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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 86-15_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

rezoning property located north of Stadium Boulevard and 
east of Cinnamon Hill Lane from District A-1 to District PUD-
11; approving the statement of intent; authorizing a 
development agreement with Park7 Development Group, LLC; 
approving the PUD Plan of The Avenue at Columbia; 
repealing all conflicting ordinances or parts of ordinances; 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 OF LAND LOCATED IN THE WEST HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST 
QUARTER OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 48 NORTH, RANGE 12 WEST, 
COLUMBIA, BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI AND BEING THE LAND 
DESCRIBED BY THE WARRANTY DEED RECORDED IN BOOK 516, 
PAGE 142 AND BEING SHOWN BY THE SURVEY RECORDED IN BOOK 
569, PAGE 189 AND THE SURVEY RECORDED IN BOOK 4234, PAGE 
167 BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE WEST HALF OF 
THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17, AS SHOWN BY 
CROSSCREEK CENTER PLAT 1, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 42, PAGE 
22, AND WITH THE NORTH LINE THEREOF, N 88°30'20"W, 1286.85 
FEET TO THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY 63; 
THENCE LEAVING THE NORTH LINE OF SAID CROSSCREEK CENTER 
PLAT 1 AND WITH THE LINES OF SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY, N 
30°10'15"W, 4.40 FEET; THENCE N 10°08'05"W, 356.34 FEET; THENCE N 
7°20'05"E, 530.50 FEET; THENCE N 4°51'00"E, 70.00 FEET TO THE 
SOUTH LINE OF WATER TOWER PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT 1, 
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 24, PAGE 4; THENCE LEAVING SAID EAST 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE AND WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID WATER 
TOWER PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT 1, N 88°29'25"E, 301.06 FEET TO 
THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF WATER TOWER PLACE SUBDIVISION 
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PLAT 2, RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 35, PAGE 8; THENCE LEAVING 
SAID WATER TOWER PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT 1, AND WITH THE 
LINES OF SAID WATER TOWER PLACE SUBDIVISION PLAT 2,  S 
89°43'05"E, 250.00 FEET; THENCE LEAVING SAID WATER TOWER 
PLACE SUBDIVISION, PLAT 2, S 0°12'40"W, 53.00; THENCE ALONG A 
197.00-FOOT RADIUS, NON-TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT, SAID 
CURVE HAVING A CHORD N 58°36'50"E, 96.95' FEET; THENCE N 
44°22'05"E, 221.47 FEET; THENCE ALONG A 263.00-FOOT RADIUS 
CURVE TO THE RIGHT, SAID CURVE HAVING A CHORD N 68°00'10"E, 
210.88 FEET; THENCE S 88°21'40"E, 205.24 FEET; THENCE ALONG A 
197.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT, SAID CURVE HAVING A 
CHORD N 73°47'00"E, 120.80 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF THE WEST 
HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 17; THENCE 
WITH SAID EAST LINE S 1°15'10"W, 1253.70 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 32.50 ACRES. 
 

will be rezoned and become a part of District PUD-11 (Planned Unit Development) with a 
development density not exceeding 11 dwelling units per acre and taken away from 
District A-1 (Agricultural).  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 March 20, 2015, attached hereto in substantially the same 
form as “Attachment 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 and authorizes execution of a 
development agreement with Park7 Development Group, LLC in substantially the same 
form as attached to the Statement of Intent dated March 20, 2015.   
 
 SECTION 4. The City Council hereby approves the PUD Plan of The Avenue at 
Columbia, dated March 12, 2015, for the property referenced in Section 1 above, including 
installation of a wire fence along the north right-of-way line of Cinnamon Hill Lane as set 
forth in Note 26 on such plan, which fence shall be maintained by the property owner. 
 
 SECTION 5. Notwithstanding anything contained herein or in the Statement of 
Intent to the contrary, the maximum number of units authorized to be constructed on the 
property shall not exceed 321 units with a maximum of 849 bedrooms without express City 
Council authority approved in writing by subsequent ordinance enactment. 
 
 SECTION 6. All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of 
this ordinance are hereby repealed. 
 
 SECTION 7. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
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 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2015. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

MARCH 19, 2015 
 

V. PUBLIC HEARINGS & SUBDIVISIONS 

Case No. 15-12 

 A request by the Park 7 Group (contract purchaser), on  behalf of Charles and Rebecca 

Lamb (owners), to rezone approximately 32.50 acres from A-1 (Agricultural) to PUD-11 (Planned 

Unit Development maximum 11 units/acre) and receive approval of a final PUD development plan 

to be known as “The Avenue at Columbia”.  The site is located approximately 1,500 feet northeast 

of the Stadium Boulevard/Cinnamon Hill Lane intersection and is addressed as 1202 Cinnamon 

Hill Lane.   

 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: 

1. Approval of the requested zoning and statement of intent subject to: 

 Paragraph 9 of the SOI being modified to include responsibility for completing the 

Audubon Drive/Stadium Boulevard improvements by either the applicant or its 

successors or assigns:; 

 Paragraph 10 of the SOI being modified by adding the following: 

“In the event that the applicant does not convey Lots 2 & 3 to SHIA, as shown on 

Exhibit A, such lots shall be shown as a “Greenspace Trail Easement” upon the final 

plat submitted as a prerequisite to obtaining building permits for the development of 

the applicant’s PUD-11 property”. 

2. Approval of the proposed PUD plan. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 DR. PURI:  Approach the podium.  You have six minutes to speak for the project and then 

opposition organized will have six minutes as well.  Each other person will have three minutes.  Please 

stick to the time.  If you are running over, you will see this red light that is on the podium.   

 MR. COLBERT:  Good evening, Caleb Colbert.  I’m an attorney with Brown, Willbrand; we have 

offices at 601 East Broadway.  And I’m one of the attorneys representing the applicant.  As usual,          

Mr. Zenner did an excellent job describing the project in detail, so I’m going to jump straight into the 

legislative history and how we got to where we are today.  As Mr. Zenner indicated, we brought forth a 

similar project back in 2013.  At that time the City Staff recommended approval, Planning and Zoning 

recommended approval, and we were defeated at City Council by a four to three vote.  We listened to the 

concerns that were expressed both here and at City Council, and those concerns were how do we make  
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this project a win-win for everybody and how do we better protect the neighbors to the north.  So we put 

together a proposal that we believe addresses both of those concerns.  As Mr. Zenner indicated, our 

intention is to convey the north 10 acres, Lots 2 and 3, to the neighbors if we are able to reach an 

agreement with them.  If we are unable to reach an agreement with them, we are agreeable to the 

Greenspace Trail Easement with some modifications to that language.  But we are going to honor our 

promise that that will be a buffer for the neighbors to the north.  In addition, we are working with the 

neighbors to install some other items that they have requested, including a fire hydrant, internet service, a 

fence along the south perimeter of Lots 2 and 3, the road improvements at Audubon and Stadium, and, in 

addition, we have obviously submitted these variance requests for the sidewalks and the right-of-way on 

behalf of the neighbors.  We feel that those variance requests are critical to the neighbors, and so we have 

submitted them for your consideration.  I do want to highlight just side-by-side how the projects have 

changed over time.  You will see that it originally was 43 acres and is now 32 acres.  The PUD obviously 

increased as a result of taking some of the acreage out.  The buffer increased.  We’ve got fewer buildings 

and fewer units and fewer parking spaces, exactly some of the comments that had been made about our 

previous project.  So if you compare the two proposals, essentially, as we have discussed, everything 

north of Cinnamon Hill has come out.  It has either been reduced or relocated to the southern portion of 

the property.  Again, the buffer, Lots 2 and 3.  This is what the current zoning map will look like -- or does 

look like.  As Mr. Zenner indicated, there is commercial to the south of us -- hotels, restaurants, bars, 

existing student housing.  There is a piece to the northwest of our project that is also currently zoned 

commercial, so we believe that ultimately development of this tract is inevitable.  It is going to happen.  

The infrastructure is there today, and given the surrounding uses, it is a prime candidate for development.  

That is what it will look like from an aerial view.  Again, obviously, it is a heavily forested area, which 

enhances the buffer.  Just sort of a bullet-point list of some of the things we’ve discussed, again, the fence, 

the crash gate on the south end.  Here is the language that we would be willing to agree to with respect to 

Lots 2 and 3.  Again, it tracks the Greenspace Trail Easement language from the City Code.  Again, it 

would run in favor of the City with the one modification being that this would not be a public access trail 

easement.  In other words, it would be limited to residents of the Park 7 property.  And the reason for that 

is we don’t believe the neighbors to the north would want a public park in the buffer area.  We believe that 

defeats the purpose of having the buffer.  So, again, we believe that this is an appropriate project.  We 

listened to concerns in the last go-around and we came forward with a project that addresses those 

concerns.  If you go back and look at that buffer, that is two football fields between the house on the south 

end of Timberhill and the closest building.  That is two football fields worth of buffer that will go to the 

neighbors, if we can reach an agreement with them, they will control the development of those two football 

fields in perpetuity.  That is a significant concession in our view.  I can’t think of very many developments 

in Columbia where the developer gave up 25 percent of his developable acreage to protect neighbors.  We 

believe that is an unusual situation.  With that, I’m more than happy to answer any questions or I can turn it 

over.  We do have several members here to speak tonight.  I can take questions now or later, however you 

would prefer.  Yes, sir? 
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 DR. PURI:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Your word “if” -- 

 MR. COLBERT:  Uh-huh. 

 MR. STANTON:  -- the agreement is met, what if it is not?  What happens? 

 MR. COLBERT:  The buffer will be retained and it will be owned by Park 7, but it will be platted as 

a Greenspace Trail Easement.  In other words, there will be no development rights on the buffer.   

 MR. STANTON:  Okay. 

 MR. COLBERT:  And I can -- yeah. 

 MR. STANTON:  Thank you. 

 MR. COLBERT:  It’s there on the screen.  And I believe the neighbors -- the president of the 

neighborhood association will present a letter that will discuss kind of where they are on considering our 

agreement with them.  It is our intention to convey Lots 2 and 3 to the neighbors.   

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else -- 

 MR. COLBERT:  Do you have a question? 

 DR. PURI:  -- have questions of this speaker? 

 MR. LEE:  Yeah.  I have one. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  I’m curious.  You have asked for variances and Staff has said no, they don’t 

recommend.  Why do you want the variances? 

 MR. COLBERT:  We believe that these are critical for the neighbors.  They have indicated that 

they want to limit traffic between our project and their property.  They believe that sidewalks would 

encourage traffic between our project and their property.  And, honestly, we are trying to be responsive to 

their concerns, so we are submitting them on their behalf.  And the same goes for the reducing of the right-

of-way.  They’ve indicated they believe that is important to them as to what they see from their houses.  

They -- again, we are listening to their requests and passing those on to you. 

 MR. LEE:  Thank you.   

 MR. COLBERT:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else wishing to speak on this matter?  You have three minutes.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Good evening.  My name is Paul Levine; I’m a principal at Park 7 Group.  Offices at 

461 Park Avenue South, New York.  I’m also the executive vice president of development.  And just a brief 

background on Park 7, we are a national multi-family developer that specializes in student housing.  We 

have developed over 7,000 units over the last 15 years, and we do incorporate a build and hold 

philosophy, which is evident in our quality construction and our management style.  Here is a slide which 

shows -- this is a project we have in Texas, which has a highly humanitized clubhouse area -- a swimming 

pool, a fitness center, a game room, a computer lab, that kind of thing for students to use.  The residential 

areas, we’re going to have a mix of studio three- or four-bedroom units.  The building materials here are 

typical of what you would see in, you know, single-family residential, where we’ve got Hardi siding with 

stone veneers.  The clubhouse will be made of stone veneer and stucco.  Here is a slide as far as the 
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demand in the market, with the exception of 2013, where enrollment took a pause.  It is back as over 700 

students were added last year and it’s through discussion with the University as well as what has been in 

print.  We’re confident that the enrollment target of 38,000 is going to be met within the next five years.  

This slide just gives a snapshot of what the off campus demand is.  There is about 7,000 beds that are 

currently available on campus, including the units that will be brought on this fall.  And if you subtract that 

out, there is an estimated over 28,000 students that need to find a space off campus.  Here is a chart that 

shows cumulative enrollment growth since 2001, as well as cumulative addition of student housing beds.  

And this chart assumes the target growth of the University, as well as the projects that are coming online 

in 2015, both Opus Collegiate Partners and in 2016 with the ATC Project that was approved last year.  

And it also has, if we are approved, our beds in this count as well.  I just wanted to point out that the bed 

count that Mr. Zenner pointed out is actually 849, not 899, so there is about 50 less beds than that is in the 

report.   This slide shows occupancy in the market right now.  Our market comp report, which we -- 

 DR. PURI:  Your three minutes are up, sir.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Okay.   

 DR. PURI:  My question to you is that with this introduction of these student houses, there is a lot 

of crime that has been introduced into these, you know, developments.  We have shootings, we have, you 

know, different types of crime happening in these student developments.  What makes your company 

different and what parameters do you have in place to prevent such crime in your development? 

 MR. LEVINE:  The ways we handle those types of issues, it starts from, you know, the lease and 

day one when they move in, what the expectations are of living in our development, which is key.  They 

are designed in a way where you don’t have a lot of common areas, you know.  There is no common 

areas in the residential areas where that kind of behavior can take place.  We have cameras in all the 

common spaces and the clubhouse as well as locations around the development.  We have -- either police 

officers that would live on site.  In exchange for their services, we give them, you know, free rent or a 

significant break on rent.  If not, we hire third-party security, which depending  -- you know, it’s a -- we 

analyze the situation as we go along, but typically, it is at least Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday.  

And if needs to be additional, then we do that.   

 DR. PURI:  Will you have security on this property, like third party or the -- you must have seen the 

recent crime surge in these areas -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yes.  Right.   

 DR. PURI:  -- is in student housing.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah. 

 DR. PURI:  Every night there is something on the news that somebody got shot somewhere -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  Right. 

 DR. PURI:  -- on Friday and Saturday night.  I mean, it’s -- it never used to happen before, but it is 

quite evident now. 

 MR. LEVINE:  Right.  Right.  Yeah.  That is not something we want to see either, so it is very 

important for us to make sure that it is a safe environment that people want to live in, so absolutely.   
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 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any other questions?  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  Could you elaborate on who you spoke with at the University and a little more 

specifics -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  Sure. 

 MS. BURNS:  -- about their enrollment? 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  I had a conversation with Gary Ward.  And those are those projections that 

they see, you know, in the next five years.  And, you know, if you look at how the enrollment has grown, 

the numbers that they are proposing aren’t significantly higher than what we have seen.  And that is with, 

you know, forecasting that has shown, you know, one percent growth.  And they are just consistently 

beating that.  We feel that certainly the 38,000 mark is not difficult for them to hit.   

 MS. BURNS:  So Mr. Ward felt 38,000 dollars -- or 38,000 students was a target that would be -- 

did he give a date when he thought that might be achieved?  

 MR. LEVINE:  Within the next five years.  So -- but I’ll put it on the screen here.  It was 2019.   

 MS. BURNS:  Thank you. 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  You’re welcome.  It’s also been in print in several publications in the 

Columbia Tribune as far as the -- 

 MS. BURNS:  Thank you.   

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else? 

 MS. LOE:  I have --  

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  -- two questions. 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah. 

 MS. LOE:   The first was were you aware of the Brookside report that came out last fall? 

 MR. LEVINE:  Brook -- are you talking about the Odle sponsored -- 

 MS. LOE:  Yes. 

 MR. LEVINE:  -- self-study? 

 MS. LOE:  On student housing.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  Yeah.  I’ve read it.   

 MS. LOE:  And did -- do you not agree with that? 

 MR. LEVINE:  No, I don’t. 

 MS. LOE:  Okay. 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.   

 MS. LOE:  Because they identified a surplus of 900 units for the last year, and your graph 

obviously did not show that -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  No.  There’s -- 

 MS. LOE:  Okay.  My other question was -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  There’s several things wrong with that. 

 MS. LOE:  -- do you do any other types of housing -- 
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 MR. LEVINE:  We -- 

 MS. LOE:  -- besides student? 

 MR. LEVINE:  We primarily -- well, we focus on student housing.  We also do some commercial 

related to student housing.   

 MS. LOE:  Okay.  Because I thought one of the best recommendations that came out of last year’s 

meeting was Mr. Stanton’s recommendation to actually introduce some mixed-use and introduce some 

different types of housing into the mix.  So I have to admit, I’m a little surprised that you came back with a 

complete package of student housing.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  And -- 

 MS. LOE:  Was there a -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  -- I recall the comment -- 

 MS. LOE:  -- reason -- I guess my question would be is there a reason behind that?  Or what was 

the strategy? 

 MR. LEVINE:  We just don’t do nonstudent housing, and in listening to that comment and going 

back to the landowners and renegotiating and working with the neighbors, we were able to pull all of the 

development onto the south side of Cinnamon Hill Lane.  I know that was something that you had 

mentioned last time we were here, so -- 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Stanton?  Speak in the mic, please. 

 MR. STANTON:  Looking at other student housing developments that is going on, what is your use 

of local contractors and local job creation? 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  Yeah.  We will use as much local as is available.  Given the timeline of 

student housing and when you have to deliver, it is whether or not we can find that many framers and 

plumbers to meet the timeline because -- 

 MR. STANTON:  You don’t bring your own crews from -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  It is a case-by-case based on what is available locally.  And -- because we find that, 

you know, one, yes, it is good for the local economy.  Two, it also has a benefit to us in that it tends to be 

more economical.  The people doing the work don’t have to be in hotels and, you know -- 

 MR. STANTON:  On this project, do you plan -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  -- cost effective. 

 MR. STANTON: -- do you plan to use local contractors? 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yes, we do.  As certainly as much as is available. 

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Did you look at any State statistics on the projection of high school graduates that 

were ready to go into college and the reduced amount? 

 MR. LEVINE:  Yeah.  There’s many factors that go into what actually impacts enrollment growth at 

universities.  I mean, there is -- you know, nationally, you’re going to still see graduation -- graduates -- the 

number of graduating seniors rise for the next couple of years, and then it falls off, and then it rises again 

several years down the line.  But what we are seeing now is, you know, higher percentages of those 
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graduates going to college.   You’re seeing a great deal of foreign students coming into the market, which, 

you know, here alone last year was a 10 percent increase in foreign students. 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Some of the statistics that I have seen on the Missouri population are 

dramatically reduced for high school graduates coming -- going to college.  So that foreign population is 

going to need to increase to meet this 38,000.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Are you talking about high school aged?   

 MS. RUSSELL:  I’m talking high school graduates coming out -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  Actual high school graduates or -- 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Actual -- 

 MR. LEVINE:  -- eighteen year olds in the state of Missouri.  I mean, there is -- 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Eighteen year olds that will attend the University.   

 MR. LEVINE:  Right.  But, you know, the percentage of students that do graduate that do go to 

college is increasing as well as in the state -- in the case here in Columbia, the amount that is coming from 

out of state is increasing as well as the international students.  And it’s -- it is a very, you know, compelling 

school to come to and that is why we are seeing that.   

 DR. PURI:  Anyone else have any questions of this speaker?  Seeing no one.  Thank you, sir. 

 MR. LEVINE:  Okay.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, Tim Crockett, Crockett 

Engineering Consultants, 2608 North Stadium.  Again, here is the PUD plan that you have seen several 

times tonight, so I’ll skip over that.  We will talk about the buffer area.  We have talked a lot about it and 

we’ve talked a lot about the size.  But really what I want to illustrate here that it is not just an open field.  It 

is a heavily wooded piece of property, and if you look at the preliminary plat, there is a substantial amount 

of climax forest on the property, so it is heavily wooded and it provides a great screen between this 

development, Cinnamon Hill Lane, and then the neighbors to the north.  We want to do a line of sight, and 

I’ll apologize if this doesn’t show up very well, but we are going to look and see to make sure that the 

neighbors to the north, even though there is a large group of trees in the way between the two 

developments, as Caleb indicated, nearly two football fields in length, what were they going to see?  Could 

they see -- could they still see the buildings to the south over those trees?  And if you could see the 

location of the trees, you can also see the line of sight.  What we have there -- the one on the top is one of 

the neighbors to the north, and then across the street is the other neighbor as well.  So you can see that 

even if -- even with the buffer, they can’t see the development, even with the three- and four-story 

structures that we are proposing in our development.  So we think that is very important.  We wanted to 

make sure that that was the case.  We also performed a traffic study, as indicated by Mr. Zenner.  This 

traffic study was performed back in 2013, and then with the modified PUD development that was 

submitted recently, that traffic study was modified accordingly.  The scope was relatively pretty broad.  It 

covered a lot of items.  It took in account the proposed traffic, both the existing and proposed, for all of 

Cross Creek.  It looked at intersections from Lemone.  It looked at all the off ramps and also looked at 

Audubon.  All the intersections, as they sit right now, function properly.  They operate at a level of service 
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C, which is an appropriate level of service for intersections of that type.  With this development being 

added, those intersections will continue to operate at a level of service C.  They didn’t -- the traffic studies 

did not find any improvements needed with any of the intersections.  No offsite improvements were 

required.  Both the City of Columbia and MoDOT both reviewed that traffic study and concur with the 

findings of that traffic study.  However, with the neighborhood association to the west, the developer has 

agreed to do some improvements on Audubon -- Audubon and Stadium.  There is some concern there 

with a left-hand turn.  Right now, it is a flashing yellow arrow.  They would like to have a dedicated left-turn 

lane going into that subdivision, given the amount of traffic that is on Stadium.  This is pretty much what 

they want us to do.  We’re going to extend the turn lane to account for additional storage, as well as 

rework some signalization at that location.  We have talked to MoDOT and they’ve given us indication that 

they will permit improvements at this intersection.  We think that is important.  Total improvement costs are 

somewhere around $162,000, so it is not just a small little piece, it is a -- substantial improvements that 

would be done here.  Keep in mind both of those -- all of those improvements were not identified as 

needed improvements by the City of Columbia or MoDOT.  I would like to talk about some other items 

really quick.  Site grading, I know, Ms. Loe, you had a question or some concern about site grading the 

last time this project came up.  Absolutely.  We understand.  I think Mr. Zenner did a great job explaining 

the existing conditions on the site.  That is the unique part about a PUD is that we can work with different 

parts of the site and work around the natural features.  We think we have done that and we have worked 

really hard to try and preserve that southeast corner as much as possible.  It’s a little bit more than the last 

proposal that we had, but that is because we are all still working around other features as well, mainly, the 

ten-acre preservation to the north.  And so with that, you know, I think we can grade this site and I think we 

can work with it in a unique way not to get into that area.  We won’t be allowed to get into that area, and 

we can make the site grading work.  Tree preservation is important.  We’re going to provide 25 percent of 

the climax forest on our property and then provide a substantial amount of preservation of climax forest for 

the property to the north.  So when you look at the property in general and in whole, it is a substantial 

amount of tree preservation.  Of course, storm water detention and storm water quality, those are 

standards that we will have to abide by, by the City of Columbia, which are extremely stringent.  And so 

with that, I would be happy to answer any questions that the Commission may have.   

 DR. PURI:  Commission, any questions of this speaker?  I have a question, Mr. Crockett.  You 

have looked at everything, you know, to the north, but you have pushed everything to the south.  There is 

a significant grade difference between, you know, the Holiday Inn, as well as the -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Absolutely. 

 DR. PURI:  -- site.  There is a 20-foot retainer wall there.  On -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Absolutely, Dr. Puri. 

 DR. PURI:  -- both sides there is a ravine that runs down the middle.  You have surveyed that site 

in the past and there is a significant drop within 100 feet of that wall, you know, and I see on the plan that 

everything is shown on your plan as flat parking lot plus a building right on the edge of that wall.  Did you 

contemplate what you are going to do there? 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  Yes.  Absolutely, Dr. Puri.  We have looked at that.  We have looked -- we have 

several grading options that we can do on our site.  We are certainly not going to surcharge the walls on 

the property to the south.  We’re not going to impact that.  We’re not going to -- you know, we can’t 

surcharge it or put additional loading on it that will cause that to fail, so there is several things that we have 

looked at as far as grades.  We actually looked at it today with our lead design engineer on that.  

Additional walls, pushing back the grading, there is several things that we can do in there to account for 

that, but we are not going to impact the existing retaining walls.  We certainly know that they are there.  

We’ve worked with them before, and we certainly think that we can accommodate this development with 

the existing conditions that are there. 

 DR. PURI:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you.  Any other questions? 

 DR. PURI:  I see no one.  Thank you.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else wishing to speak on this matter?   

 MR. FARNEN:  Sir, my name is Mark Farnen, 103 East Brandon.  I’m with Strategist 

Communications here in Columbia, Missouri.  What I wanted to do was talk a little bit about our outreach 

and how we have tried to work with the neighbors and how we have tried to work within the constraints of 

plans and work with the City Staff in bringing this plan back to you.  Mr. Zenner did a very good job talking 

about the fact that we in general do meet the intent and the spirit and the letter of the plans, but there are 

always are some conflicts between them.  This illustrates to some extent those places where we do meet 

the plan and it -- this little inset of that map from the Columbia Imagined indicates that the area where we 

are located -- and you can see it right at the intersection, there is the small commercial district.  And some 

people have said, well, you’re not really a neighborhood.  If you are building student housing, you’re not 

really a neighborhood, but if you look at what they call it, we don’t have -- we only have three choices.  We 

can either call it a neighborhood, we can call it commercial, or we can call it employment, where it’s a City 

center.  Really, what the intent there is is this is residential.  This is residential that is at a higher use than 

single-family housing, but it is appropriate because of the buffers between the two, which is also called out 

as a necessary part of our planning.  You can further -- and we abut some other more heavy commercial 

districts, which is also talked about in terms of transition and moving, those sorts of services and facilities 

closer to major roadway intersections.  On there, we infringe on no existing open space or green belt, but 

create one.  There were -- are not located in any of the hatched line sensitive areas.  We are within the 

City limits.  We are within the urban service area, and we do comply with those elements of the CATSO 

Metro Plan that asks for long-term planning, and our traffic bears that out.  One of the most interesting 

documents that using -- creating the East Columbia Area Plan was this one, and it showed typical layouts 

for a subdivision when it might be built.  And then a little bit more innovative one, that is the second box on 

this slide, and what it shows is instead of using the entire parcel of property to build your buildings, that 

you move it down to the side and that you create a buffer above it and try to use that land the best you 

can.  That is exactly what we did in this.  It is almost the exact picture of what it appears in the East 
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Columbia Area Plan.  We did create the buffer to the north.  We did retain the more sensitive area of this 

and we did limit the number of beds.  We reduced the number of beds, the number of units, and the 

number of parking to be able to do that.  Those are the two side-by-side.  This has already been shown, 

but all of the buildings that we had planned in 2013 and ’14, all of those buildings are gone now and that 

becomes a buffer.  We do hope to transfer that to the neighbors.  This final map that I wanted to show is 

from Columbia Imagined and it talks about priority growth areas.  The very dark blue are the most 

important growth areas, and that is Tier 1, and that is what we are in is the Tier 1, prioritize the infill with 

existing City limits.  It is the reason that when you do infill projects, you put the declining uses as they go, 

and that is what we have done from commercial to multi-family to buffer to single-family housings.  And it is 

exactly what it was contemplated.  In this whole section of that report, it talks about the prioritization of 

infill.  We do strongly support the variances and we have done those at the request -- and support those 

not only at the request of the neighbors, but because some of them to us do make good sense regardless 

of the existing restrictions and regardless of our multiple conversations with the Planning Department here.  

We do want those to occur.  The sidewalk variance, we understand that it is not -- it would not be typical, 

but as Pat said, something always leads to somewhere, but this one on the north end leads to nowhere in 

terms of connectivity.  And it probably never will occur because of the nature of the road and the 

neighborhood that exists to the north right now.  We would like to minimize that street to make it as small 

as possible, but still provide the public safety.  And we asked for that -- and strongly on behalf of the 

neighbors.  We have conducted numerous meetings with them.  There are people here -- the people who 

are here from the neighborhood, we have met in their houses three times.  We know every one of them by 

first name -- the people that are kind of for it and the people that are kind of against it at this point.  We 

have met with their liaison committee.  We are on the phone with them, on email, we text each other, and 

we did it as recently as last night.  We are continuing this discussion in good faith.  There are 14 homes 

there, and we have met with them, with the Shepard Hills neighborhood to improve our -- 

 DR. PURI:  Sir, your three minutes -- 

 MR. FARNEN:  -- making Audubon improvements. 

 DR. PURI:  -- are up.  Can we finish up? 

 MR. FARNEN:  And I am done.   

 DR. PURI:  Thank you. 

 MR. FARNEN:  Thank you very much for your time.   

 DR. PURI:  Is there any questions of this speaker?   

 MR. FARNEN:  Oh, yeah.  Sorry.   

 DR. PURI:  I see no one.  Thank you.  Anybody else wishing to speak on this matter?  Please 

approach the podium and state your name and address and address the Commission.   

 MR. JOHNSON:  Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Harold Johnson.  I have been asked to read 

this letter from the Shepard Hills Improvement Association.  I am the president of the Shepard Hills 

Improvement Association, the subdivision immediately north of the proposed development.  We have on 

numerous occasions met with Park 7 and Lamb Group, the representatives, who did fine and worked 
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through the issues.  Although the association is not yet ready to vote on the proposed rezoning, Park 7 

has addressed numerous concerns of the association.  Park 7 and its local agent, Mr. Mark Farnen, Mr. 

Caleb Colbert, Mr. Tim Crockett, have been extremely professional and courteous in their interactions with 

all of our neighbors.  Please note that the association fully supports the variance request that Mr. Zenner 

presented earlier concerning the sidewalks and the street extension of the Timber Hill Road.  Thank you.   

 DR. PURI:  Thank you, sir.  Any questions of this speaker?   

 MR. JOHNSON:  Questions? 

 DR. PURI:  Seeing none.  Thank you, sir. 

 MR. JOHNSON:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anyone else wishing to speak on this? 

 MR. SUHLER:  Ladies and gentlemen of the Commission, my name is Gregg Suhler, 902 

Timberhill Road.  And I am one of the two development liaisons from Shepard Hills with respect to all 

matters of -- regarding developments.  I would like to make a few observations.  It is a complex 

development.  There are complex issues.  There is East Columbia, there is Columbia Imagined that 

helped provide framework and context for this.  And there are a number of things that are involved in my 

thinking as I take a look at this starting with the matter of a 10-acre buffer concession.  That is, I think, 

quite unusual in the context of development in the Columbia region, and realize that it is a significant -- it is 

represented as a significant change and I think improvement of the design of the proposed project.  The 

ability to control an element of the future of a transition between commercial development and ours, which 

is a low-density residential neighborhood is an unusual opportunity and it is a significant factor in my 

thinking.  The second thing I would mention is that the infrastructure in these transition zones on the 

periphery of between denser and considerably less dense parts of the City is significant and the 

developers have been quite accommodating in that regard.  We had put in one fire hydrant at the bottom 

of the hill fully at our cost within the last year and a half and are now able to get -- if this goes through -- 

another one at the far south end of our association.  Three, and this is my last comment, from what I have 

been able to look into it, I think Park 7 is quite capable of and I’m impressed with what I’ve seen with the 

designs and materials as -- from what I have looked into it and from the experience I have had, they will do 

what they say they will do, and that’s important as well.  Thank you.   

 DR. PURI:  Thank you.  Questions of the speaker?  Thank you, sir.   

 MR. SUHLER:  Thank you.  

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else wishing to speak on this?   

 MR. SHARP:  My name is Leroy Sharp; I live on -- at 3103 Timberhill Trail.  And just a few little 

remarks about our being there.  We moved there in 1977, and each of my family, we loved the home and 

neighborhood.  I lost my dear wife in 2012 due to a rare illness and we miss her.  But the unit is still there.  

My -- our two children stayed with us until they graduated from MU, and then they both live in Columbia 

with their family.  Our daughter calls me two or three times a week just to check on me.  My son calls my 

once a month, maybe, if he thinks about it.  They tell me that is kind of typical.  I’m just saying this as to 

tell you who I am.   Shepard Hills Improvement Association has, as you know, a ten-acre park, which we 
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own jointly.  And it is a wonderful buffer area.  We loved it.  I had a couple of German Shorthaired 

Pointers that ran through that park and loved it.  So we are well suited there.  In my mind, another ten-

acre buffer zoned to our south would be a wonderful division.  And I’m sorry that some of our members 

have questions that are unanswered yet about this whole project.  For myself -- well, I just hope that we 

can resolve all of those questions.  I have few reservations when I say that I support Park 7 with their 

declared good aims in their development of the Lamb’s property.  And I thank you for your attention. 

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of this speaker?  Thank you, sir. 

 MR. SHARP:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anyone else?  If anybody else wants to speak after this speaker, please come up on 

the front row and take a seat.  That way, we can get done here and carry on.   

 MS. MINOR:  Hi.  My name is Ann Minor, and I live at 919 Timberhill Road.  We have submitted 

two letters to be distributed to the Commission, and if you have not yet received them, I do have copies 

with me.  The East Area Plan and Columbia Imagined clearly articulate the goals and the desires of the 

community and I do not believe this project fits well within those stated goals.  While there are elements of 

the project that can be tied to either document in the larger context, this does not promote many of the 

goals crafted by the community.  The Avenue would be the second largest student housing complex in 

Columbia, second only to Aspen Heights.  As for transportation, even with shuttle service and limited City 

bus passes, there is no doubt this is a car century complex.  To walk to Ellis Library, according to Google 

Maps, takes 59 minutes, not terribly convenient for students.  This is a single-purpose built housing 

development.  What happens to such a complex when the style or location falls out of favor with students 

in five to ten years, it cannot be easily retrofitted to serve another audience.  Columbia residents, 

University students and local developers alike are questioning the need, the capacity, and the desirability 

of these complexes.  Many are asking how many or too much.  The current zoning does not currently  

allow for this type of development, so the Commission and the Council have discretion in approving this 

request.  In evaluating this change, it provides an opportunity to question whether making such a major 

change to this 33 acreage is the best and highest use of this land for all of Columbia residents, both    

long-term residents, as well as our short-term college population.  And as an adjacent resident, I have 

some additional concerns.  A key element of this proposal as compared to last year’s application is the  

10-acre tract of land to be considered as a buffer.  We are appreciative of the buffer tract as offered by 

Park 7, and we are very happy that the City Staff planners feel that such a buffer is critical in order to allow 

this highly dense PUD-11 development just south of Timberhill Road.  We agree that if the PUD-11 is 

approved by Council, a buffer between the two areas is of paramount importance.  We still have concerns 

regarding how the new section of Timberhill Road will meet up with the existing Timberhill Road with the 

width of 20 feet.  Could the extension of Timberhill be tapered at that connection for congruity and 

aesthetics and to reduce clearing of trees and shrubs?  SHIA has yet to take a position on this proposal, 

as well as a separate agreement with Park 7 and the Lambs, it is not certain that Park 7 will transfer 

ownership to the neighborhood.  In that case we ask that the original intent of the buffer between The 

Avenue and the existing Shepard Hills neighborhood be preserved and ask that the following concerns be 
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addressed, including clarification and potential restriction of locations within Park Lots 2 and 3 for 

accessory facilities or accommodations and trails as allowed by the Greenspace Trail Easement definition.  

For example, if parking and a lighted pavilion or bathrooms were to be built, there would be designated 

areas within Lots 2 and 3 that would be defined as part of the ordinance, so as to maintain the original 

intent and integrity of the buffer.  We are also concerned about the placement of the emergency gate at 

the end of the existing Timberhill Road or at the southern end of the Timberhill extension.  We are also 

concerned about lighting and noise and allowed amenities.  So we ask you, what is the best mechanism to 

ensure concerns of this type if the PUD is approved and in the event Lots 2 and 3 are not conveyed to 

SHIA.  Thank you.  Did you receive these?  Would you like copies of the letters?   

 DR. PURI:  We have received your letters. 

 MS. MINOR:  Oh, you have?  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of this -- Staff?  

 MR. ZENNER:  I have not.  Ms. Minor, if I may have a copy for the record, please. 

 MS. MINOR:  Oh, sure. 

 MR. ZENNER:  I have not.   

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of this speaker?  Seeing none.  Next person, approach 

the podium. 

 MS. SUHLER:  Good evening.  I also have copies of my statement.  I didn’t email them, but I 

would be very happy -- 

 DR. PURI:  Please state your name and address for the transcriber, and then you can begin. 

 MS. SUHLER:  Sure.  My name is Diane Suhler.  My husband and I live at 902 Timberhill Road.  I 

am a member of SHIA.  I am also here speaking as a member of the Columbia community.  I’m an 

Associate Professor of Finance and Economics, and my statement is going to focus on three primary 

areas.  First, the broader implications of this project for the Columbia community; secondly, the impact this 

housing development will have on students who attend college in our community; and third, some 

economic and financial questions that need to be considered before this development is approved.  First, I 

would like to address the implications for the Columbia community.  In 2010, residents and staff of the City 

spends hundreds of hours designing a master East Area Plan and Columbia Imagined outlining and 

describing what we wanted our City to look like.  The consensus from this process was, first, residents 

valued land preservation, wanted to protect farmland, scenic views, natural topographies, the rural 

atmosphere, watersheds, and healthy streams.  Secondly, our residents valued neighborhoods.  

Neighborhoods that include a range of housing options and prices that are within walking distance to 

schools, places of worship, shopping, and recreation facilities, and areas that are supported by City-wide 

bicycle, pedestrian, and transit systems.  And, finally, residents valued growth that is planned and 

managed; growth that protects the environment and the City character and is beneficial and equitable to 

all.  Before this development is approved, we need to be absolutely certain that these interests of the tax 

payers and residents of Columbia are respected and preserved.  The second area I would like to address 

is the implications for the student population.  And I spend every working day with students in the 
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classroom and outside of the classroom, so this is a population I feel really close to.  Student population is 

the silent constituency that is party to this transaction.  Unfortunately, their voice is not heard nor is their 

input solicited.  Before we build luxury housing that is three-plus miles from campus, we should ask, can 

students afford this kind of housing?  Will they have to take out student loans to pay their monthly rent and 

utilities?  Do they want this kind of housing or is this just what the market is giving them?  How do students 

feel about commuting by bus or car to campus every day?  This development may be in existence for the 

next 20-plus years.  Before we okay this development, we need to consider the costs in time and money to 

the 18,000-plus students who will live in these units over that 20-year time period.  Finally, I would like to 

address some economic and financial concerns.  The Avenue will increase the number of student housing 

units in Columbia by 899 -- 840.  In addition, other student housing complexes are being built that will 

increase the total amount of student housing in Columbia.  How does this compare with other facts?  

Enrollment at the University increased by 783 students from 2013 to 2014; Columbia College enrollment 

was flat, as was Stephens College.  Will there be students to fill all of these units?  Over 3,200 of the 

35,425 students at the University of Missouri are full-time students in the MU online program.  That is 9 

percent of the student body.  These students don’t live in Columbia.  They will not be renting apartments.  

And this trend towards our online education will continue and will accelerate in the future.  Before we 

approve the building of this complex, there are questions to be considered.  Will this be sustainable?  That 

is, will demand continue for this housing into the distant future?  Second, will these luxury units just 

replace existing units in other parts of the City and make them no longer viable economically?  And third, 

does this project offer flexibility?  Can these units be readily converted into professional, family, and other 

types of residences if the student populations fail to grow at the rate anticipated by the developers?  I ask 

P and Z to consider the consequences of their decision for all stakeholders, landowners, developer, tax 

payers, residents of Columbia, students.  The interests of all need to be balanced.  Thank you.   

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

you.   

 MS. KANE:  My name is Katie Kane, and my husband, Mike, live at 909 Timberhill Road in a 

house that his parents built in 1962.  It is a two-acre lot and the plight that we are discussing tonight is of 

the highest -- if not the highest point in Columbia overlooking the City.  Excavation of the hill’s limestone 

bedrock will be required probably to build such a large development there as it was for Cross Creek, which 

lies below.  The sheer drop off where the hotel is now was once sloping land which allowed runoff to 

gradually reach Grindstone Creek.  Before Cross Creek was built, the land was carved down to the 

bedrock, which was then broken up.  Anyone who has seen the satellite image of the tract in question will 

see there is a lot of -- there will be a lot of tree excavation, runoff not contained by the development’s 

retention system.  Even if the City’s stormwater ordinances are strictly followed, during rains -- and the last 

few years, we have had quite a bit of heavy rain -- will run south downhill directly to the Grindstone by the 

Cross Creek business and The Domain, another large development.  Grindstone Creek is also on the 

impaired water’s list due to bacteria and other suspended sediments.  The plan for this development has 

changed many times, and after many meetings between developers and their representatives with our 
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neighborhood.  If we support the project, a generous 10-acre forested buffer is to be left in place between 

our mid-century neighborhood and The Avenue.  The plan originally included an emergency access road 

for fire trucks, police and snow removal with gates at Cinnamon Hill and Timberhill.  The access road has 

now grown to a 50-foot wide street required by the City and a variance for a smaller road and reduced 

attachment where the old Timberhill and the new Timberhill come together has been requested.  Timberhill 

Road is an unimproved blacktop road that was never intended for more traffic than 14 homes would 

generate.  Thank you.  

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

 MR. PRENGER:  My name is John Prenger, and I’m the president of the Shepard Boulevard 

Neighborhood Association.  And I thought it best for me to address you too.  First of all, I want to thank 

Park 7 and all of that have been working with us because, as others have said, they have been 

wonderfully cooperative.  And I have wrote a letter, and I don’t know if it got forwarded to you.  Basically, 

there is nothing that stands in the way of going ahead with this.  They have answered our issues.  Our 

main issues have to do with the traffic.  There is no -- just to call it to everybody’s attention, there is no way 

this traffic will go anyway towards the campuses, except down and around and right through our area.  

And the neighborhood -- I don’t know why MoDOT said that there wasn’t an issue because there is always 

an issue of parking -- parking, I’m sorry -- the turn into our neighborhood.  We have people cutting through 

our neighborhood now, and that will likely be an issue.  What they have addressed for us, and we are 

happy about, is that MoDOT will do what they said they’ve done.  This is all I am asking the Commission to 

do.  In the name of my association, make sure that that is in place before any permits are given, even if the 

buildings are totally built.  And I think that needs -- I’ll say it to the City Council also.  Because if it is not in 

place, the City is making real problems for itself as to traffic.  And if you have any questions, I would be 

glad to answer.   

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners? 

 MR. PRENGER:  But nothing stands in the way from our association. 

 DR. PURI:  I see none.  Thank you. 

 MR. PRENGER:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anyone else wishing to speak on this matter?   Seeing none.   

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 DR. PURI:  Discussion, Commissioners?  Ms. Loe?   

 MS. LOE:  Well, I agree that the plan has changed quite a bit, and I appreciate all the efforts that 

have been taken to address the concerns that have been made.  I’ve given this a lot of thought, and I’ve 

read the East Area Plan and I’ve gone back over Columbia Imagined, and I do agree that the regulations 

do not control development on the steep slopes any more than is being done, so I’m not going to question 

Mr. Zenner on that.  But I’m afraid that -- the one thing that jumped out at me from the East Area Plan is 

that the first goal under land use -- and I just want to preface this by saying that I do believe that when you 

buy property and it is zoned, you have every right to do what you want to with that property, but when you 

are asking for a rezoning, you are asking for a privilege, and that privilege does need to consider the 
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greater good of the community.  And the East Area Plan does identify that the first consideration should be 

given to the capacity of the systems that the development would rely on for service and access.  And 

second, and potentially equally important, evaluating any rezoning or development requests and how   

light -- in light of how well it is integrated into the site and its surroundings.  So I have to admit I’m a little bit 

concerned to hear about the neighborhood that doesn’t want to be connected to the proposed 

neighborhood.  It also -- one of the other things that encourages this interconnectivity between 

subdivisions and neighborhoods using non-motorized transportation networks such as sidewalks.  So I 

was in favor of not waiving the sidewalks.  But again, I come back to being worried that we have old 

neighbors not wanting to be connected to new neighbors.  And that gets me to my point that the first goal 

under land use in the East Area Plan, and I know you have gone through this based on your presentation, 

is promoting an appropriate mix of development that compliments and enhances each other, including 

integrating varied housing types within residential development and including promoting diversity of 

housing choices throughout the area has been identified.  This is the second largest and based on the 

numbers I’ve seen, that would be about accurate.  I came up with 855 units, based on the number that 

was on the drawings, so maybe that’s --  

 MR. LEE:  Beds. 

 MS. LOE:  Oh, sorry.  Beds.  Thank you.  Three hundred and twenty-one units.  But when you 

combine that with The Domain, we now have a student community of over 1,500 students, and that really 

gives me pause, especially when I consider the point Dr. Puri brought up about crime.  And when I pulled 

up the crime map, we definitely do see that trend coming up.  So that with the East Area Plan, the 

Columbia Imagined, the first policy under livable and sustainable communities, the first goal is to support 

diverse and inclusive housing options.  I feel this project is promoting an inclusive -- or exclusive housing 

community for students; and therefore, I don’t feel I can support it.   

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  I think I am in support of this given that some of the neighborhood associations 

approve of it, and the buffer works well.  I do not like the idea of requiring them to put sidewalks in to make 

sure that people can walk to Timber Lane, but I will support this.   

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Lee? 

 MR. LEE:  I supported this project last time, and I think that Park 7 has made considerable 

concessions to the neighborhood and to the community, frankly.  This is a -- I think a good project, and I 

am in agreement with Ms. Russell about the sidewalks.  The neighborhood association doesn’t want to 

encourage walking, and I’m in agreement with that.  So I’m going to support the project, including the 

variances.      

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Let’s keep the line going on down, so, you know, I think that this is a project 

that is in a -- is in the right area.  You know, we are on a highway; we are next to a high density 

commercial development.  I think this is a good transition.  It is residential.  One of our key residents in 

Columbia is the student population, and I know some do not want that population in their neighborhood, 
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but, you know, it is a very large element of our community.  And so I think we have to obviously address 

that and provide housing for that resident.  And so I’m going to be in favor of this.  I think the buffer is 

relevant, protecting that sensitive area in the southeast corner is very critical, and I’ll trust the --              

Mr. Crockett and his group can design this and build it in a fashion that we don’t have a lot of stormwater 

runoff issues on the commercial development on the south side.  But I tend to support it.   

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you.  I was surprised that it didn’t pass last year.  I was a little concerned 

about some of the things I heard about the way the process went about.  I applaud Park 7’s persistence.  It 

always pays.  And I think it will be a -- I felt strongly that an approval of it last year -- or 2013.  And I intend 

to support it this evening.    

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  I would like to applaud Park 7 as well.  It is trying to create a win-win situation.  I 

am kind of concerned that you didn’t listen about the mixed use.  Mixed use acts as a self-policing 

mechanism in neighborhoods, and you can create units that are for young professionals and people that 

work on campus as well.  And it acts as a policing buffer as well.  And given the 10 acres up north, I think it 

was a great idea, but I think another additional social buffer would be some mixed use in those outlying 

units up there by the -- at the top of Cinnamon Hill Lane there.  Saying that, I tend to support this, and I do 

not support the variances though.  I think, you know, Staff has a good point.  We have to think ahead and 

we have to think of the future.  And we need to support what the ordinance is saying, and as often as 

possible.  There will be times when we have to make variances, but this being a new development, I can’t 

support the variances.   

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  I appreciate all the thought and effort and dialog that has gone into this project.  I do 

have trouble supporting it.  I see the lack of diversity in the housing, and that area is very disturbing.  With 

1,500 student beds there, you are really creating a large population.  And as we have seen, with those 

combined, it will be the largest population.  And I am concerned about criminal elements and other things 

going on that we have seen going on in our larger student housing developments.  You can read a 

different story every day about student trends, about whether the University is going to be able to sustain 

its growth.  I do agree with Dr. Suhler that online trends are going to continue to take away actual students 

who are living here in Columbia.  And, again, I hear different numbers all of the time as far as where the 

University wants to be and where it will actually end up.  I think that is all I have.  I don’t plan to support 

this.   

 DR. PURI:  All right.  It is -- for me, it is a very difficult project looking at it, and, you know, the first 

time it was here, I was unfortunately absent.  This time I’m present.  I was involved in the East Area 

Columbia Plan we developed at -- when we instrumented that, and I tend to agree with Ms. Loe that this 

project does not affect that East Columbia mold that was conceived.  I feel that we have too much student 

housing that is present in Columbia, and I think that this is a bubble that is going to burst in a big way and 

it is going to leave empty structures all around town as you see on Stadium in front of the mall with the 
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older complexes that are there.  I find them to be cesspools of crime, which I have seen recently insurge.  

Aspen Heights and various other communities, we see in the news all the time that somebody is shot, 

somebody hurt, and nobody knows where the criminal is and no arrests are made.  At this point, I cannot 

support this project because it doesn’t fit the East Area Columbia Plan.  We helped conceive that, and I 

think that mixed use, like Mr. Stanton was saying, is probably better.  It is a development that can self- 

police.  I think they are speaking already of the fact that the existing neighborhood doesn’t want any 

connectivity to this piece at all and want a gate between them speaks for itself.  If it was that great of a fit, 

then why not connect it?  And that’s my fundamental question that I ask to all of the people that want a 

gate right there between the community.  We don’t want any flow this way, but if you give us the 10-acre 

piece, we are happy.  I don’t buy that.  I think there needs to be interconnectivity and I think it needs to be 

mixed use.  I feel that this is a -- this town has become a student housing rush, like the gold rush, but the 

problem is is that as these things are developed and left in the future, people that have grown up in this 

community, like myself -- I have lived here over 30-plus years, don’t like to see empty structures or 

increase in crime.  And I also feel that student housing further from campus does not serve the walkability 

that we were talking about with such housing; therefore, I cannot support this project.  So with that said, 

anybody would like to make a motion?  

 MR. LEE:   Mr. Zenner? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes, sir? 

 MR. LEE:  Can we vote on both at the same time? 

 MR. ZENNER:  No.  Based on the fact that these are two totally separate items, one being a 

subdivision action and one being a zoning and a development plan, it would be best if you vote 

independently.  The zoning and development plan can be combined as a single recommendation.  The 

subdivision should be handled independently as well as it relates to the variances.  And I would suggest 

that the subdivision plat should come second in whatever motion is made based on the fact that its viability 

is obviously predicated on the rezoning action.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  I’ll tackle it.  I’ll make a motion that we approve -- for approval of 15-12.  Is that 

the correct one?  And that it is for the 32-and-a-half acres of A-1 to PUD-11, known as The Avenue of 

Columbia.  And I guess at this time we don’t have to include the variances, do we? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Are you recommending with the conditions that are stated within the Staff report 

relating to Paragraph 9 of the SOI being modified to include responsibility of the improvements to Audubon 

and Stadium to include the clause successor and assigns? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Duly noted. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Okay.  And are you looking at the development plan inclusive in that 

recommendation?   

 MR. REICHLIN:  (No audible response.) 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Lee seconds.  May we have roll call, please. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Reichlin,  
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Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Russell, Mr. Lee.  Voting No:  Dr. Puri, Ms. Burns, Ms. Loe.  Motion 

carries 5-3. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  A motion will -- a motion has been approved and will be forwarded to City 

Council for approval. 


























