
 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _____   B 181-12________ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

approving the C-P Plan of Red Oak of Columbia; and fixing the 
time when this ordinance shall become effective. 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI, AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
 SECTION 1. The City Council hereby approves the C-P Plan of Red Oak of 
Columbia, dated June 2012, located south of the Grindstone Parkway and Grindstone 
Plaza Drive intersection.  The Director of Community Development shall use the design 
parameters set forth in “Exhibit A” which is attached to and made a part of this ordinance as 
guidance when considering any future revisions to the C-P Development Plan. 
 
 SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2012. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

JULY 19, 2012 

 

IV.) PUBLIC HEARINGS 

12-087   A request by Red Oak Investment Company (owner) for approval of a C-P 

development plan to be known as Red Oak of Columbia.  The 9.6-acre subject site is located 

on the south side of Grindstone Parkway, across from Grindstone Plaza Drive. 

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

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

recommends approval of the proposed C-P development plan. 

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

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The landscaping plan on -- it would be the south side of the project, are 

those new trees or are those existing trees that we can see there in your overview picture, your 

aerial? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Those would be new trees.  I’ll believe they’re evergreens for screening, so 

it should be, in a four-year growing period, I believe, eight feet tall, and needs to be maintained to 

screen the development from the southern residential area. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you. 

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

 MR. SKALA:  I take it that the parking requirements are satisfied here according to the density 

of the project itself, in terms of the number of bedrooms or units.  Or how is that calculated? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  The parking is based on the number of units and the number of beds within 

each unit.  We’ve got different ratios or requirements based on number of bedrooms per unit.  

 MR. SKALA:  And then, this is -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Satisfactory.  It actually exceeds the requirement slightly. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ve got another one.  In the center of the project, can you describe what 

that is where it says, 9.65 acres, No. 8, maybe?  Is that a swimming pool or some amenity? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Yeah.  You know, I’m not actually sure if it’s -- I think it may have been 

listed -- described as an amenity.  I don’t recall if it’s a swimming pool or a court of some form. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yeah.  I’ll hold it until later.  I’m good. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Any other questions of Staff?  Seeing none, we’ll open the public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

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

Engineering Consultants, 2608 North Stadium.  With me tonight is Rob Lochner and Mike Apt; they 

are with the development company for this project.  I’d like to go over a couple of questions again.  
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Mr. Strodtman, you asked a couple questions regarding the landscaping along the south line.  Yes.  

By city requirement we are required to screen the neighboring residential uses.  Regardless of what 

the zoning is, it basically goes off the use.  And since there is a large acreage tract of land with a 

single house on it, we’re required to screen that.  There is an existing tree line out there right now, 

however that may not meet the opacity requirement for the screen requirement, so we’re going to add 

additional trees in that tree line to make sure that we meet or exceed the screen requirement.  So 

what we’re proposing is brand new trees in and amongst existing trees that are already there, or next 

to existing trees to help with the screening process.  Also, the amenity area, that will include a 

swimming pool, volleyball courts, some congregational areas, fire pits, outdoor kitchens, different -- 

the like.  Now, it’s both in the main concept area, right between the main buildings -- I believe it’s two 

and four -- and there’s also two other smaller inner courtyards of the two buildings on the wings that 

will have similar type amenities.  Obviously, not a swimming pool, but congregational areas, and 

they’ll all be connected together with a common walkway that goes through the building.  You know, 

we’re calling it, quote, the Cave, because it gives this an internal walkway that’s very attractive, very 

appealing, that goes through the entire development so that you can access the entire development 

via walking from space to space.  And we think that that really opens up the area a little bit.  The 

green space requirement, again, we talked about that on the preliminary plat, needing to preserve  

15 percent of the entire piece of property.  That doesn’t alleviate this property from any of their 

requirements.  This piece of property, I believe, is somewhere around 30 percent green space area, 

on top of what would be there for the 15 percent required for the overall development.  So you can 

see we’re exceeding the green space requirement by a fair amount.  Again, it meets all the city 

requirements.  We -- the traffic study, they revised the traffic study according to the uses:  The 

morning and evening peak hours generated from this development, which is going to come in less 

than the commercial development.  So we believe that everything is in accordance with that.  

Everything else is squared away and we believe that, again, it’s a straightforward, justified request.  

And if you have any questions, I’ll be happy to answer them. 

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

 MR. SKALA:  Yeah, just a couple things.  One is just a comment.  I was glad to see the trip 

generation model used here.  I’m glad that language is -- people are becoming accustomed to it, and 

I appreciate the comparisons that were made.  We all know that Grindstone is a limited-access 

roadway, and it’s been slowly losing some of its limitations, I guess you might say, because of the 

way it has developed.  And I understand that you’ve accommodated some of that in the signalization 

and having to work with MoDOT, and so on and so forth, but how does this compare -- in terms of  

this -- you’ve compared the commercial activity in comparison to the residential activity.  How does 

this compare in terms of a similar sized residential?  Do you anticipate any more trip generation here 

because of its location, with respect to the University, rather than some that may be closer in? 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  Actually, Mr. Skala, no, we do not.  And the simple reason for that is, is in 

the ITE manual, or basically the rulebook for traffic that traffic engineers use for their study for their 

trip generation, it classifies apartment uses, but it doesn’t classify student housing.  And so we’ve 

worked with CBB, and I think the City worked CBB before -- they’re our traffic engineer on this  

project -- and what they have done on previous projects is they’ve gone back and they’ve modeled an 

acceptable use for student housing developments, because it’s not -- it doesn’t give a true, accurate 

number compared to a traditional apartment complex.  And so they’ve worked with MoDOT and have 

also worked with city traffic engineers to come up with a factor or a constant for student housing 

development.  Now, what they found on that is, is, yes, it is comparable to a similar type regular 

housing development; however, it’s at off-peak hours.  So while it may have a substantial number of 

cars -- vehicles coming and going at different times, it’s not hitting the traditional peak morning and 

evening peak hours that we normally see.  So what it does is, actually, it helps the situation because 

we’re designing the intersections as a worst-case scenario for the morning and evening peak hours 

on a commercial development, and then we’re going to throw in -- we’re going to change it to a 

residential, which is a little bit less than that, but then we’re also changing it because we’re sliding off 

of the peak hours.  And so we’re seeing that it is significantly lower than what we normally see from 

both a residential as well as a commercial development.   

 MR. SKALA:  And just one other issue -- I appreciate that.  My one other issue had to do with 

the tree preservation.  I guess I was on the Planning and Zoning Commission 2004 or ’05, 

somewhere in that range, when the rest of Red Oak -- that whole Red Oak development, including 

the Walmart -- the Grindstone Walmart, and so on.  I remember Mr. Van Matre promising me that we 

wouldn’t see the Walmart from the street because they were going to preserve the trees.  Of course, 

that didn’t happen.  But at that time there was a revision of the entire tree ordinance because of the 

foresting that was going on in lots of the property.  Even forced some of the developers to purchase 

additional land to make sure they met the requirement.  I don’t recall exactly -- my memory fails me a 

little bit on what this property was like.  Was it entirely forested before all of this? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  No.  It was -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Or it was kind of like open sp-- grassland, much of it?  Is that -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  It was a combination of all three.  It had some open, vacant ground, which is 

basically former pasture ground.  It had some underbrush, which was mostly, you know, some locust 

and some hickories -- or excuse me -- locust and some cedars, and then it had a substantial amount 

of, you know, what we’re going to call climax forest.  Now, in talking with the city arborist, we’re not 

looking at the climax forest that’s there today.  We were looking at the climax forest that was before 

this entire development, before anything out here took place.  He’s very diligent, going back and 

looking at old photos.  He actually supplied me with what he classified as climax forest before 

anything was done out here.  When I say “anything” -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Yeah.  Right.  That’s kind of what I was getting at -- 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  Right.  Yes.  

 MR. SKALA:  -- because I don’t recall -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yeah.  The City is very diligent in checking what the climax forest truly was 

on this site.  We can’t go out there and say, Well, today this is what the climax forest is; we’re going to 

preserve 25 percent.  No.  They look at it and say, Before you did the grade work on this piece of 

property two years ago, before anything was done, what was the climax forest at that time?  And 

that’s what we need to preserve 25 percent on, and that’s what we’ve agreed to preserve 25 percent 

of.   

 MR. SKALA:  That’s great. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  So if you look at what we’re preserving today, it’s much greater than  

25 percent.  It’s probably 50 percent or more, due to the fact that trees have already been removed 

and those had to be calculated as removed trees and not just -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Very good.   

 MR. CROCKETT:  -- you know, forgotten. 

 MR. SKALA:  I appreciate that. 

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

 MR. LEE:  Mr. Crockett, in the far northeast corner here, there’s a triangular thing.  Is that a 

retention pond? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  That is our bioretention cell, which we can get both water quality and 

detention aspect from.  We have four of those located on our property.  We have a smaller one 

located on the southwest corner, and we also have two real small ones located behind the two -- 

basically, what I’m going to call the wing buildings.  But, yeah.  That’s our stormwater facilities. 

 MR. LEE:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this -- Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  I noticed -- I don’t think it was the landscaping plan, but I noticed on the 

first sheet -- or I guess the second sheet of the C-P plan, it said in the general notes that the 

detention was being met by offsite -- an offsite facility? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  We were using some offsite native vegetation originally, but that’s not the 

case at this point.  We’re doing everything -- I think we can reserve the right that if we want to.  If we 

acquire the climax forest, the City will allow us to use that in our calculation.  But at this point in time, 

we’re doing it all onsite. 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Well, no, not for water quality.  I mean for detention.  I -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Oh, yes.  I’m sorry.  Yes.  The detention for this piece of property is 

addressed in a regional detention facility that’s built north of this property -- It was built several years 

ago -- that serves, you know, the Walmart Supercenter, this property, several other outlying parcels.  

So it’s a regional facility for the entire area. 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Thanks. 
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 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of this speaker?  Thank you. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any additional speakers?  All right.  Seeing none, we’ll close the 

public hearing. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 MR. WHEELER:  Commissioners?  Quiet group tonight.  Who wants to go first?  Ms. Peters? 

 MS. PETERS:  To me, this seems very straightforward, and I don’t see any reason to not 

approve it. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  Well, at this point, since I’m a rookie again, I guess -- when some of these 

decisions were made, in terms of the modeling and essentially making Grindstone less restrictive, I 

was a little skeptical.  But this has all the bells and whistles and all the approvals.  It certainly has 

some restrictive turning, the right-ins and right-outs, and so on.  It does have that full-access 

intersection -- signalized intersection, but it’s been coordinated with MoDOT and so on.  In the past, I 

guess, just reminiscing a little bit, we were always remiss to talk about -- or not talk about marketing 

since it was none of our business, really.  This all had to do with land use.  On the other hand, there 

have been some marketing decisions that were less than desirable for the community at large.  This 

is another student housing project, and that begs the question, Is it necessary?  And, obviously, the 

marketeers seem to think so, as the University is growing.  So I’ll take their advice that that is the 

case.  Although, we’re also trying to consolidate and move downtown a little bit with rapid transit, and 

so on, and this is another one of those outliers.  But on the whole, it looks like the water -- stormwater 

runoff is dealt with here.  The -- the tree preservation plan is dealt with here.  Traffic is dealt with here.  

And it’s a pretty nice, compact unit with the usual commercial in front, buffered from commercial [sic].  

So I think I can see my way fit to support this plan.  Looks like a pretty good plan to me.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Ms. Peters? 

 MS. PETERS:  I did have one question that I forgot to ask earlier.  Will there be any city buses 

attached to this building? 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Ms. Peters, to answer that question, we’d like to have city buses.  I’m sorry.  

Tim Crockett, Crockett Engineering, 2608 North Stadium.  Ms. Peters, we’d love to have the city 

transit in this area.  Now, one of the restrictions on -- or the conditions of the original rezoning was 

that the developer, at the necessary time, would provide access for a city bus stop somewhere on the 

property.  We’re still going to adhere to that requirement, should the City decide to put public transit 

out here.  We would love to have public transit out here.  We’re going to discuss it.  I think we’ve 

made some contact with public transit.  If we cannot come to terms with public transit, I think we’re 

going to do the best we can to provide alternate transit ourselves from this development to campus. 

 MS. PETERS:  Do you know if that’s in line with the -- what is it -- 62 or something a semester 

per student? 
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 MR. CROCKETT:  I’m not -- we don’t know the details of it at this time.  I think they’re still a little 

sketchy.  But we’re desperately trying, because, obviously, transit from this development to campus is 

a great asset -- 

 MS. PETERS:  Right. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  -- whether it’s private or public. 

 MS. PETERS:  And I’m pretty certain Council’s going to ask you about it. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Absolutely.  And, you know, we would love to, you know, come to terms on 

an agreement, absolutely.   

 MS. PETERS:  Thank you. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  I suspect you also may get some questions from Council about any additional 

traffic on Rock Quarry Road, and that’s another considera-- but I assume that the trip generation 

model determined that that’s not an -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Right.  Right. 

 MR. SKALA:  -- overwhelming amount of -- 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Yeah.  The trip generation model took a look at that, and knowing where our 

ultimate outcome, our destinations are, and given the full signalized intersection that gives us an 

opportunity to make a left-hand movement out of this development -- a safe left-hand movement out 

of this development, it allows us to get over to Providence Road and go north, as opposed to utilizing 

Rock Quarry, which is unapproved, obviously. 

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Appreciate it. 

 MR. CROCKETT:  Thank you. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Commissioners, additional conversation?  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I think it’s pretty straightforward, and I plan on supporting it. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I’m happy to see that this -- the dirt pile’s going to disappear and that the 

property is going to go to development, and I intend to support it. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Lee?  I’m just going to call on you guys now. 

 MR. LEE:  It’s a very good project, and merits support. 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I echo all the comments made.  I’m going to support it. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Dr. Puri? 

 DR. PURI:  I was going to second this motion.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right. 

 MR. SKALA:  Who made the motion? 

 MS. PETERS:  And the first? 

 DR. PURI:  I think you made a motion, didn’t you? 

 MR. SKALA:  I’ll make the motion. 
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 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  I make the motion to approve the request by Red Oak Investment Company for 

approval of a C-P development plan to be known as Red Oak of Columbia. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Dr. Puri? 

 DR. PURI:  I’ll second it. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Motion’s been made and seconded.  Is there any discussion on the motion?  

All right.  When you’re ready, roll call. 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Motion’s been made and seconded for Case No. 12-087 for approval of a 

C-P development plan to be known as Red Oak of Columbia. 

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

Ms. Peters, Dr. Puri, Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Skala, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson, Mr. Vander Tuig,  

Mr. Wheeler.  Motion carries 9-0. 

 MR. WHEELER:  Recommendation for approval will be forwarded to City Council. 


