
 
1 

 

 
 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. ______B 3-14________ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

rezoning property located on the west side of Woodard Drive 
and south of Mexico Gravel Road from District R-1 to District 
O-P; approving the statement of intent; approving the OHM 
Professional Offices Development Plan; repealing all conflicting 
ordinances or parts of ordinances; granting a variance from the 
Subdivision Regulations relating to sidewalk construction; 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 Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is amended so that the following 
property: 
 

A TRACT LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 49 NORTH, 
RANGE 12 WEST, AND THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF THE 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 33, TOWNSHIP 49 NORTH, 
RANGE 12 WEST, CITY OF COLUMBIA, BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI, 
BEING PART OF THE TRACT DESCRIBED BY THE DEED IN BOOK 3012 
PAGE 50 AND ALSO BEING THE TRACT SHOWN AS LAGOON AREA BY 
HENLEY SUBDIVISION PLAT 1 IN PLAT BOOK 6 PAGE 17, BOTH OF THE 
BOONE COUNTY RECORDS AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
STARTING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 
49 NORTH, RANGE 12 WEST, CITY OF COLUMBIA, BOONE COUNTY 
MISSOURI; THENCE WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 32, 
ALSO BEING THE TOWNSHIP LINE S 89°10'45" W, 253.80 FEET TO THE 
POINT OF BEGINNING: 
 
THENCE FROM THE POINT OF BEGINNING N 00°49'15" W, 25.00 FEET; 
THENCE N 52°10'15" W, 178.35 FEET; THENCE N 26°06'00" E, 165.20 
FEET; THENCE S 78°38'00" E, 152.20 FEET; THENCE N 00°26'00" E, 
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50.00 FEET; THENCE S 89°34'00" E, 199.95 FEET; THENCE S 00°26'15" 
W, 4.55 FEET; THENCE WITH A CURVE TO THE RIGHT 326.05 FEET, 
CURVE RADIUS 427.00 FEET, CHORD S 22°18'45" W, 318.20 FEET; 
THENCE S 89°10'45" W, 160.20 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING 
AND CONTAINING 2.13 ACRES. 

 
will be rezoned and become a part of District O-P (Planned Office District) and taken away 
from District R-1 (One-Family Dwelling District).  Hereafter the property may be used for the 
permitted uses set forth in the statement of intent.  
 
 SECTION 2. The City Council hereby approves the terms and conditions contained 
in the statement of intent dated December 3, 2013, attached hereto in substantially the 
same form as Exhibit A and made a part of this ordinance.  The statement of intent 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 OHM Professional Offices 
Development Plan, as certified and sealed by the surveyor on December 3, 2013, for the 
property referenced in Section 1 above.  The Director of Planning and Development shall 
use the design parameters set forth substantially in the same form as Exhibit B, which is 
attached to and made a part of this ordinance, as guidance when considering any future 
revisions to the Development Plan. 
 
 SECTION 4. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of 
this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
 SECTION 5. The City Council grants a variance from the requirements of 25-48.1 of 
the Subdivision Regulations so that sidewalks shall not be required along the property’s 
Henley Drive frontage. 
 
 SECTION 6. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2014. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

DECEMBER 19, 2013 

 

Case No. 13-232 

A request by United Bass Ore, LLC (owner) to rezone 2.13 acres of land from R-1 (One-

Family Dwelling) to O-P (Planned Office), and for approval of a development plan to be known 

as OHM Professional Offices.  The application includes a requested variance from         

Section 25-48.1 so that no sidewalk shall be required to be constructed along the site’s Henley 

Drive frontage.  The subject site is located on the west side of Woodard Drive, approximately 

800 feet south of Mexico Gravel Road.   

DR. PURI:  May we have a staff report, please. 

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

recommends:   

 Approval of the proposed rezoning and O-P development plan 

 Denial of the proposed sidewalk variance from Section 25-48.1 

DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of Mr. Zenner?  I see no one.  We’ll open the public 

hearing on this item.   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

DR. PURI:  Please come up to the podium and state your name and address.  

MS. HEDRICK:  My name is Jennifer Hedrick.  My residential address is 2006 Surrey Court, 

Columbia.  I am representing OHM Holdings LLC, myself, my partner Bill Oswald -- Harpos, owners 

of the Limited Liability Company as well as SOA -- Simon Oswald Architecture firm, which will be 

tenant and resident of said proposed office building.  So my purpose here tonight is to obviously 

answer any questions or concerns with regards specifically to the rezoning and the plan itself.  And 

then probably more specifically, the latter part of the information with regard to the denial of the 

variance for sidewalk -- or proposed denial.  With that I am going to go ahead and just pull up a 

couple of PowerPoints here.  Bear with me.  I just want to explain a little about how we arrived at the 

plan that we arrived at.  When we started considering this property for development, we understood 

that there had been a couple of other proposed developments for this property that the neighborhood 

association was not in favor of it and not in support of.  We recognize therefore that we really need to 

address any of their concerns.  We went directly to them, met with them, had a very productive 

meeting with them and based our site development and designs very specifically on a collaborative 

effort that we had with them to make sure that we were developing this piece of property in such a 

manner that maintained the aspects of their neighborhood that they appreciated and that they felt 

were of the best use of their neighborhood.  And in ways -- and also developing the property in ways 

that actually gave back to them so that again we had a win-win situation and very collaborative and 
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thoughtful approach to the whole process.  There were four key elements basically that we discussed 

with them with regard to their concerns.  The first one is that during the Center State Development, 

they felt like they were exposed to the commercial traffic noise -- everything associated with Center 

State -- so they were anxious to have some type of buffer put back in this property.  So again, we’ve 

proposed a development that basically makes sure that we’ve given them the appropriate landscape 

screenings so that again they have that buffer back.  The other component -- I want to move to 

another slide here -- this illustrates pretty accurately -- this is the Crutchers to the north and this is 

their property line.  This is kind of where that proposed sidewalk would be.  When we met with the 

Crutchers, you can see that they have for years mowed this side yard here.  It’s their side yard.  It’s 

like their backyard.  They play there -- they have children, and that sort of thing.  They were 

concerned about us encroaching on their kind of side yard area.  And then the Wades to the west 

here have done the same thing.  You can see where they mow.  So our thoughts on all of this was if 

we could find a way that we could develop this site, still maintain some of that open green space, but 

for the space allow the Crutchers use of the side, so that basically we’re having the least amount of 

impact as possible, that it could be a win-win situation.  So based on all of those discussions with the 

neighborhood -- and the other strong concern that they had was making sure that there was no 

increased traffic to their neighborhood.  So our interpretation of that of course is vehicular traffic, as 

well as pedestrian traffic, that would cut through that area.  So based on all of those concerns, we 

listened to them, we worked with them, we worked through some options, and this is the site that we 

came up with again to make sure that it was win-win.  And you can see what happens when we 

introduce that sidewalk along the north boundary line there.  It basically takes away from the 

Crutchers.  It exposes their property right now, and basically it potentially increases level of traffic -- 

pedestrian traffic through the neighborhood that the neighborhood was opposed to.  So on behalf of 

the neighborhood as well -- because we would be a part of that neighborhood, we felt strongly that we 

need to be as committed to our efforts as we were when we met with them and make good on the 

commitments that we made to them.   

DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of the speaker?  Mr. Wheeler? 

MR. WHEELER:  Are there any grading issues here on where they’re asking for the sidewalk? 

MS. HEDRICK:  No.   

MR. WHEELER:  Okay. 

MS. HEDRICK:  I don’t believe there are any grading issues. 

MR. WHEELER:  Is there any reason that the parking lot couldn’t be shifted?  But -- I’m looking 

at this map.  Is there any reason that parking lot couldn’t be shifted to the left just a little bit? 

MS. HEDRICK:  Let me go to one more slide.   

MR. WHEELER:  So the grading would get -- 
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MS. HEDRICK:  We have a little pinch point down there at the bottom where the driveway 

comes out near the south corner -- southeast corner there.  Basically, we have 44 parking spaces, 

and that’s the -- roughly the required number.  We probably have a couple of additional, but -- 

MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Thank you.  

DR. PURI:  Ms. Loe? 

MS. LOE:  Is there any reason the sidewalk couldn’t follow the line of the proposed buffer?   

MS. HEDRICK:  I think just basically that it’s a pretty long route to go that direction, and it kind 

of cuts through the -- again, the other property owner there -- the Wade’s to the west side.  Here -- 

right now, they’re -- it’s hard to see on all of these, but basically, there’s a -- where they mow there.  

And again, we were just trying to keep it green, keep it open, have as little impact as possible so the 

minute that we put that sidewalk in there we’re just introducing additional obstruction there.   

MS. LOE:  But it could be moved a little bit further south to go along the buffer so we’re not 

encroaching on the Crutchfields [sic].  Is that -- 

MS. HEDRICK:  I think that we would just have to have clarification from the City on exactly on 

what is allowed within the stream buffer.  And that particular area of site development is where we -- 

MS. LOE:  I didn’t mean stream, I meant the buffer you’re creating with the trees. 

MS. HEDRICK:  Oh. 

MS. LOE:  I’m sorry.  If you go back to the slide -- well, go back to the sidewalk one.  There.  

And you see the trees that you’ve drawn in just south of the sidewalk.  Is there any reason we can’t 

loop the sidewalk south.  Correct? 

MS.HEDRICK:  Back through here?  

MS. LOE:  Right. 

MS. HEDRICK:  Okay. 

MS. LOE:  And give the Crutchers back their side yard.  

MS. HEDRICK:  I think grading wise that there wouldn’t be any challenges with that.  No.   

DR. PURI:  I have a question for you.  Why is there no sidewalk on the front side on Woodard 

Drive?   

MS. HEDRICK:  There is a sidewalk.  It’s kind of hard -- this particular drawing doesn’t show it 

very well.  It is along there.  Right here.   

MR. STANTON:  Five foot -- 

MS. HEDRICK:  It’s right on the other side of the red property line.  And then here’s the 

connection from Woodard sidewalk --  

DR. PURI:  And it goes the full length of your front property? 

MS. HEDRICK:  Uh-huh.  Yes.  We would have no concerns with the sidewalk along Woodard.   

DR. PURI:  Any other questions, Commissioners?  All right.  I see none.  Thank you.  Next 

speaker, please.  Please state your name and address.  
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MR. KEMBLE:  My name is Nile Kemble.  I live at 3000 East Henley.  I am the President of the 

Mexico Gravel Neighborhood Association.  I’m here tonight to give my support for both the rezoning 

of the property, as well as the sidewalk variance.  My reason -- or our reason, we met with OHM and 

as has been discussed, they were very willing to work with us.  And along with the sidewalk variance, 

my reason is that if you put the sidewalk on East Henley as was mentioned, there are no other 

sidewalks on either East Henley or West Henley.  So we would have a sidewalk to nowhere.  We’ve 

got one of those already along Mexico Gravel just north of the Methodist Church.  And again, if we 

put the sidewalk on the -- along the buffer to Woodard Drive, at this point in time there are no 

sidewalks on the west side of Woodard Drive, so that sidewalk would require them to cross Woodard 

Drive to get to the rest of the sidewalk.  There will never be, as far as I can tell -- unless somebody 

buys all the property along East Henley and changes that around -- sidewalks on the west side of 

West -- or East -- West Woodard.  Sorry.  Or, for that matter, once you’ve gone past their frontage, 

due to the creek and the spacing, I doubt there will ever be development there that will require a 

sidewalk to be built past their property going west.  So we are also in support of the sidewalk 

variance.   

DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of the speaker?  Seeing none.  Thank you, sir.  

Anybody else wishing to speak for or against?  Seeing no one.  Close public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

DR. PURI:  Discussion, Commissioners?  Mr. Wheeler?  

MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Zenner? 

MR. ZENNER:  Yes, sir? 

MR. WHEELER:  If you could pull up that map -- or if you have something to show this 

sidewalk.  Is there any reason why that sidewalk couldn’t connect to their parking lot?   

MR. ZENNER:  You’re talking about the sidewalk that is here? 

MR. WHEELER:  Here.  Yeah.  That’s a good picture -- as good as any. 

MR. ZENNER:  This one here?  

MR. WHEELER:  No.  This one in the back that the City is proposing. 

MR. ZENNER:  This back here?  

MR. WHEELER:  Yes. 

MR. ZENNER:  There is no reason that it can’t -- to what we have assessed based on the 

project.  I believe what Ms. Loe has suggested of following the existing buffer to preserve what the 

adjacent property to the North has enjoyed is an alternative that Mr. MacIntyre probably would have 

been looking at as an option.  Obviously, you don’t want the sidewalk if -- there’s two things that need 

to be said here.  The request would be to allow for an alternative sidewalk.  That doesn’t necessarily 

mean that we would expect to have sidewalks placed all along what would be the Henley Street 

frontage.  We would want connection, obviously, that would come to connect back with the road, so 

we’re not looking for a sidewalk along this full area.  I think what we would be more or less interested 
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in is making sure that you have the ability to go from the travel way of Henley back out to the travel 

way of Woodard.  What is shown on this plan actually -- and it may be just a mistake in the way of 

drafting -- the sidewalk requirements would be along the entire Woodard frontage, which is here.  So 

what you’re seeing here -- and then this is a sidewalk that comes -- obviously, it looks like its following 

grade back over here to their crosswalk area.  There’s nothing to say though that the sidewalk could 

not come from here as an alternative, connect to the sidewalk at the front of the curb line, and come 

down instead of having to cross over the parking lot to get back out to the public road right-of-way.  

That however takes public pedestrian traffic internal to a private development site, which may 

obviously create other issues.  However, as an alternative, that would better meet having a sidewalk 

than not having one at all.  Obviously, that’s, you know, Simon Oswald’s choice if they were wanting 

that or they could take it all the way out to the Woodard frontage.   

MR. WHEELER:  So no regulatory reason that it couldn’t just connect to the parking lot instead 

of going all the way to the street?  

MR. ZENNER:  No.   

MR. WHEELER:  The sidewalk -- 

MR. ZENNER:  None that I -- none that I’m aware of.  I think -- and that’s again within the 

purview of how the Commission would like to look at the waiver. 

MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Thank you.  

DR. PURI:  Any other discussion, Commissioners?  Mr. Reichlin? 

MR. REICHLIN:  I would suggest that Staff wants to have the opportunity to hash this out a little 

further with the applicant and perhaps our granting of the variance at this point in time might keep that 

from happening.  And one way or the other, this matter is going to be presented to Council, and the 

same waiver can be considered at that time.  So from that point of view, I would support opposing the 

variance.  Wait, let me see if I said that right.  I would not support the variance in order that Staff 

could maintain that opportunity to continue that discussion.   

DR. PURI:  Mr. Wheeler? 

MR. WHEELER:  Yeah.  I just want to throw this, because I’m not -- I don’t disagree with       

Mr. Reichlin’s take on this.  You know, City Council is going to take this up anyway, so -- but just as 

an alternative, I was thinking -- where I was going with my questioning of Mr. Zenner would be a 

sidewalk coming along the north side of the proposed vegetative screen buffering, and then there be 

a little tighter bend in that -- instead of it gently going north, it would have a little tighter bend in it.  

Just simply cut through that vegetative buffer, and connect up to the parking lot.  It’s about half the 

length of what the City is proposing.  I generally do support these, but I do see why the City would be 

looking for a connection.  I would not support sidewalks along Henley.  If that was what we were 

debating, I would definitely support the variance.  But this connection makes sense if we can figure 

out something that works for the City and works for the applicant.  I think that’s a pretty reasonable 

alternative.   
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DR. PURI:  Well, I’ll chime in here, if I could.  I think that dictating sidewalks, you know, on the 

areas that, you know, normally would not get sidewalks between two adjacent owner properties is not 

a great idea.  And I think that the neighborhood association already wants to protect their 

neighborhood.  You guys are trying to propose a sidewalk that connects a main sidewalk -- a main 

one on Woodard -- back into a private area -- like housing area, which is a safety issue in its own as 

far as connecting the main road traffic back to the Henley Street traffic.  I think a sidewalk along 

Woodard Lane is fine because across the street you have another development.  They have 

sidewalks along Woodard Lane that could be eventually some, you know, pedestrian traffic in front of 

the office building.  But telling people to put a sidewalk next to their buffer zone and so its next to their 

trees, I mean, it is a big liability risk where people walk on sidewalks during this time of year.  When 

you have snow and ice, you have to clean those sidewalks so people can walk on them and then it’s 

not a liability.  The City does not clean them.  The other issue is that whenever you do a sidewalk in 

such an area, there has to be an easement that you have to have on top of the property so people 

can -- you can have that sidewalk.  There are many practical issues that are here.  It is very easy to 

draw a sidewalk on the map and say connecting from point A to point B because this is in lieu of the 

sidewalk on the backside.  I think that Henley does not have any existing sidewalks back there.  The 

neighborhood association didn’t support of -- not having a sidewalk along this development, just so 

we can make a point that we should support a sidewalk because in the future some developer might 

come in.  Even the letter that we received today in support of, you know, not granting this variance, 

doesn’t take into account the fact that we’re proposing a sidewalk which is an alternative sidewalk 

that is between two property owner’s properties.  It’s not along a roadway.  And sometimes this is 

done and in certain areas to interconnect one side of a pedestrian way to the other side of the 

pedestrian way, but I do not think that this is an appropriate use of this, you know, connecting 

sidewalk.  I would support this with a sidewalk variance.  I would support it with sidewalk only on 

Woodard Lane and maintain the stream buffer between the houses and keep the natural, you know, 

effect of the neighborhood.  And the neighborhood has agreed to that.  The association is supportive 

of that.  So I would support as that.  Those are my two cents.  Anybody else?  Seeing no one.  Any 

form of motion? 

MR. WHEELER:  I would recommend approval as requested with the variance and the site 

development -- or the development plan.  Sorry.  I am stumbling here.  Approval of Development Plan 

and R-1 to O-P zoning with the requested variance to Section 25-48.1.   

DR. PURI:  I would second that.  Roll call, please. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  Let me catch up here.  Just a second. 

DR. PURI:  Take your time, Mr. Secretary. 

MR. TILLOTSON:  Prior to the roll call, can we give just a clarification? 

DR. PURI:  Yes you can.  Uh-huh.   

MR. TILLOTSON:  So you’re amending that -- you’re wanting to approve this with the variance?  
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MR. WHEELER:  Yes.   

MR. STRODTMAN:  A motion has been made and seconded for Item No. 13-232, A request by 

United Bass Ore, LLC to rezone 2.13 acres of R-1 to O-P to be known as OHM Professional Offices, 

west side of Woodard Drive south of Mexico Gravel Road.  A Motion has been made for approval of 

the development plan and approval of the rezoning with the variance of the sidewalk.  Is that correct?  

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

Mr. Wheeler, Mr. Stanton, Dr. Puri.  Voting No:  Mr. Tillotson, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Loe.  Motion 

carries 4-3. 

MR. STANTON:  Four to three in favor of the motion.   

DR. PURI:  All right.  Motion carries.   


