again, it’s just under two acres in size, currently zoned PUD-30, which would allow for, roughly, 58 

residential units.  The property has been purchased by the Columbia Housing Authority and it is in 

their control at this time.  Of course, you’ve seen the plan.  You kind of see what the highlights of the 

plan are.  One thing that we really strive to do is we wanted to hide the parking.  We wanted to put the 

parking behind the building, kind of shield it from the adjacent roadways.  We feel that’s very 

important in this area.  That’s what we strived to do.  We think we’ve done a good job with that.  It is a 

development in the city core.  Again, we think that’s important.  We talk about pushing developments 

further and further out.  This is a development of the city core where infrastructure is already in place.  

We think that’s very important.  We already have all the utilities there.  There’ll be no need for 

extension of any off-site utilities to serve this development.  And, again, I think we believe it’s a full 

efficient use of this property.  I will say that there were some initial concerns about the project early 

on, trying to get the approval through the City.  The first one was stormwater.  This area does have 

some flooding issues.  It does have some concerns.  We put together a stormwater management 

plan, reviewed that intently with Public Works Department, showed them what our plans were, 

showed them what the existing conditions were.  They’ve looked at that and they’ve approved our 

plan.  They think it’s a good plan for the area that’s going to help the situation.  So our conceptual 

stormwater management plan has been submitted and approved by Public Works Department.  

Secondly, they talked about traffic.  They had a little issue with traffic concerns in the area.  How are 

we going to address the future intersection of Garth and Sexton?  How are we going to acquire 

additional right-of-way when it’s needed?  We don’t want to go out here and purchase expensive 

right-of-way if we can try to acquire what we need now.  By means of several ways, we have acquired 

right-of-way by means of agreements and streets easements.  We’ve been able to accommodate 

those situations.  We’ve worked with Public Works.  We’ve agreed to make an intersection -- or 

excuse me -- one of our entrances right in/right out if need be.  And then, also, grant the additional 

right-of-way for any future improvements for the intersection of Garth and Sexton.  Again, all of those 

improvements and all of those concessions have been approved by the Public Works Department.  

And, again, they had a slight concern over the sanitary sewer in the area as well.  We were able to 

work with Public Works and get them to approve that concern as well.  There are before you tonight 

two variance requests.  One is for the 25-foot perimeter setback along the north property line.  

Typically, we would adhere to that 25-foot setback; however, in this case, as Mr. MacIntyre indicated, 

there is a 15-foot alley that’s already platted along that north line.  We fee that between the alley itself 

and our 10-foot setback, we adhere -- we give that 25-foot setback.  We feel that that’s -- you know, 

that along with the landscaping, we feel that that’s justified.  It makes our site fit better.  It allows us to 

pull our buildings as much as we can away from Sexton and open up our property altogether.  And, of 
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course, our second is regarding the pergola that Mr. MacIntyre talked about.  What the architect is 

trying to achieve is some common space, some common element in this design.  Try to put the 

common space in the middle of the building.  Try to have a nice covered entryway that goes out to the 

parking lot, but then also have a nice communal space on the south side that fronts out on the Sexton 

Road.  What we’d really like to have is an area where people can congregate, have a seating area.  

They can sit out there and talk and just have a communal area.  And that’s really what we’re trying to 

achieve at that location.  With that -- I apologize.  My PowerPoint’s not set up right now, the right one.  

But with that, I would like to turn over to Mr. Steinhaus.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  Thank you, Tim.  I’m Phil Steinhaus, CEO of the Columbia Housing 

Authority.  Thank you for the opportunity to present our plan to you tonight.  As many of you may 

know, the Columbia Housing Authority has launched an affordable housing initiative last year and has 

been engaged in a long-range strategic planning to develop additional affordable housing in our 

community, as well as preserve our existing public housing units.  We know that affordable housing is 

a real high need in Columbia, as identified there in the consolidated plan and within other City of 

Columbia planning documents.  Columbia Housing Authority really feels like it out to be a leader in 

providing affordable housing that’s energy efficient and fully accessible.  We’re also committed to 

providing supportive services to persons with disabilities, seniors, and families at our properties 

because we want to help people live self-sufficiently and as independently as possible.  We have a 

number of partnerships with other organizations.  This project will include a partnership with New 

Horizons Community Support Services.  So we want to make inclusive neighborhoods, and we see 

this as a great opportunity for the Columbia Housing Authority.  It’s right in our neighborhood.  It’s a 

reinvestment in the current neighborhood here, and it really follows through on what Grace Covenant 

really wanted to do with this property.  And I addressed the issue with the park a little bit.  It has sat 

idle there because there were plans to build a sanctuary there.  There were other plans to develop 

the other corner at that intersection.  So it has -- the church has allowed people to use that property 

while other plans were being made, but it’s not a community park.  It’s never been a community park 

by Parks and Recreation.  And our plan is really to develop some much needed affordable housing in 

our community, in particular with an emphasis on one-bedroom units, which are extremely hard to 

find in our community.  We’ve engaged in extensive community engagement process that includes 

ads in the Tribune, posted all our information to our website, on all our bulletin boards on our 

properties, at the City of Columbia.  We distributed flyers to the three neighborhood associations that 

are in the area and also placed a sign on the property about our meetings with the neighbors.  We 

had significant opportunities for public input that included six Columbia Housing Authority Board of 

Commissioners meetings that are open and have public comment at the beginning and end of each 

meeting as well as when they adopt resolutions and receive updates on our Affordable Housing 

Initiative plan.  Those were in the months of January through June.  We had three meetings with 

neighborhood associations, met directly with the Ridgeway Neighborhood Association, hosted two 
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meetings at Oak Towers for members of the Ridgeway Neighborhood Association, Douglas Park 

Neighborhood Association, and the Oak Towers residents.  There was very good support of our plans 

and our projects.  88 percent of the attendees thought that there was a great need for affordable 

housing in Columbia.  69 percent liked our housing concepts.  Only three said that they didn’t like our 

housing concept.  84 percent of them supported the work of the Columbia Housing Authority to 

develop affordable housing.  We listened to the neighbors.  They said they wanted to make sure that 

it fit in with the rest of the neighborhood scape.  That’s why the pergola’s added on the front, to try to 

give it a more kind of a porch-like feeling.  We bent the building back a little bit to give it a little more 

green space there in the front.  We moved to a three-story building to decrease the footprint, increase 

green space, increase energy efficiency.  They’ll be very accessible.  And we named it after Mr. 

Marvin Kenney, who was our former Board of Commissioners chairman for 20 years who passed 

away recently.  Be happy to entertain any questions you might have.   

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

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I have a couple.  When it describes a 40-unit, how many beds?  Is that  

40 beds? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  There will be 42 units actually.  It’ll be 36 one-bedroom units and  

6 two-bedroom units.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So 42 beds? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  Well, you could have -- 

 MR. TEDDY:  42 units, 48 beds.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  Yeah.  On the two bedroom units, then you would double that up so you 

would actually go to 48 total.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  48 total.  Okay.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  Our longest waiting list is for one-bedroom units, both in public housing and 

our Section 8 waiting list.  90 percent of the people are waiting for one-bedroom units.  Anyone has a 

voucher, if you’re one person, you don’t get a five-bedroom voucher.  You get a one-bedroom 

voucher.  And with the housing that’s being built here in Columbia for students, it’s almost impossible 

for people to find one-bedroom units.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And would all the stories be serviced via an elevator? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  That’s correct.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  You’re welcome.  And community space has been added on each floor as 

well.   

 MR. WHEELER:  So -- I’ll guess I’ll -- let me follow that up with a question there then.  You -- 

these are all accessible units or -- 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  A portion of -- we’re using universal design in all of the units.  A majority of 

them will be fully ADA accessible with roll-in showers.  We’re going to have roll-in showers on all the 
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first-floor units.  The second floor units will have, not roll-in showers, but transfer showers, so you can 

use a wheelchair and transfer into the shower with transfer benches in those showers on the second 

and third floors.   

 MR. WHEELER:  And you allow one or two people in these one-bedroom units? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  It could be two if there were, say, a couple that were sharing an apartment 

there.  Generally, our rule, say, with regards to public housing or Section 8 is two heartbeats to a 

room.  But in general, we expect most of the folks to be singles in these units.   

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

 MR. STANTON:  Mr. Steinhaus, do you primarily intend to have elder and disabled people in 

these units?  

 MR. STEINHAUS:  That’ll probably -- 

 MR. STANTON:  What is your intent? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  -- be a majority of the people that are served there.  But we would serve any 

single person that would be income eligible, so you would have to be at or below 60 percent of the 

median family income or if you had a Section 8 voucher, you’d be at or below 30 percent median 

family income.  We would accept vouchers there, obviously.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Mr. Crockett, you want to step 

up? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes, sir.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Anybody have any questions of this speaker?  I do, so that’s the reason I 

brought you up here.  Go ahead, Mr. Lee.   

 MR. LEE:  Mr. Crockett, this might seem like a silly question and I don’t remember, but I know 

there are a number of one way streets in this area.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Uh-huh.   

 MR. LEE:  Is Sexton a one way or a -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  No, sir.  It’s two-way street in this area.   

 MR. LEE:  Okay.  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’m sorry.  I didn’t -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Oh, okay.  Let me grill you a little bit here.  This statement of intent, can you 

tell us what changes were made within this statement of intent that we’re seeing dated July 10, 2013, 

as opposed to the original? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yeah.  Basically, the changes made in that statement of intent had to do -- if 

I recall correctly.  I’m going off memory here.  We wanted to make sure that we had the ones, twos, 

threes, and fours, the bedrooms included.  We -- I’m trying to think, Mr. Wheeler.  I’m going off 

memory here.  I don’t have that revised -- I’m sorry.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  42,000 -- 
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 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Steinhaus, I’m sorry.  You’re going to have to come up -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Steinhaus got me there.  We did increase the size of the building, the 

gross square footage of the building.  We originally had 40,000 square feet.  We increased the size of 

that.  We conversed with the architect who has given us a better layout, has added some additional 

space in the building with regards to the two-bedroom units as well as added some additional 

communal space on the inside, some common areas, some common space, which increase the 

footprint -- excuse me, the floor area of the building.  When I say floor area, it’s not -- it’s not  

46,000 footprint.  It’s all three floors combined.   

 MR. WHEELER:  I understand.  Okay.  Let me address my concerns more so than --  

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.   

 MR. WHEELER:  What surprises me, unless it was part of the original statement of intent, is 

some of the uses:  Adult daycare, boarding houses, lodging houses.  These are all uses that we’re 

asking to be -- or asked to be approved, which I don’t support.  And it also says that, you know, we’re 

looking at -- there could be a maximum of 58 units, but we’re being shown a plan with 42.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  That’s correct.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Unfortunately, as we all know and I've been reminded countless times, zoning 

runs with the land.  And there’s nothing that says the Housing Authority couldn’t sell the property, and 

then we’d be faced with 58 total units by someone else, up to four-bedroom units.  And these are the 

things that concern me.  The plan as we’re being shown seems reasonable.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Correct.  Now -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  The statement of intent, I don’t like.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.  Well, let me -- we can talk about the statement of intent, Mr. Wheeler, 

by all means, but let me give you the reasoning behind that.  When we had the statement of intent, it 

is a guideline given to Staff -- it’s my impression it’s a guideline given to Staff that gives us some 

leeway in the project a little bit.  If we were to add a couple of units to the building, that’s not a 

substantial change.  As long as it’s in conformance with the statement of intent, we’d be allowed to 

make those changes.  Now, if this Commission feels that the statement of intent may give a little bit 

too much leeway compared to what the Commission would like, then by all means we can look at that 

and make revisions to that.  Regarding the allowed uses, I don’t believe there’s any allowed use that 

we’re proposing on this property that wasn’t already allowed.  All those uses were already intact with 

the existing zoning.  The only thing that we’re adding is the residential component.  So I don’t think 

there’s any change there on the zoning issue.  But regarding the number of units, by all means we 

could -- you know, if the Commission feels that, you know, 58 units we’re not -- you know, if we 

change and add a residential component to this development, while it does have PUD-30, maybe we 

don’t feel that the 58 units is adequate, maybe we need to reduce that number, by all means, I think 

that we could -- we would entertain discussion on that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Mr. Stanton? 
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 MR. STANTON:  Yeah.  I kind of would like to address the architect, actually.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.  Sure.   

 MR. STANTON:  Mr. Wallace, how you doing? 

 MR. WALLACE:  I’m good.  How are you?  I’m Kurt Wallace, with Wallace Architects.   

 MR. STANTON:  I live in this area, and one thing I've noticed in different communities around 

the country is community policing.  And what I see, at least from these plans, I don’t see any kind of 

porch -- porches, outside access from the units themselves.  Is -- can that be put in these plans?  Is 

this too far along?  How permanent are these drawings right now? 

 MR. WALLACE:  Well, the drawings are very preliminary, quite frankly.   

 MR. STANTON:  Okay.   

 MR. WALLACE:  This is for an application for funding, so it’s -- they’re extremely preliminary, so 

all of that could change.  We did have discussions on the porches.  I think Phil, he was discussing, 

and the number of comments we had at the public hearings.  The issue we have with some of the 

porches, that’s a little bit of the reason why we kind of changed the design of the building and kind of 

put a slight cant to it and some of the offsets in that.  We’re a little concerned on some of the exterior 

porches of maybe how they’d be used.  And really, we’re more concerned probably with just water 

intrusion into the building as much as anything.  So, you know, when you go on the second and third 

floor and you start building outside decks up there in public facilities, sometimes it’s difficult.   

 MR. STANTON:  Okay.   

 MR. WALLACE:  So it’s not something we couldn’t do.  We’ve discussed it a lot.  It’s just 

something we haven’t shown at the moment.   

 MR. STANTON:  Thank you, sir.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Thank you, sir.  All right.  Do 

we have any other speakers this evening?  Come on down.  Are you organized opposition by any 

chance? 

 MS. KELLEY:  I’m representing the neighborhood association, and I -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Well, I guess the reason I’m asking, organized opposition gets six minutes, 

first speaker, subsequent speakers get three minutes.   

 MS. KELLEY:  Okay.   

 MR. WHEELER:  What do you think you’re going to need? 

 MS. KELLEY:  I will take six minutes.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.   

 MS. KELLEY:  I want to hand this out.  My name is Pat Kelley; I live at 1007 Grand Avenue I’m 

the vice president of the Ridgeway Neighborhood Association.   

 MR. TILLOTSON:  Repeat your name, please.   

 MS. KELLY:  Pat Kelley.  For our July 13th meeting, we handed out 400 flyers throughout our 

neighborhood and also across the street on Sexton to include neighbors in this discussion.  This 
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development is in kind of a corner of our neighborhood.  And we felt that it was generally -- you know, 

we all supported affordable housing and that, you know, we thought that there were some very good 

points about this building, but we also felt that there were some -- that since it -- we felt it was also, 

essentially, a community project because it’s the Columbia Housing Authority, you know, it’s being 

paid for with tax credits, that it really should be something that the neighborhood would be really 

happy about.  And so we came up with eight things at our meeting that we really thought would kind 

of tweak the project a little bit, that we thought would make it more neighborhood friendly and 

supportive of us.  And one is that we felt that the -- that there should be a small area in Kenney  

Point -- we thought that they would probably have to have some kind of rain garden or some kind of 

place of stormwater runoff, where they could have a small kind of vest-pocket park.  As we discussed 

earlier, a lot of people in the neighborhood use it as a park.  We felt -- there’s a lot of people in our 

neighborhood who walk down there, so we thought -- we’re not saying, like, a big walking trail or a big 

park, but we thought there could be a small area that they could share with the neighborhood.  The 

other thing is we felt very strongly about having as much environmental design as possible.  We felt 

that that was something that would make it affordable into the future for people who are living there.  

We also thought using a local architect for the project was very important.  And we also -- in our 

neighborhood associa-- neighborhood area we have a very high unemployment rate, and so we 

wanted to -- we thought that this could be a beneficial project in several ways, also, if actually building 

it provided jobs for people in the community.  We did ask CHA to request a variance for a 25-foot 

setback so that the building would be closer to the street and it would leave more room for green 

space and it would also be more pedestrian friendly.  We wanted to see a nonimpervious parking lot 

behind Kenney Point to minimize the stormwater runoff.  We requested that they build 38 units 

instead of 40 -- when we had seen it, it was 40 units -- so that there was room for the community 

meeting room.  Which I see they have added community space, but we feel like, you know, we don’t 

have a neighborhood where people just get up and leave and go to work and come home.  There’s a 

lot of elderly people, a lot of people on disability.  And so having community spaces throughout the 

neighborhood is really important.  And we asked them to maximize green space as much as possible 

around every part of this project.  And also, we also felt it was really important for the neighborhood 

that there wouldn’t be any blank, windowless walls towards the street.  We -- at one point I think there 

was going to be a blank wall towards Garth, and they responded by putting some Juliet balconies on 

there.  But we thought it was really important because it’s kind of alienating in a neighborhood where 

there’s a lot of pedestrians to have, like, just blank brick walls to walk by.  And I also liked your point 

about porches.  I think that would be very good for the community, but we hadn’t voted on that 

aspect.  So anyways, these were the things that we felt in our neighborhood would make the project a 

really good project that we would want to support.  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Mr. Anthony [sic]? 
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 MR. STANTON:  Ms. Kelley, how do you feel CHA has addressed your needs, looking at the 

presentations that we just were presented with and the plans that you’ve seen?  How do you feel 

they’ve incorporated your requests so far? 

 MS. KELLEY:  Well, we were -- as I mentioned, we were really pleased that they did take care 

of the blank, windowless wall and that they have added community space.  We -- and then the 

variance for the setback is something I just found out about when I got here.  And so I think some of 

them they are really addressing.  I don’t -- you know, we’d probably have to -- we’re meeting this 

Saturday and we’d probably have to go through and discuss it with -- and look at the new plan to kind 

of see how neighbors feel about it.  So I think they’ve been responsive to some of our changes.  I -- 

it’s also -- it’s been a long -- you know, there’s been lots of meetings to go to, and sometimes I -- we 

feel like, you know, we bring something up and they say, Well, oh, no, that’s too expensive.  We can’t 

do that.  And I appreciate it that they have gone ahead and done it anyway in some cases.  But it’s 

also -- you know, we think that this is, you know, going to be a huge building.  It’s going to be a big 

part of the neighborhood.  It’s also hopefully going to last for many years, so we think -- we fell that 

it’s appropriate that there is neighborhood input and that we all kind of think together on this.   

 MR. STANTON:  Thank you.   

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

speaker, please.   

 MR. TURPIN:  I am Bill Turpin; I live at 700 North Garth, apartment 715.  I am a resident of 

Columbia Housing Authority.  I have been familiar with that part of town for 25 years.  I’ve lived in 

Columbia 30 years.  And I’m familiar with this property and I’m very supportive of what the Housing 

Authority wants to do with this property.  And I would hope that it would have to stay in their hands if 

they do it.  I wouldn’t want to see them do it and then turn around and sell it to some other developer.  

That’s the only concern I have.  The park business, the way I understand it the Stafford family trust 

donated some money to build the trail, and AmeriCorps put the benches in, and they had flowers in 

the middle there.  And I don’t see why if this is approved they can save half of that trail by just putting 

in a 30-foot section and they’d still have the trail around the undersection.  And I just think this is a 

win/win for everybody.  I think that Planning and Zoning ought to okay it, and just maybe tweak the 

plans a little bit if need be, but I certainly would be glad to see Kenney Point there.  Thank you, sir.  

Do you have any questions? 

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

 MR. TURPIN:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Next speaker, please.  

 MS. JESSE:  My name’s Jada Jesse and I live at 16 East Sexton Road, which is directly across 

from that driveway coming out of that apartment building.  I have to say I have several objections to 

this project.  One is being I don’t want to wake up and see this monstrosity across the street from me.  

There was seven houses there when I moved into this neighborhood.  I’ve lived there for 30 years 



 18

come last month.  And there was some houses over there and it was very nice.  But there was a lot of 

problems with it.  It was Section 8 and different -- different grad-- or zonings of other property over 

there.  And we had a considerable amount of trouble in the neighborhood because of that.  My 

neighbor, who lived at 14 East Sexton, was murdered by someone who lived in that housing across 

the street.  I don’t want to wake up and see this in the morning.  I’d prefer waking up and seeing the 

trees that have been over there for a number of years, the birds, that families that walk through there, 

the people who walk their dogs there, the children who do enjoy the park, the Intersection and the 

little area over there where they can play.  We don’t need something like this in our neighborhood.  

You know, most of the places, except for Oak Towers, are single-family dwellings.  There’s nothing 

like this until you go up into the housing unit.  Yes, we need housing desperately for those people 

who are low income, but I don’t know that this is what we need.   

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

Going once -- all right.   

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. WHEELER:  Commissions, discussion?  Who wants -- 

 MR. STANTON:  Yeah.  I was posed a very interesting question since our last meeting and our 

purpose in -- our purpose as Commissioners on Planning and Zoning came up.  Technically, CHA 

and their supporting consultants did an excellent job in technically addressing what is necessary to 

physically make this project possible.  I think they went through whatever they need to do to make 

this a win/win situation for the community and for themselves and for the -- you know, for people that 

need one-bedroom units.  That takes care of the Z in Planning and Zoning.  There’s another letter 

and that’s P, which is planning.  I think Mr. Steinhaus addressed that as well.  And I’m saying this so 

that it’s put on the record so that City Council can also look at this as well.  I support this project if 

preference is given to disabled and elderly residents first.  My major concern -- like I said, I am a 

resident of this area.  My major concern is that if you change the demographic of that community 

already, which is basically elderly, the people that live in Oak Towers -- it’s basically an older-person 

neighborhood in that area.  If we change it and have it open to younger people -- I hate to sound  

bias -- I don’t want this development to be a haven for people that will take advantage of elderly 

people.  That is my only concern with this project.  Everything else is sound.  The green space, the 

private -- everything else is sound.  The only thing that scares me is that if it’s not just for disabled or  

elderly, it will become a haven -- it’s like a launching board for people that can take advantage of 

those people, the elderly people across the street.  I say this from experience personally, living in 

neighborhoods like that.  I just don’t want to see people that would take advantage of their neighbors 

in that area.  And this can easily be solved if preference is given to elderly and disabled, because it 

would keep the demographic the same.  But other than that, I think this is a good plan.  I also have 

reservations about the letter of intent, so I don’t want to slow this process up, but I would like -- what 
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can we do to keep this ball rolling, but address our concerns with the letter intent.  I think that’s my 

issue.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Who’s going next?  Well, let me go.  I don’t know what -- I -- maybe I 

should’ve looked up the original statement of intent, but I agree with much of what Mr. Stanton just 

said.  I could get behind the 42 units.  It’s okay with me.  But in order for me to support this, I would 

want to see this restricted to exactly what you’ve just told us you want tonight, one and two-

bedrooms, no threes, no fours.  I think that changes things completely.  So if we’re going to change 

the statement of intent, then that’s what I want to see.  I’d like to see the maximum number at 42.  

The footprint doesn’t bother me, 46,000 square feet, I understand your reasoning for that.  I think you 

guys have done a great job of coming up with something here.  Frankly, I never would’ve supported 

PUD-30.  I hope I didn’t vote for that.  Don’t think I was around then.  If I did, then that’s one of those 

many votes over the last nine years that I’d like to have back.  So without that change, I will not 

support the plan.  I’m pretty familiar with this area.  My daughter goes to school at Ridgeway.  I am 

not interested in changing this neighborhood that dramatically.  And I agree with what Mr. Stanton’s 

saying, although I understand Mr. Steinhaus’ -- as a real estate agent, I understand the predicament 

he’s in on -- familial status is a very protected class, and so he does have to walk a pretty tight line on 

that.  So that’s pretty tough, so I don’t know how we restrict that.  I think by doing one- and two-

bedroom units, primarily ones -- and, in fact, I’d like to see that limited, just so you are aware.  You 

know, 36 units one bedroom, and 6 as two bedrooms, that’s something I think I could support.  But 

otherwise, I’m going to vote against you.  And if it were up to me, frankly, I think we’d table this and 

get it refined just a little bit more, but I’m sure, as we’ve heard, this is a grant proposal, there are 

some time constraints on getting your setup and in the pipeline and maybe for consideration.  So with 

that, that’s my comments.  Is there any other comments from the Commission? 

 MR. STANTON:  Chair? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Can we make a motion and make those amendments to the letter of intent 

now and pass it if there -- if we approve exactly what you -- I agree with you completely.  If we -- the 

letter of intent reflects exactly what the project’s doing right now, I’m for it.  Can we do that without 

tabling this again?  Can we -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  The nice thing about being a P & Z Commissioner is we can do anything we 

want, and then City Council does whatever they want.  So with that, I mean, Mr. Steinhaus and  

Mr. Crockett are here; are you amenable to our revisions? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Absolutely.  Talking to Mr. Steinhaus, we are in agreement.  We’d be happy 

to have you -- Mr. Stanton, as you requested, you can approve it subject to some revisions.  We 

would make those revisions to the statement of intent before it goes to City Council.  But we would be 

in agreement to reduce the number of units to a maximum of 42, 36 one-bedroom, 6 two-bedroom 

units for this development.  I don’t think it’s going to be an issue.   
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 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  

 MR. TILLOTSON:  Can we get Mr. Steinhaus back up? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Steinhaus, we would like to ask you a question now, sir -- or  

Mr. Tillotson would.   

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I read through this stuff -- going back to what Mr. Stanton says, makes a lot 

of sense too, but what -- I’m sure you have a definition of disabled.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  Right.   

 MR. TILLOTSON:  Just a brief summary of what it is.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  It’s the broader Social Security definition of disability rather than the more 

narrow ADA definition of disability.  It can include everything from person that are in recovery -- we do 

have a partnership with New Horizons.  They’re going to have space to provide supportive services 

up on the third floor, so we anticipate a number of clients with disabilities that are being supported 

and served by New Horizons there.  So one of the things people always struggle with with regards to 

disability is we have people with disabilities that live throughout our community, so this will be a nice 

mix here.  It will add to the community.  And the other thing is we’re right around the corner, we’re 

right across the street.  And if you looked at what the Columbia Housing Authority has done under my 

leadership in the past seven years, I think most people will recognize we’ve really cleaned things up.  

We are no nonsense about any crime.  We’re going to be there.  We’re in the building.  It’s not like 

we’re going to build it and walk away.  We’re going to be there.  We’re not -- people are not going to 

be there taking advantage of other people.  We have safety department that has its offices right 

across the street at Oak Towers.  We employ three full-time safety officers as well as two part-time 

safety officers.  So I’m not concerned about the safety or health and welfare of the people in the 

building.  I think we’ll have a nice mix there and it will be predominantly elderly and persons with 

disabilities.   

 MR. TILLOTSON:  When you qualify for Section 8, is there anything that that person can’t do 

and still be allowed to live there?  So, in other words, if they go out and commit a crime, can they still 

live there? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  No, they can not.  We’ll terminate -- 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  Can we enforce that though? 

 MR. STEINHAUS:  We do.  We have a -- 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I don’t see that.   

 MR. STEINHAUS:  We have a very strict crime-free housing addendum that we apply to all our 

leases as well as all of our Section 8 housing vouchers.  I’ll note that the Columbia Housing Authority 

was awarded -- recognized by Landlords against Crime last year, as having the most -- having the 

best crime-free housing strategy.  I think if you’ll talk with folks in the police department, as well as 

even Mike Martin who has sung our praises when he hasn’t always agreed with what we’re doing, 

we’re tough on crime.  So you cannot be in any kind of violent or drug-related criminal activity.  But 
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we also go as far as a lot of other felonies too.  I’d be happy to give you a copy of our crime-free 

housing addendum.  And as soon as you’re arrested, a federal law requires a preponderance of the 

evidence, so we don’t wait until you’re convicted.  We will proceed with terminating your lease and 

terminating your assistance if you’re arrested on any of those types of charges.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Any other -- 

 MR. LEE:  I don’t have a question for Mr. Steinhaus.  I just -- for the rest of the Commission, I 

have seen Mr. Steinhaus give a presentation on how they do things before.  And given that  

Mr. Crockett’s willingness to change to what we’ve been talking about, then I think I can support the 

project as it could be amended in the statement of intent.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Any other discussion on the motion -- or discussion on this issue?  If you 

don’t mind, I’ll try to frame a motion.  I will recommend approval of a request by the Columbia 

Housing Authority to amend the PUD zoning, to approve the PUD development plan to be known as 

Kinney Point PUD.  It’s a 1.96-acre subject site located on the northwest corner of Garth Avenue and 

Sexton Road, with the amended statement of intent as agreed by the applicant, which would restrict 

the property to 36 one-bedroom units, 6 two-bedroom units, maximum number being 42.  We would 

also include the variance to the perimeter setback that has been requested to Section 29-10 and  

29-26.  Did I miss any of my points on -- 

 MR. STANTON:  Second it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Motion’s been made and seconded.  Discussion on the motion? 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  Does that include a change in the uses of -- that it can be used as a nursing 

home or could be used as -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  It was already in the statement of intent and so -- we’re actually not changing 

those.  That was part of the original statement of intent, if I heard Mr. Crockett correctly.  So I’m not 

putting any additional -- 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I thought I heard him say he was willing to have those removed though.  Did 

I not hear that? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Tillotson, I don’t believe is said that, but I don’t think that would be an 

issue on our behalf.  I mean, we want to be very transparent and very straightforward on what we’re 

requesting.  Our plan is to build residential units, so if it’s so desired to strike the other uses, then by 

all means.   

 MR. STANTON:  Do we need -- 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I can trust you.   

 MR. STANTON:  -- to retract the amendment and -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  Well, we actually have a development plan that we’re also -- we’re agreeing 

to, so we’ve been shown a development plan and if they were going to change that, they’d have to 

come back and amend it or -- 

 MR. STANTON:  Anyway, okay.   
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 MR. WHEELER:  -- bring it back through a public hearing, so I think we’re covered.  If I’m 

wrong, Staff, please correct me.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  You’re correct.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Yes.  Imagine that.  So a motion’s been made and seconded.  Any discussion 

on the motion?  All right.  When you’re ready, sir.   

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

Dr. Puri, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson, Mr. Wheeler.  Motion carries 6-0. 

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Case No. 13-101 -- and I apologize to the County Commission this 

evening.  If I had seen this, I would’ve moved it up.   
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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 203-13_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

changing the uses allowed on PUD-30 zoned property located 
on the northeast corner of Garth Avenue and Sexton Road; 
approving a revised statement of intent; approving the PUD 
Site Plan for Kinney Point; allowing a reduction in the required 
perimeter setback; setting forth a condition for approval; 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 permitted uses on property in PUD-30 located on the northeast 
corner of Garth Avenue and Sexton Road and further described as follows:     
 

A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF 
SECTION 12, TOWNSHIP 48 NORTH, RANGE 13 WEST, COLUMBIA, 
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI AND BEING PART OF THE LAND 
DESCRIBED BY THE WARRANTY DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 4076, 
PAGE 124, AND BEING ALL OF LOT 1-A OF GRACE COVENANT 
CHURCH SUBDIVISION, PLAT 1-A, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 46, PAGE 
12 CONTAINING 1.96 ACRES. 

 
are amended to include the following permitted uses: 
  

Permitted uses in District R-3 as follows: 
Adult day care home 
Apartment houses 
Boardinghouses or lodging houses 
Family day care homes, day care centers, pre-school centers, nursery school, 

child play care centers, child education centers, child experiment stations or 
child development institutions 

Permitted use in District R-2 as follows: 
Two-family dwellings 

Permitted uses in District R-1 as follows: 
One-family dwellings 
Churches, mosques, and synagogues 
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 SECTION 2. The City Council hereby approves the terms and conditions contained 
in the revised statement of intent dated July 10, 2013, marked “Exhibit A,” which is attached 
to and made a part of this ordinance, which replaces (for the property referenced in Section 
1) the statement of intent attached to Ordinance No. 016924 passed on June 4, 2001, and 
it shall be binding on the owners until such time as the Council shall release such 
limitations and conditions on the use of the property.  
 
 SECTION 3. The City Council hereby approves the PUD Site Plan for Kinney Point, 
dated July, 2013, for the property referenced in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 4. The City Council approves less stringent yard requirements than those 
set forth in Section 29-10(d)(7) to allow setbacks of ten feet along the north and east 
property lines rather than the required twenty-five feet, subject to the condition that a six-
foot high fence and landscaping shall be installed and maintained along the north property 
line to provide enhanced screening and privacy to neighboring residents. 
 
 SECTION 5. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage. 
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2013. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 




































