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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 275-15_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

approving a major revision to the C-P Development Plan for 
Lot 2 – Katy Place Heights located on the southeast corner of 
Forum Boulevard and Forum Katy Parkway (1410 Forum Katy 
Parkway); and fixing the time when this ordinance shall 
become effective.  

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI, AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
 SECTION 1. The City Council hereby approves a major revision to the C-P 
Development Plan for Lot 2 – Katy Place Heights, as certified and signed by the surveyor 
on August 24, 2015, and located on the southeast corner of Forum Boulevard and Forum 
Katy Parkway (1410 Forum Katy Parkway).  The revision allows for a cumulative total of 
128 square foot of signage, and a portion of such signage shall be allowed to be placed on 
non-public street frontage building faces.  The revised design parameters submitted by 
applicant, marked “Exhibit A,” is attached to and made a part of this ordinance and 
replaces the design parameters attached to Ordinance No. 021866 passed on 
November 4, 2013.  The revised design parameters shall be binding on the owners until 
such time as Council shall release such conditions on design and construction of the 
property and shall further be used as guidance by the Director of Community Development 
when considering any future revisions to the C-P Plan. 
 
 SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
 
 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 
 

SEPTEMBER 10, 2015 
 
Case No. 15-182 

 A request by Mid Missouri Real Estate Holdings, LLC (owner) for a major amendment to 

the C-P Development Plan known as "Lot 2 - Katy Place Heights" C-P Development Plan.  The 

1.39-acre subject site is located on the southeast corner of Forum Boulevard and Forum Katy 

Parkway, and is addressed 1410 Forum Katy Parkway. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  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 revised Development Plan clarifying the signage parameters. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Any questions of staff?  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  Just to reiterate, if it's a total of 128 square feet, let's just say each side is equal, so it's 

ostensibly 32 square feet of signage on each side? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be correct.  Distributed across the building faces.  So the east side of 

the building combined would be about 32 square feet.  So you're going to split it, that 32 between the 

turret and between the actual building face that would be at grade or on -- at the grade level for the 

entrance. 

 MS. LOE:  And per the ordinance, they are allowed 64 square feet on each of the street facing? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Street facing frontages. 

 MS. LOE:  So they are allowed the total of 128 per -- 

 MR. ZENNER:  That is correct.  In addition to the monument-style sign that they had approved 

with the original C-P plan – 

 MS. LOE:  Correct. 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- of a maximum of 64 square feet based on the street frontage.     

 MS. LOE:  Thank you. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Anybody else?  I had one.  I was curious.  Is there not going to be a sign on the 

north face of the turret?  Is that what this graphic is – 

 MR. ZENNER:  No.  The -- the -- what would be the west and the north faces of the turret 

currently do have signage on them and those are the permitted faces per the sign code.  So they are 

adding -- asking to add – 

 MR. REICHLIN:  And they're adding the other three locations. 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- the other three locations. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Got you.  Okay.  And with that, the grand total of the five locations is going to be 

within 128 square feet? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be correct. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  I just wanted to clarify.  Thank you.  At this time we'll open the public 
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hearing on this matter. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Feel free to come forward and state your name and address and stay within 

three minutes. 

 MR. BENNETT:  Members of the Commission, my name is David Bennett with Engineering 

Surveys and Services, offices at 1113 Fay Street.  We are the civil engineers on this project, and I'd be 

happy to -- I'm really -- here really to answer any questions you might have regarding the signage.   

 MS. BURNS:  If I may, the signage will not be lit on the turret; is that correct? 

 MR. BENNETT:  They do plan to light it, but they plan to light it as an LED front lit, so it's not 

going to -- it's not like a light coming out.  It's literally going to light into the -- into the letters.  And right 

now, they plan to set that up on photocell. 

 MS. BURNS:  All right.  Could you explain photocell?  I'm sorry? 

 MR. BENNETT:  It would be just dusk to dawn.  They'd come on with -- you know, when -- when 

it gets dark, they'll come on, when it gets light, they'll go off. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  Maybe this goes back to staff.  I have some concerns, since you do have residential 

directly -- single-family.  It's R-3, but I believe it's constructed as single-family directly across Forum.   

 MR. BENNETT:  Uh-huh. 

 MS. LOE:  And then the R-3 below -- south of you.  Having lit signage – what -- what you've just 

described would be lit signage facing those two areas. 

 MS. BURNS:  It wouldn't be the only lit signage in the area.  I'm thinking Dickey's Barbeque is 

there, Dunn Brothers Coffee, Forum Theaters.  And I understand what you're saying, but I believe there is 

an office development that -- that buffers the residential development.  And this is something that maybe 

staff or the engineer could address. 

 MR. BENNETT:  They did also -- the developer has indicated that they could put those on timers 

in lieu of a photocell, so that maybe they would go out at, like, 11:00, 12:00, or something like that, versus 

being on all night.  So they wouldn't have a problem with that. 

 MS. LOE:  Okay. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  That might be an acceptable option.  

 MR. BENNETT:  Yeah.  Thank you. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Is there anybody else?  Any other questions of this speaker?  Seeing none.  

Thank you very much. 

 MR. BENNETT:  Thank you.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Is there anybody else in the audience wishing to comment on this matter?  

Seeing no one, I'll close the public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Comments of Commissioners, please?  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  I drive past this almost daily.  It's a very attractive development.  The facades are 
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not huge, so I think the signage is appropriate.  Also given that there are lit signs adjacent to the property, 

I would like to see that they could have the appropriate signage, also that they are not exceeding what 

the square-footage requirement is.  If the applicant is -- would be agreeable to possibly putting it on a 

timer,    I -- I would plan to support this. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Anybody else?  Go ahead, Ms. Loe. 

 MS. LOE:  I -- I would support the signs if they're being lit if they were on a timer, so I'm glad to 

hear the applicant would be willing to do that. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Anybody else care to comment on this matter?  Okay.  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'll go ahead and make a motion if there's no further discussion. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Yeah.  I did have one -- one small item.  Just as a procedural point, do we have 

to amend in some way or another regarding the inclusion of a timed device? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yes.  Your recommendation would need to be to include in the design 

parameters.  And at this point, the way this plan has been amended, there was a specific notation on the 

face of the Development Plan as it relates to the signage for the site.  I would suggest that the condition 

that you are going to add, that such signage -- lighting of signage be placed on a timer be added to the 

cover of the plan, be added to the design parameters associated with the plan, and also specify a 

particular time spectrum in which the lights shall not be lit so it is clear as to how that timer needs to be 

set. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I'm glad we have that recorded.   

 MS. LOE:  So we don't need to identify that time spectrum now?  That can be – 

 MR. ZENNER:  No.  That would be nice to have it defined now so we know – 

 MS LOE:  Okay. 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- and that would be then captured on the face of the plan in the plan note, as 

well as in the design parameters. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  Could we mimic what businesses close by are doing and that would be Dickey's, 

Dunn Brothers, Forum Theaters, I guess, Schnucks, if you're going to go that far, to the north. 

 MR. ZENNER:  If you know how long their lights are on – 

 MS. BURNS:  That's my question for you, Mr. Zenner. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Well, you know, I travel a lot at night, but not that late.  I would suggest that a 

standard rule we typically utilize, we have a set standard for construction hours, 7:00 a.m. to -- or 7:00 

p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  Unlit -- given the fact that this is a commercialized area, a modification to that may be 

moving it back to a 10:00 or a 12:00 p.m. -- or 12:00 a.m. period to probably a 6:00 a.m. or you're not 

going to light it at 6:00 a.m. unless you're in the fall or the winter because they will be shut off probably 

during daylight hours.  So the timering aspect of this deal is with one aspect -- and I realize what the 

Commission is desiring to do.  The other is is if you are concerned as it relates to the cast of lighting that 

is actually being shown to the south towards Katy Apartment, to the east is undeveloped, and then faces 

commercial to the west is basically a hillside that then is covered in tree cover before you reach the 
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houses there further west in that residential neighborhood.  And to Ms. Burns' point, everything north of 

this particular sit is lit and is probably lit later into the evening.  Putting a timering requirement on it may 

be challenging to try to make sure that it's being maintained and then it's not, you know, when the time 

changes, it's being changed properly.  We can handle it any way you would like.  Non-lighting of that 

southerly sign may be -- the southerly turret sign may be an option also that the applicant would be willing 

to consider.  Should they decide that they just don't want to meet the timer requirements by specifically 

specifying that they are unlit between a particular spectrum of time, they have to make a choice.  They 

either put a timer on it or they don't put any lighting on it at all because that is going to be a requirement 

of the plan approval if that is your choice.  But I do recommend determining your time frame. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Russell? 

 MS. RUSSELL:  Schnucks has lights on all night.  They never turn the lights off there.  I think the 

Forum Theaters have lights on until 1:00 in the morning.  I don't see any need to put a timer on it.  I think 

the photocell would be fine.  That whole area is really well lit all night long, and I am out there that long. 

 MS. RUSHING:  And I agree because I believe these lights are going to be more subtle than the 

other commercial establishments, and I wouldn't anticipate them casting a bright light into the residential 

areas. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Well, from a procedural point of view, I think what we need to do is go ahead 

and address the timing aspect or not timing aspect of the lights.  That in itself would be an amendment 

that we can either approve or vote down.  So whoever is feeling brave.  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  Do you want to retract your timing requirement? 

 MS. BURNS:  I would.  I agree that I think this is going to be subtle and I don't think it's going to 

be a problem for any residential development, and that's my main concern. 

 MR. STANTON:  Because it drops down -- 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Is that everybody?  Ms. Loe, would you like to – 

 MS. LOE:  I don't feel comfortable enough to support it without the lighting simply because we've 

had some other commercial projects come in through where we have made -- I'm thinking of Gerbes' gas 

station where we have made the lights go out because they are next to residential.  And I would -- like I 

supported it believing they were unlit, I would have to study it further, but I don't believe you need my vote 

to pass this, so I don't think that's going to be an issue. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  So I would -- I would agree with you, but it doesn't seem like there's any 

opposition.  Maybe they weren't informed so – 

 MS. LOE:  It's just a general policy I have against building commercial next to residential and 

adding to light pollution that we already have.  I see no reason to add to light pollution just because we 

already have it. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Well, we – 

 MS. BURNS:  I'll make a motion.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  Ms. Burns? 
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 MS. BURNS:  I'd like to make a motion to recommend approval in Case Number 15-182, Lot 2 of 

Katy Place Heights.  This is a request by Mid Missouri Real Estate Holdings for a major amendment to 

the C-P Development Plan on the southeast corner of Forum Boulevard and Forum Katy Parkway at 

1410 Forum Katy Parkway. 

 MR. STANTON:  Second. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Mr. Stanton seconds.  May we have a roll call, please. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes, sir. 

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

Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Ms. Rushing, Ms. Russell, Ms. Burns.  Voting No:  Ms. Loe.  Motion 

carries 6-1. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  It was approved and will be forwarded to City Council for their approval. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you, Mr. Secretary.   




