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Planning & Zoning Commission Agenda
August 9, 2012 - 6:30 p.m.

Members

Shelby Lawhon (Chair), Matt Edwards (Vice-Chair), Jay McClelland, Jim Hansen, Jason Ray, Gloria Roling,
King Coltrin, Phil Young, Tom Baird, IV

Roll Call

Approval of Minutes: July 12, 2012
Communications

Finalization and Approval of Consent Items

(These consent cases will be approved by Commission unless a Commissioner or someone else wished
to speak to them. If so, those cases will be moved to the appropriate place on the agenda and they may
be spoken to, and voted on, at that time.)

Consent Iltems

1. Relinquish Easement 783 Jeknie, LLC
(2640 West Republic Road)

Other public hearings
Preliminary plats

1. Cottages at All Saints All Saints Anglican Church
(2701 & 2751 East Galloway)

Zoning text amendments

1. Temporary Vendor Amendments City of Springfield
(City-Wide)

Other business

1. UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Plan  UMHE Campus Housing Inc
(SE corner East Cherry & South Florence)

1. College Street Corridor Plan City of Springfield5

Any Other Matters Under Commission Jurisdiction

For items for which the public may speak, the Commission Chairperson will invite anyone who wishes to
speak to an item after staff makes its presentation. When you address Commission, please step to the
microphone at the podium and state you name and address. All meetings are televised live and tape
recorded. Please limit your remarks to five (5) minutes unless Commission allows a longer time. In
accordance with ADA guidelines, if you need special accommodations when attending any City meeting,
please notify the city Clerk's Office at 417-864-1443 at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled
meeting.



MINUTES OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

DATE: July 12, 2012
TIME: 6:30 pm

The regular meeting and public hearing of the Planning and Zoning Commission was held on the above
date and time in City Council Chambers, third floor of City Hall with the following members and staff in
attendance: Shelby Lawhon, (Chair); Matt Edwards, (Vice-Chair); Jay McClelland, Jim Hansen, Phil
Young, Tom Baird, Jason Ray, King Coltrin, Gloria Roling; Ralph Rognstad, Director of Planning; Michael
MacPherson, Principal City Planner; Thomas Rykowski, City Attorney; Cody Marshall, Public Works, Dawn
Gardner, Traffic Division; Sandy Goddard, Administrative Assistant.

ROLL CALL:

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

The minutes of May 31, 2012 of the Planning and Zoning Commission were approved unanimously.

COMMUNICATIONS:

Mr. MacPherson commented that the first item on the agenda, Item #1, Relinquish Easement No. 782, we
are requesting that case be tabled indefinitely.

Mr. Lawhon stated that they would review the consent item, then Z-10-2012 and Arvest Corners as these
cases can be heard quickly and then take PD 340, as there appears to be a lot of interest in the case.

CONSENT ITEMS

1. Relinquish Easement 782 Republic Road, LLC
(2144 E Republic Road)

Mr. McClelland motioned to table Relinquish Easement 782 indefinitely. Ms. Roling seconded the motion.
The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Lawhon, Edwards, McClelland, Hansen, Young, Baird, Ray, Coltrin
and Roling. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent. None.

HEARINGS:
Zoning:

2. 7Z-10-2012 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 52 Campus Rentals, LLC
(1937 S South Street)




Mr. MacPherson stated the purpose of the request is to rezone approximately 0.21 acres, generally located
at 1937 S. South Avenue from a R-SF, Single-Family Residential District to a HC, Highway Commercial
District and establish Conditional Overlay District No. 52 to restrict uses, restrict access, require additional
buffering, require a lot combination with the surrounding properties within the proposed rezoning and
require all stormwater runoff to be directed into the existing north — south drainage system traversing the
property or a new drainage facility. This rezoning will have the same relevant conditions as the previous
rezoning of the surrounding properties owned by Bass Pro in 2009 and 2012.

Mr. MacPherson stated the findings are that the Comprehensive Plan designates this area as an Activities
Center and appropriated for high intensity retail, office and residential uses. The proposed conditional
overlay district will mitigate the potential impact between the commercial and residential uses by restricting
access to local residential streets. The screening, fencing, bufferyard and lighting requirements of the
Zoning Ordinance have been adopted to mitigate potential impacts between properties with differentiating
uses. The proposed zoning is consistent with the approved rezoning of surrounding properties owned by
Bass Pro in 2009 and 2010. Mr. MacPherson stated staff recommends approval of the request.

Mr. Lawhon opened the public hearing.

Ms. Sarah Wilson with Husch Blackwell, 901 St. Louis St. Ms. Wilson stated this is a continuation of the
2009 rezoning and the rezoning in February. The applicant recently acquired the property which is why it
was not included in the recent applications. The rezoning mirrors the prior rezoning on both the district and
the conditional overlay provisions.

Mr. Lawhon closed the public hearing.

Mr. Baird motioned to approve Z-10-2012 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 52. Mr. Young seconded the

motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Lawhon, Edwards, McClelland, Hansen, Young, Baird, Ray,
Coltrin and Roling. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: None.

OTHER PUBLIC HEARINGS:

Preliminary Plats:

4. Arvest Corners Rodney Shepard
(4140 S Fremont)

Mr. MacPherson stated the purpose of the request is to approve a preliminary plat to subdivide 5.52 acres
into a two (2) lot commercial subdivision, including one subdivision variance, located at 4140 South
Fremont Avenue which is at the junction of Fremont and Republic Road. It is the location of a construction
site for Arvest Bank and an out-lot. The recommendation for this request is that it be approved provided
that Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the standards for subdivision variance approval have been
met and, if approved, the required conditions shall govern and control the subdivision of the land shown on
Exhibit A.

Mr. MacPherson added that if Planning and Zoning Commission finds that the standards for subdivision



variance approval have not been met, the plat needs to be revised. The subdivision includes a variance on
the right-of-way triangles at street intersections based on the classification of the streets. The applicant is
requesting to modify the required right-of-way as a Secondary Arterial and Republic Road is a Primary
Arterial. Based on the street classifications, a one-hundred (100) foot by one-hundred (100) foot right-of-
way triangle is required at the intersection. The applicant is providing a modified right-of-way triangle as
shown on the Preliminary Plat. The road has already been approved and the site triangle has been
developed. The modified site triangle has been reviewed by the Administrative Review Committee and they
have found it is consistent with the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations and qualifies for a variance
and recommend approval. Staff also recommends approval of the plat.

Mr. Lawhon opened the public hearing.

Mr. Derek Lee, Lee Engineering stated he and Mr. Shepard, President of the Bank, are available for any
questions.

Mr. Ray motioned to approve Preliminary Plat Arvest Corners. Mr. Edwards seconded the motion. The
motion carried as follows: Ayes: Lawhon, Edwards, McClelland, Hansen, Young, Baird, Ray, Coltrin and
Roling. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: None.

PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS:

3. Planned Development 340 Duane & Jeannette Hesterly
(6300 block S Farmers Branch Ave w/s)

Mr. Young recused himself from the hearing.

Mr. MacPherson stated the purpose of the request is to rezone approximately 2.54 acres of property
generally located at 6300 block of South Farmers Branch Avenue from Planned Development District No.
201 to Planned Development District No. 340 to adjust the permitted floor area ratio, from .35 to .65, to
reduce the buffer on the east side of the property from thirty (30) feet to fifteen (15) feet, and to move off-
site detention on site. The existing Planned Development 201 was approved by City Council on January 22,
1996. The planned Development permits a mix of retail and office uses. The rezoning will allow for an
expanded floor area ratio of .65 and provide for on-site detention. It will also reduce the eastern bufferyard
from 30 feet to15 feet to accommodate a requirement to dedicate 50 feet of right of way from the centerline
of Farmers Branch Avenue. This is an increase of an additional 20 feet necessitated by the upgrade of the
street classification of Farmers Branch Avenue to a primary arterial. The applicant proposes to build a
motel on the site. Mr. MacPherson stated there are three (3) changes that are being requested; an
adjustment in the FAR, Floor Area Ratio from .35 to .65; reduction of the bufferyard and to remove off-site
detention to on-site detention. Mr. MacPherson reviewed the findings for staff recommendation from the
staff report:

1. The subject site is located on a primary arterial on the east boundary and is bordered
by a freeway (US Highway 65) on the western boundary.

2. The intersection of Highway 65 and Evans Road and surrounding properties has
been identified as an activity center and is designated for commercial development in
the Comprehensive Development Plan in July of 2002, and was reconfirmed as an
“emerging activity center” in 2006.



3. The area will be the eastern entranceway to the east-west arterial which will
eventually connect US Highway 65 to Kansas Expressway.

4. The proposed use on the site, a hotel, will serve Mercy’'s Orthopedic Hospital,
Millwood Golf and Racquetball Club, Highland Springs Country Club, and Fremont
Hills Country Club, as well as the general traveling public on US Highway 65.

5. The area is currently underserved by motels, with the closest motel approximately 3
miles from this site.

6. This application is consistent with the intent of the existing Planned Development
and is not expected to have any adverse impacts.

7. The bufferyard on the east boundary of the property has been reduced from thirty (30
feet, as was required in PD 201, to a proposed fifteen (15) feet in this proposal to
accommodate an additional twenty (20) feet of right-of-way dedication. The
dedication is necessitated by a change in the road classification of Farmers Branch
to a primary arterial. There are no plans or funding in place to develop the additional
right-of-way so it should remain as green space for a considerable time into the
future.

8. The applicant has proposed a bufferyard of fifteen (15) feet with intense plantings,
and a berm of 42 inches in height to mitigate noise, lighting, and any other impacts of
the development on the surrounding neighborhood.

9. The plantings and berm will be consistent with the existing landscaping in the
Millwood Development and will be complimentary to the existing landscape.

10. The height of the proposed structure is in conformance with the bulk plane
requirements of Exhibit 1 of the ordinance. That requirement is stated as,

“All structures shall remain below a thirty (30) degree bulk plane as measured
from the boundary of any residential district and shall not otherwise exceed the

height required for the construction of a five (5) story structure.”

Mr. MacPherson stated what that means is for every foot the structure is to go up in height, it must be 1 %2
feet away from the residential district boundary line to meet the requirements of the ordinance. The finding
for Commission to recommend denial is that the intensity of the proposed use is not appropriate for the site.
There has been considerable input both pro and con to this issue and staff is pleased to say that because
of technology, Commission has every bit of the information before them on the I-pad, and information has
been forwarded as it has been submitted to staff. We have not received anything to date that Commission
does not have in front of them today. There was the neighborhood meeting, as well as considerable
energetic discussion on both sides, but based upon the findings, Staff is recommending approval of the
request and is available for comments and questions.

Mr. Baird asked Mr. MacPherson about the discussion of the improvements along the road. The question
is about there not being funding currently in place to do all the road work and would this section in front of
the hotel be widened and then further north of that, would the road go back down before it gets to Evan’s

Road.

Mr. MacPherson commented that he could respond to what will happen; the following is addressed in the
Planned Development language and that is fifty (50) foot of right-of-way as required form the center line of
the road and there is thirty (30) feet from the existing center line so the new width of the road would be
eighty (80) feet and as the project develops, a left-hand turn lane would be required to be constructed and
sidewalks would be required along the property. There would only be one driveway access entry. Mr.
MacPherson stated the development of the road is what he is referring to in relation to a surface area that



would be consistent with a primary arterial which will not happen for some time to come.

Mr. Edwards asked Mr. MacPherson if he had a list of the things that are already allowed, if Commission
were to deny this tonight, that could be read within the existing PD for Commission that they would not
have to come back before this group that they could build as is today.

Mr. MacPherson stated that in the staff report information, there is Exhibit 1 of PD 340 and PD 201, the
permitted uses are the same. Mr. MacPherson read the permitted uses per Commission request;

Under Planned Development District 201 permitted uses included Administrative and Professional Offices;
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate Services; Medical and Medical Support Activities; Hospitals, Health
Institutions and Clinics; Community Service Facilities; General Retail Services, Food and Beverage Sales,
Convenience Sales and Personal Services, Eating and Drinking Establishments, Business Support
Services; Hotels and Motels; and Motor Vehicle Sales.

Mr. Edwards stated, just to be clear, if we are to deny this, tomorrow an auto lot or a hotel with a smaller
footprint could go in.

Mr. MacPherson stated that is correct.

Mr. Lawhon stated he wanted to make certain that everyone had a common understanding of some
concepts, so he would like Mr. MacPherson to give a condensed version of FAR, Floor Area Ratio.

Mr. MacPherson said in this case the request is to increase the FAR to .65. The .65, or sixty-five (65)
percent of the lot acreage could be used as a building footprint and that sixty-five (65) can occur on one
level or be divided up on different levels and go up on different floors.

Mr. Lawhon asked about the bulk plane, the thirty (30) degree bulk plane, is measured from the residential
district boundary line, asking to be shown on the display map where the boundary line is. Mr. Lawhon
asked if that would be on the east side of Farmers Branch Road.

Mr. Rognstad turned the zoning display on and pointed out the single family zoning, and the zoning of
Millwood is a plot assignment district which is similar to the PD, and we would consider this area (pointing
the area out on the display) that is developed as single family and there would be a thirty (30) degree bulk
plane from it as well.

Mr. Lawhon asked if someone from Traffic was present and if so was a traffic study done.

Ms. Dawne Gardner stated with the original PD a traffic study would have been required.

Mr. Lawhon stated that what he is hearing is there was not a traffic study done for this current PD340.

Ms. Gardner stated that is correct.

Mr. Lawhon asked why there was not a study done for PD 340, or what would trigger the necessity for a
traffic study.

Ms. Gardner replied that if they were rezoning to a more intensive use than the current zoning, a traffic



study would be required. It is based on acreage, what they have now and the acreage they are going to
rezone, and based on traffic generators on that zoning. Basically, they are going from a Planned
Development to a Planned Development and they are changing the FAR, Floor Area Ratio, so that would
not trigger a traffic study. Ms. Gardner stated there was a traffic study done for PD 201 which generated
the need for the left turn lane.

Mr. Lawhon asked if there might be a trip count that might be anticipated with this or not.

Ms. Gardner stated the trip counts would have been anticipated in the original traffic study for the highest
intensive use for what could be developed within the PD. A motel is not a high trip generator compared to
a retail shopping center or a restaurant.

Mr. Lawhon inquired about an adjustment that had to be done for PD 340, the left turn lane and asked
where the left turn lane would be located.

Ms. Gardner stated that was a requirement in the original PD, adding that it would be located along the
property that is being developed currently. As each part of the PD develops that development would be
required to extend the left turn lane across their frontage.

Mr. Hansen asked if an increase in the FAR would lead to more intensive use or trips.

Ms. Gardner commented that there would not be enough of an impact based on a motel to require an
additional traffic study.

Mr. Hansen asked what was considered the most intensive use from the list of uses, or what the original
traffic study was based on.

Ms. Gardner stated she did not have the traffic study with her from the original PD so she would not be able
to answer that question, but they would have looked at everything Mr. MacPherson went over that is
allowed in the PD.

Mr. Hansen said that the original study was done considering more intensive use than what is proposed
tonight.

Ms. Gardner stated that is correct.

Mr. Rognstad said that what they typically look at as the most intensive use is a restaurant. They are
usually the highest generator and it does allow for eating and drinking establishments. Mr. Rognstad then
addressed Mr. Baird's earlier question about the road improvements, which was just discussed. That is
what is required for this development, a left turn lane which is necessary to provide service to this tract.
With the designation as a primary arterial this ultimately could be developed to a five (5) lane section, but
the expansion to a five lane would occur through some public action. We would continue to have the left
turn lane and there would be a three (3) lane section, but unless there was additional rezoning that would
greatly increase the development that would not be a developer requirement.

Mr. McClelland asked Mr. MacPherson asked for clarification to the bulk plane issue. The beginning point
on the bulk plane issue begins from the side yard of say, 3411 E Anne, or from the curb area.



Mr. MacPherson stated it would begin at the end of the right-of-way line of the road and that would be the
location of the zoning district which would be residential single-family. It is right near the edge of the road.

Mr. McClelland commented that a five (5) story hotel is going to be somewhere between fifty-seven (57)
feet and sixty-two (62) feet high asking if the thirty (30) degree bulk plane was going to fall under this
degree of angle.

Mr. MacPherson said yes. In order to go up fifty-nine (59) feet, they would have to be a minimum of ninety
(90) feet away from the residential district boundary line; one and one —half (1 %2) feet away from the
boundary line for each foot that the structure goes up. In this particular case the right of way of the road will
be eighty (80) feet before they get into the property line.

Mr. Lawhon opened the public hearing.

Mr. Rick Wilson with Wilson Surveying commented he is representing the owner and the co-applicant who
would be the proposed developer. Mr. Wilson stated they started this process very simply and very
innocently thinking they needed to increase the FAR to allow the business model for the hotel to work and
have necessary room, so they want to build a five (5) story hotel with one-hundred six (106) keys or rental
rooms. That was prior to them learning Farmers Branch had been re-classified from a secondary arterial to
a primary arterial, which required additional adjustment. We believe we have been able to accommodate all
of the requirements that staff made at the pre-design conference and that should be reflected in PD 340. It
was originally zoned for a hotel in 1995 when in the county under PAD, Plot Assignment District 1092.
Reading the notes for that action they restricted the FAR because at the time there was not sanitary sewer
or public water available in the area. The property was annexed in 1995 and PD 201 came about in 1996. It
still did not have public water or sewer available in the area so they followed the reduced FAR. The traffic
study was discussed at pre-design because a hotel is the least intensive use for traffic because most of the
residents will arrive late after rush hour, some seventy (70) to eighty (80) percent of them will be gone
before 6:00 a.m. in the morning before rush hour, and the remainder will generally leave at approximately
9:00 a.m., after rush hour, so the impact on the rush hour is minimal with a hotel. An eating and drinking
establishment is generally considered to be the most intensive use; this hotel will be a limited service hotel
and will not have an eating or drinking establishment. You will hear from a number of residents who are
concerned, and they have a reason to be concerned. With a change to a primary arterial, if you follow the
OTO, or Ozarks Transportation Organization guidelines that would be a hundred foot wide right-of-way
where today we will get up to eighty which means there would be more that would come off the east that
encroach into their bufferyard and they have a beautiful bufferyard.

Mr. Wilson continued by stating that OTO profile shows the road to be a four-lane divided highway, the City
profile shows it to be a five-lane highway. With the traffic increase, they have reason to be concerned, but
that is not the fault of our proposed development. They have a concern about their privacy. Mr. Wilson
showed a photograph looking east from the front of the proposed hotel from the fifth floor, so it could be
determined how much they would intrude into the resident’s privacy. They have done a wonderful job of
buffering their property. The photo illustrates the fifth floor windows of the hotel looking at Millwood Park. It
was a series of photos that were put together by Traders Printing to give a panoramic effect. Mr. Wilson
commented that they do not believe there is going to be a huge impact on their privacy.

Mr. Lawhon asked when the photograph was taken.



Mr. Wilson said it was taken a month and a half ago.

The nearest house to the hotel in Millwood Park is two-hundred (200) feet, and the nearest house to
Millwood Development is three-hundred (300) feet. Last September the Board approved Conditional Use
Permit 395, which allowed the construction of five (5) story hotel with 105 keys to be built at National and
Cherokee, with a Floor Area Ratio of 1.0. It also permits a zero setback from the right-of-way at National
and allows the existing residential structures that are five (5) to fifteen (15) feet away from the property
lines. Mr. Wilson stated he is out of time but would ask Commission to be consistent with their rulings.

Mr. Hansen asked that Mr. Wilson continue with his presentation.

Mr. Wilson continued by stating that the National and Cherokee project is related to Mercy. This is related
to Mercy and in neither case is Mercy an owner of the property. It is a reaction to their needs. Every
hospital needs a hotel, because of the family of patients who need temporary facilities. The tournaments
that take place on the golf courses and the three that were listed need a place for their participants to stay.
We feel like there is a neighborhood need, and we feel we can be a good neighbor. This hotel will be about
fifty-five (55) feet tall. If you follow the bulk plane as calculated from Millwood Park property to our property
that would allow about a one-hundred three (103) foot structure and we are going to be fifty-five (55) feet.
Mr. Wilson said he would answer any questions.

Mr. Hansen stated that one of the variances that is being asked for is the bufferyard on the east side, and
instead of thirty (30) feet you are requesting fifteen (15) feet so you can dedicate that other fifteen (15) feet
to the right of way.

Mr. Wilson said yes.

Mr. Hansen asked what effect this would have if you simply moved the thirty (30) foot bufferyard in fifteen
(15) feet from the plan.

Mr. Wilson said one of two things happens. They would have to take it out of the building in which case
they are no longer 106 keys, or they take the structure higher, which would not meet with much public
approval. It comes out of the building or the parking lot, and if it comes out of the parking lot, they would
maintain the fire lanes as required, but that means they lose parking and would not meet parking
requirements.

Mr. Hansen asked what would be the difference in the number of rooms between the forty-five (45) percent
and the sixty-five (65) percent.

Mr. Wilson stated he could give an approximate of the .35 FAR, which would allow sixty-three (63) rooms
and the .65 would allow approximately one-hundred twelve (112) or one-hundred fifteen (115) rooms. We
are proposing one-hundred six.

Mr. Coltrin commented on Mr. Wilson’s comparison of the National and Cherokee hotel to this proposed
site stating it is like comparing apples and oranges. There is a highly urbanized area on National Street and
pedestrian facilities across to the hospital and a major arterial sitting right on top of it already existing, so |
don't feel bound by any decisions to compare those two. Mr. Coltrin asked to see the photograph Mr.



Wilson displayed earlier, asking if the existing trees are on the owner's property.
Mr. Wilson said yes.

Mr. Coltrin asked if the trees will stay.

Mr. Wilson said the trees will be in the right-of-way.

Mr. Coltrin asked if they would be marked and kept.

Mr. Wilson said they will be marked and kept till the right-of-way takes them out provided it doesn't interfere
with their one point of access and he can't tell whether that one tree on the far left hand side does or not.

Mr. Coltrin stated to use the picture as a buffering example, that vegetation would have to stay there to be
buffering, would it not.

Mr. Wilson stated they will utilize the existing trees to the extent they can then they will come back and put
in a fifteen (15) foot buffer with a forty-two inch berm and a [Bufferyard] B level planting.

Mr. Coltrin asked if the site access is directly across from Anne Street.
Mr. Wilson stated access is nearly across from Hunter Street.

Mr. Lawhon opened the public hearing, giving some guidelines asking speakers to make certain they bring
something new and different to what they have to say when they approach the podium. Don't reiterate what
a previous speaker has said. Please, no clapping or laughing or booing; please stay civil during the
proceedings.

Ms. Sarah Wilson, 901 East St Louis Street, commented she is representing approximately half of the
home owners in Millwood Park Subdivision, which is located directly across from the proposed
development. Since there are quite a few people in attendance tonight who oppose the rezoning but do not
plan to speak, | would like to ask everyone who is against the rezoning to briefly stand so the Commission
is aware of why they are here.

Mr. Lawhon said no thank you.....

Ms. Wilson stated the intensity of the proposed rezoning is not appropriate for the location. The two and
one half (2 %2) acres that will be impacted by the rezoning is not an area not subject to a general zoning
district that has been imposed decades ago. Instead it is subject to a planned development which was
negotiated in the mid-nineties with a specific intent for the redevelopment of the area. In the Planning and
Development Departments background report for the PD that is currently in place, it states that general
Retail and office uses are proposed for the entire development. It also states the floor area ratio for the
development of these sites is intended to be .35 and notes that this is more restrictive than the floor area
ratio typically permitted under general retail and highway commercial districts. The PD also requires a thirty
(30) foot bufferyard to the eastern side of the entire development to help shield nearby residential property
from any commercial development. The FAR and the bufferyard requirements indicate the intent of the PD
was to allow commercial property while protecting neighboring residential property. Since the current PD



was adopted several subdivisions have been developed adjacent to the PD and millions of dollars have
been invested in single-family housing. This subdivision was developed and homes were constructed with
the understanding that the neighboring PD allowed for certain commercial developments, but that such
developments would be restricted to a height of approximately two, maybe three stories and there would be
a thirty (30) foot bufferyard insulating the homes from any commercial property. When the findings for staff
recommendation say that the application for the rezoning is consistent with the intent of the existing
planned development and is not expected to have any adverse impact, this is not the case. The application
Is not consistent with the existing PD in that it strips away two of the requirements under the current
planned development that protect adjoining residential property. First, as part of the rezoning the
developers are required to dedicate additional right-of-way for Farmer Branch Avenue. To compensate for
this additional right-of-way the rezoning reduces the required bufferyard from thirty (30) feet to fifteen (15)
feet. This will cause the bufferyard to be further away from the residents which will result in a less effective
blockage. Second, the rezoning allows for FAR to be more than doubled which will allow a significantly
taller hotel to be built than permitted under the current PD. This increase in the FAR will negatively impact
neighbors in many different ways. One way relates to privacy. The construction of a four (4) to five (5) story
hotel directly across the street from Millwood Park will intrude on the homeowners privacy and in doing so,
it will destroy the sense of privacy that so many of the residents currently enjoy with their homes. A taller
hotel will also allow more guests to stay there who will cause somewhat of an increase in traffic and also an
increase in the traffic noise resulting from it. Another way the rezoning will impact residents is that it will
inhibit the views from the subdivision. Many of the residents enjoy spending evenings on their patios
enjoying the sunset. Construction of a five (5) story building directly to the west of their subdivision will
significantly impede this view. A four (4) to five (5) story building will also always be visible to the
homeowners since there are no buffers that can be used to block it. Additionally, the height of the hotel
coupled with the proximity to Millwood Park is going to increase light pollution at night which will further
negatively impact the homeowners. The adverse impact from the rezoning will likely cause a decrease in
property values and impede the marketability of resident’s homes which for many people is one of their
largest investments. These are just a few examples of how the rezoning will harm neighboring
homeowners. The two and one half (2 %) acres at issue has already been specifically rezoned at the
request of the original property owner and allows for commercial development while protecting surrounding
residents homes. Now with a proposal for a new construction, they want to un-due the protections that staff
originally required and that were agreed upon. The current developer should not be allowed at the expense
of the homeowners to un-due these protections that were put in place after they already invested in their
homes with an understanding of what the development rules would be. Because of this, and for the other
reasons discussed, the intensity of the proposed rezoning is not appropriate for the location. We ask that
you vote to deny the request to rezone the property to Planned Development District 340 and instead
maintain the current planned development.

Mr. Norbert Laengrich, 3411 East Anne Street, commented he is representing the Millwood Park
Homeowners Association, adding he is the current President of the Association. He stated he wants to go
on record to state that the Homeowners Association is opposing this rezoning. There are currently signed
petitions from twenty-nine (29) of the thirty-four (34) homeowners in the property. In addition to that, there
are other signed petitions from one hundred twenty-eight (128) people, non-binding petitions, in addition to
the six (6) homes that have signed binding petitions. The support against this rezoning is quite wide. Mr.
Laengrich commented that there were two homeowners who were unable to attend and asked him to speak
for them, the first is Bob & Carol Hollaman who resides on Anne Street about four doors down and the
second homeowner is Karl and Linda Quinn who also live on Anne Street. Both oppose the rezoning. Mr.
Laengrich thanked the Commission for their time.



Mr. Coltrin asked Mr. Laengrich that when he purchased the house he was aware that the property was
highway frontage and that it was zoned for commercial use of some kind.

Mr. Laengrich said they realized the property across the street was zoned for commercial, yes, but it was
for a lower density commercial than what they are proposing at this point.

Mr. Coltrin asked Mr. Laengrich if he was opposed to commercial development on the properties across the
street.

Mr. Laengrich said no of course not, adding that they are not asking that it be rezoned, but are simply
asking that they stay with the current zoning. That is what they bought into and are happy to live within that
context.

Ms. Roling asked how many signatures Mr. Laengrich had.

Mr. Laengrich stated on all of the non-binding petitions there are 128 signatures, and there might be some
that came in late today. Those consist of people within Millwood Park and Millwood and the development at
the end of Hunters Lane.

Ms. Roling said the information they received said there was eleven (11) property owners within the 185’
feet.

Mr. Laengrich said he believes that is right, bearing in mind that the two parcels on either side of the
property which are zoned commercial to the north and south would be part of that as well as the Millwood
Golf Course itself. There are four homes within 185’ feet and there has been binding petitions signed by
each of those. As he understands it from reading, in order for those to have any effect it has to represent
thirty (30) percent of the land mass, not thirty (30) percent of the owners. When you put those two plus
Millwood Golf Course itself, there is no way everyone in the whole division could sign and it would not be
thirty (30) percent of the total land mass. Because the golf course abuts the corner, the whole parcel gets
included, which is basically more than half of the golf course itself.

Mr. David Harper, 6519 South Meadowview, stated he is the developer of Millwood Park and would like to
speak to several items. Specifically, the explanation to Council Bill from Staff showing approximately ten
(10) findings and the only one which he agrees with is the first, which is the location of the property. From
there on down, he doesn’t understand what they are talking about here. They spoke of serving the country
clubs, and the hospital is only forty-eight (48) beds and he can't imagine that there would ever be one night
when it would fill the hotel. It is 2.6 miles from the main gate of Highland Springs to the hotels on Highway
M and Glenstone. Itis 2.2 miles to the new proposed hotel, and he doesn’t believe that staff finding to be
reasonable or true. Item number eight (8) proposes a 42 inch berm to mitigate noise and light; that will not
work. It doesn't fit their business model and we agree, it doesn't fit any business model and as someone
said, it is a ten pound project that they are trying to put in a five pound bag. They said the FAR was put at
.35 because there was no sewer, but you could not develop in Springfield without sewer since 1975, so that
doesn’t have anything to do with it. There was no water to the property, but as the developer, water was
brought to the property when it was developed. | don’t believe there is much here that is going to benefit us
in our subdivision. It is a situation where they need to find a piece of ground that is appropriately zoned and
there is some across the street at the new Mercy Hospital and Mercy would be glad to have the hotel on



their side and there is ground available there and we would like to see them go there and build.

Ms. Melody Elliott, 3429 East Ladue, thanked Commission for the opportunity to speak. Ms. Elliott
commented that she has spent her whole life in the Springfield area and the one thing she loves about
Springfield is that people here do the right thing and support what is right and good. She stated she
speaking on behalf of herself and her family and her two sister’s families, one of which lives in Millwood
and the other in Millwood Park. There are three families who have bought into the area with the way that it
was zoned previously. Ms. Elliott stated their homes are the biggest investment of their lives and that
investment was based upon the surroundings at the time the home was built, and how the property was
zoned. Ms. Elliott stated she does not dispute the current zoning, but would like it to stay as it is. She does
not believe it is appropriate for one investor to come in and develop a hotel and change the entire zoning of
the property, it is not right. There are other places in Springfield as was discussed previously, such as
across the road, which are zoned specifically for hotels that are going to go up stories like that, not across
from the neighborhood. Ms. Elliott commented that she is adamantly opposed to the planned development,
as well as her family, and this will negatively affect the livelihood of her family based upon this being the
biggest investment of their lives. It will negatively decrease the value of their home and the other residents
of the neighborhood as well as Millwood; it is not right for her and the neighborhood and for the bigger
scale with the City of Springfield to change zoning on something that has previously been done for
something else. Ms. Elliott asked Commission to oppose the request and do the right thing in supporting
the residents.

Mr. Doug Evans stated he and his wife live in Millwood on River Glen Road. Mr. Evans stated he wanted to
point out some factors relating to the traffic in the area, which has increased substantially since moving to
Millwood in 2004. It is not uncommon for the Highway 65 exit to have traffic backed up all the way to 65 on
the south bound exit on Evans Road. The effect of the hospital and its several hundred employees and
patients and their families on the traffic in that area has not been determined because the hospital is not
completed and open. There is a quarry, a concrete mixing plant, and a pipe plant all located within
approximately one third of a mile south on Farmers Branch Road. There are a lot of heavy trucks, dump
trucks, concrete trucks, and sludge trucks that move up and down Farmers Branch Road and after living
there for eight years, they are very aware of the truck traffic there. On Sunday and sometimes on
Wednesday there is a lot of traffic from James River Assembly, in fact, there is so much traffic they have to
station a police office at the corner of Evans Road and Farmers Branch to keep the traffic flowing there. It
came out in the news paper today that the State is not going to have any money for road projects for at
least five (5) years so there is not money available to improve the bridge at Evans Road over Highway 65, if
the paper is correct. The noise from Highway 65 is incredible into Millwood, so more traffic, more noise.
Mr. Evans stated he believes a hotel would increase the traffic load there. It is his understanding they are
going to build a Holiday Inn on the west side of Highway 65 next to the hospital, and feels that would
accommodate the hotel/motel needs of the patients at the hospital. Another issue is the height of the hotel,
and if it is increased to five stories, what other projects are going to come in and increase their height to
something more than reasonable for that area. Mr. Evans said that north of Evans Road on Farmers
Branch Road the speed limit has been reduced to thirty (30) miles an hour, but feels it is because of the
traffic pressure on the road and that is an issue that might be of concern.

Mr. Cameron Roy, 3459 East Anne commented that he appreciates the Commission’s time. Mr. Roy stated
he is a business owner, and owns Buckingham's in Nixa and on North Glenstone and Kearney and is very

familiar with development, as he just completed a building in Nixa. He is aware that the City needs revenue
and they want this project to happen based on the hotel/motel taxes and there is a lot of pressure to get



that done and he understands the need. Mr. Roy wanted to point out a couple of things, stating that he has
been in talks with people for the west side of the highway to do a project for a restaurant of some type and
understands there is a Double Tree Hotel going in there and that is almost fact. If there is a Double Tree
and Holiday Inn going in there, he does not understand how there is an additional demand for a Hampton
Inn over here. Secondly, from Mr. Wilson’s picture, there are three or four yards in view there. Mr. Roy
stated he has two sons, and the eight year old is constantly playing in the front yard of the Quinn” home,
whose yard is completely exposed, regardless of whether the trees stay or not. There are a lot of unsavory
people in the world, and they are going to end up in that hotel; they will end up in our neighborhood to walk
or run or drive or they will end up in Millwood playing golf and they can be in out and a lot of bad things can
happen. There are a lot of good people also. Mr. Roy said he feels it is very important that Commission
understand the impact this will have on the families in the area, adding there are much better places for this
project to happen, specifically west. Mr. Roy commented that he is aware that when the plan for Mercy
was approved, there was knowledge that all four corners were going to be developed; completely
understandable and expected. Retail would serve this community much better and in time would blend in
when the road is developed and ready to handle the traffic that is there. The gentleman that just spoke
made a good point with traffic; the traffic study that was done previously could not have been done since
James River has been completed, but traffic that comes out on a Sunday is backed up for miles and that
does not include what happens on the exit ramps. Mr. Roy asked that Commission keep in mind this is a
very family oriented neighborhood and you cannot go into the neighborhood and not see children playing in
a front yard especially the ones that will be exposed to this hotel.

Mr. Rick Hulett, 3430 East Hunter Lane, stated that even if a three (3) story hotel is developed in this area,
and the bufferyard is being lowered; one of the things that people in the area enjoy is the four distinct
seasons and the picture shown is during summer showing the trees leafed out, but in reality six (6) months
of the year those leaves won't be there even if the trees are maintained.

Mr. Lawhon closed the public hearing.

Mr. Hansen commented that there is a lot to consider with an issue like this. The overriding consideration
for him is that the vast majority of the people in the area are opposed the request. The present zoning
seems to be appropriate to the location and to increase the intensity of that zoning in the face such
opposition | think would be remiss, so | will be voting against the request.

Mr. McClelland commented that he has heard all of the comments from the public and has reviewed all the
documentation sent in and it seems that one of the biggest issues is the depreciation in home values,
regardless of what goes in the site. Mr. McClelland stated he checked with the Greene County Assessor
who assured him that property values do not depreciate based upon new construction. It takes the
residents to sell homes before property depreciates and it won't depreciate until it starts selling for less than
what the value is. Mr. McClelland stated that he counted eighty-three (83) possible uses for this area tract,
A, B, and C. The hotel would be the less intrusive for traffic, as someone mentioned people will stay at the
hotel and then leave. If there is retail you will have people coming and going at all hours. The lighting is to
be hooded so it does not bear upon the resident’s property. Mr. McClelland commented that he was able to
sit in on a meeting where a member of the City Council made the comment that between the year 2030 and
2040 the City of Springfield population will increase by forty (40) percent. Someone is going to develop the
property there, whether it comes with the current PD or the new PD.

Mr.Edwards said his comments are based upon his experience with the Planning and Zoning Commission



over the past several years. Mr. Edwards stated they have dealt with issues just like this several times. The
project across from Bass Pro Shops had residents come out the way residents have done tonight and they
made the very same arguments and they were very valid and heartfelt. Ultimately this Commission
decided to approve that PD based on what the zoning law says, what compels us as a Commission to
decide if this is an appropriate zoning or not. Mr. Edwards said that when he looks back and sees what
they did for those people there, then it must be applied evenly in this situation as well. Even though we
might want to argue whether one is more urban than the other, this is an area that is on its way to being
urbanized, so that is something that has to be considered, that this is a long term issue and it's not
something that is going to end with this hotel. In fact when the next tracts of property eventually come up,
we might be discussing similar issues. Mr. Edwards asked the residents to envision Reliable Imports
parked at that spot and the light that is generated because that is another use that is already permitted and
could go in this space. When you visualize some of the things that are already going to be possible in this
space, you might come to the conclusion that this may not be as bad as you think. That is not for this
Commission to judge nor is it for us to judge a developer on when it is the right time to spend his money or
whether he is going to be successful if they put a hotel on the other side of the street. Mr. Edward’s said
that based upon what he has observed he will vote for it and very much appreciates all the concerns that
were addressed because it matters to Commission. The law is the law and property rights work both ways
and this developer bought the land and they own it. If someone else had purchased the land and wanted to
donate it to a park, they could have done that, but no one has done that to this point, adding those are his
thoughts and that is how he will vote.

Mr. Lawhon commented that to reiterate what Mr. Edwards said, as a Commission this case is nothing new
to us as we have dealt with these issues time and time again. It is important to be consistent in the
decisions made for the developer, the community, and for the citizens of Springfield. Mr. Lawhon stated
that for him it comes down to a zoning issue; we deal with zoning issues and zoning cases. We do not deal
with quality of life issues. That is for a different arena outside of the jurisdiction of this Commission. What is
being presented with PD 340 is an appropriate zoning request and an appropriate use of that plot of land
and with that in mind and from the perspective he brings as a Commissioner in dealing with zoning issues,
his vote will be in favor of PD 340.

Mr. Edwards stated that the items that have been presented tonight by the residents need to be heard in
front of City Council and City Council is your avenue to get the determination if this is right or wrong. When
Commission votes tonight, it is not that we believe your concerns are not valid, but it is simply not in the
purview of this body; however you will have that opportunity and we encourage each one of you to show up
at City Council and let them know because that is a decision they have the ability to make.

Mr. Hansen reiterated that the law is the law and what we rule on here is the zoning ordinance. In this case
the zoning ordinance is set, it is reasonable, and we are not compelled by any other obligation to intensify
this zoning and wants that to be clear and to be clear to the Council when this goes on. Mr. Hansen stated
that the present zoning is appropriate and is not difficult to the owner and he will be voting to keep the
zoning the way it is now.

Mr. Ray commented that he tends to agree with Mr. Hansen and would argue that part of Commission’s job
is to consider quality of life issues, and looking at the current restrictions on this property that does take into
consideration the quality of life for the residents in the area. | think that is very important for Commission to
consider. Mr. Ray said that is primarily what his decision will be based on this evening.



Mr. Baird motioned to approve Planned Development No. 340. Mr. Coltrin seconded the motion. The
motion carried as follows: Ayes: Lawhon, Edwards, McClelland, Baird, and Coltrin. Nays: Ray, Hansen
and Roling. Abstain: Young. Absent: None.

Mr. Lawhon stated the next step is City Council and that will be on July 30, 2012 at 6:30 in Council
Chambers. That will be the first hearing but will not be acted upon at that meeting.

Mr. MacPherson stated that if it moves on to a second reading that would occur on August 13, 2012.

Mr. Lawhon said that the first opportunity is July 30, at 6:30 right here at City Council for a public hearing
and the second meeting on August 13, there is no public hearing, they simply vote up or down.

Mr. Rykowski stated that is correct. The time line for any protest petitions will start today and that deadline
is by voting, but the Council will hear public comments on July 30t, unless something were to change it
would be tabled or out of the ordinary. Council will discuss and vote, but there will be no public hearing at
the second reading of the bill on August 13.

Mr. Lawhon thanked the audience for being present at the meeting adding that Commission appreciated it
very much.

ANY OTHER MATTERS UNDER COMMISSION JURISDICTION:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:55 p.m.

Michael MacPherson
Principal Planner






\ I |  Zoning & Subdivision Report
t L Planning & Development - 417/864-1031
f NS iy ' 840 Boonville - Springfield, Missouri 65802
r.=l ‘J
ey i Relinquish Easement Number 783
i ..) I I Location: 2640 West Republic
e f'.‘, e Current Zoning: GR, General Retail District
ﬂ'.‘ bl
LOCATION SKETCH
_ / '
: —
REPUBLIC ST
i |
iw V. 7
i< g
iQ
i
8 el
i
i2
I
| &
:
& =)
a
3
24
&
S
; i
0 100 200 400 600

A - Area of Proposal e ™ ™ s e [

1 inch = 200 feet




Zoning & Subdivision Report
Planning & Development Department ~  417/864-1611
840 Boonville Avenue ~ Springfield, Missouri 65801

REQUEST TO RELINQUISH EASEMENT NUMBER 783
DATE: July 31, 2012
PURPOSE: To relinquish a cross access easement
BACKGROUND:
LOCATION: 2640 West Republic
APPLICANT:  Jeknie LLC
RECOMMENDATION:
The request be approved.
FINDINGS:

1. The request meets the approval criteria listed in Attachment B.

STAFF CONTACT PERSON:

Alana D. Owen, AICP
Senior Planner

Attachment A:Background Report
Attachment B: Approval Criteria
Exhibit 1. Legal description
Exhibit 2. Site Plan



ATTACHMENT A
APPLICANTS PROPOSAL
RELINQUISH EASEMENT NUMBER 783

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL:

The applicant is requesting the Planning and Zoning Commission relinquish a cross access
easement.

PUBLIC WORKS CLEAN WATER SERVICES:
No comments regarding this request.
PUBLIC WORKS TRAFFIC OPERATIONS COMMENTS:

Public Works Traffic Operations does not have any issues with relinquishing the access easement.
A replacement easement over the shared driveway is being provided as part of the Administrative
Re-Plat of the property.

PUBLIC WORKS STORM WATER SERVICES DIVISION:

No Stormwater issues with the proposed access easement relinquishment.

CITY UTILITIES:

City Utilities does not have any objections to this request.

STAFF ANALYSIS:

1. The applicant is requesting to relinquish a cross access easement. The access easement
was dedicated when the property was rezoned and the lots were combined. The applicant
is in the process of doing an Administrative Re-Plat to subdivide the subject property and
the property to the east. The applicant is requesting to relinquish the existing cross access

ecasement and provide a replacement easement over the shared driveway between the
subject property and the property to the east.

2. There have been no objections to this request.



ATTACHMENT B
RELINQUISH EASEMENT NO. 783
APPROVAL CRITERIA

In order to approve a relinquishment of a public easement, the Planning and Zoning Commission
must make the following findings:

1.

No one has objected to the relinquishment of these easements.

STAFF RESPONSE:

No one has objected the relinquishment of this easement.

The appropriate City agency has filed with the Planning and Development Department a
statement that the easement is no longer needed to provide access to the adjacent street
system.

STAFF RESPONSE:

Public Works Traffic Engineering agrees with the relinquishment of the existing access
easement provided the replacement easement for the shared driveway is dedicated as part
of the Administrative Re-plat of the subject property and the property to the east.

That the retention of the easement no longer serves any useful public purpose.

STAFF RESPONSE:

The cross access easement is no longer necessary as long as the shared driveway easement
is provided.



RELINQUISH EASEMENT 783
EXHIBIT 1

Description of Easement to be Relinquished:

A tract of land located in Section 15, Township 28 North, Range 22 West, all being in
Springfield, Greene County, Missouri and being more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at an existing aluminum monument at the northwest corner of said Section 15;

THENCE along the Nozth line of said Section 15, South 89 degrees 03 minutes 17 seconds Hast
a distance of 187.94 feet to a point for corner;

THENCE South 02 degrees 11 minutes 04 seconds West a distance of 77.71 feet to the POINT
OF BEGINNING;

THENCE South 89 degrees 19 minutes 12 seconds East a distance of 142.91 feet to a point for

comer;

THENCE North 02 degrees 08 minutes 48 seconds East a distance of 10.00 feet to a potat for
corner on the existing south right of way of Republic Road;

THENCE along said south right of way, South 89 degrees 19 minutes 12 seconds Fast a distance
of 40.01 feet to a point for comer; :

THENCE leaving said south right of way, South 02 degrees 08 minutes 14 seconds West a
distance of 36.01 feet to a point for corner;

THENCE North 89 degrees 19 minutes 12 seconds West a distance of 182.94 feet to a point for
corner;

THENCE North 02 degrees 11 minutes 04 seconds East a distance of 26.01 feet to the POINT
OF BEGINNING, and containing 5,156.18 square feet or 0.1184 acre(s) of fand.
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EXPLANATION TO COUNCIL BILL NO: 2012~
FILED: |
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development

PURPOSE: To accept the dedication of the public streets and easements as shown on
the Preliminary Plat of COTTAGES AT ALL SAINTS generally located at 2701 and 2751
East Galloway Street. (Staff recommends that City Council accept the public streets and
easements.)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

A. See the legal description set forth on the Prefiminary Plat of COTTAGES AT ALL
SAINTS dated July 30, 2012, the original of which is on file in the Department of
Planning and Development, a reduced version of which is included for general
reference in Exhibit A.

B. The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on August 9, 2012
and the preliminary plat by a vote of __to __, subject to the following
conditions: _

1. Allimprovements shall be constructed in accordance with the “Design
Standards for Public Improvements” of the Public Works Department and the
maintenance and operation of such improvements shall be the responsibility of
the developers unless approved by the Director of Public Works. All required
sanitary sewer, street, sidewalk and drainage plans shall be prepared in
accordance with City standards and specifications and approved by the
Director of Public Works.

a. Public improvement plans will be required to extend sanitary sewer to
serve each lot. Sewer must be constructed or escrowed before the final
plat can be approved.

b. Detention and water quality requirements are to be met by the basin being
constructed currently as a public improvement.

2. All required street rights-of-way, drainage and utility easements and limitations
of access shall be dedicated on the final plat.

a. Place a note that the required right-of-way on Galloway and Barbett and
the sight triangle easement will be dedicated with Phase 1. If the church
chooses not to dedicate the right-of-way of Lot 1 on Galloway within the
first phase, an irrevocable consent to dedicate will be required as part of
the first phase. Show the existing right of way on Galloway and Barbett as
well as the right of way to be dedicated.



b. Drainage easements shall be based upon the final design of the drainage
improvements.

3. The developer shall meet all ¢ity and state erosion control regulations prior to
disturbing the soil.

4. Itis determined that the public interest requires assurance concerning
adequate maintenance of common space areas and improvements. The
restrictive covenants, rules and bylaws creating the common ownership must
therefore provide that if the owners of the Property Owners Association shall
fail to maintain the common areas or improvements in reasonable order and
condition in accordance with the approved plans, the City may, after notice and
hearing, maintain the same and assess the costs against the units or lots, per
the Common Open Space and Common Improvement Regulations section of
the Zoning Code.

5. The developer shall be responsible for the relocation costs of any existing utility
services and shall be responsible for clearing all utility easements of trees,
brush and overhanging tree limbs.

6. All other requirements which are necessary for this subdivision to be in
compliance with the Subdivision Regulations.

All required improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the subdivider. As
prescribed by Section No. 300 of the Subdivision Regulations, the improvements
shall be made or guaranteed by means of bond or escrow agreement. Release of
the final plat for recording shall be withheld until the subdivider has complied with
this section.

Section No. 206 of the Subdivision Regulations requires that a final plat be
submitted within two years of City Council's acceptance of the public streets and
easements.

Attached for Council information is a sketch showing the location of the plat area,

an exhibit showing the proposed plat, and a copy of the Planning and Development
Department staff report to the Planning and Zoning Commission.

Submitted by:

Mike MacPherson, Principal Planner Greg Burris, City Manager






Zoning & Subdivision Report

Planning & Development Department ~ 417/864-1611
840 Boonville Avenue ~ Springfield, Missouri 65802

PRELIMINARY PLAT — COTTAGES AT ALL SAINTS
DATE:  July 30,2012

PURPOSE: To approve a preliminary plat to subdivide 17.05 acres into a fourteen (14) lot
subdivision with cormmon area

BACKGROUND:
LOCATION: 2701 & 2751 E. Galloway St.
APPLICANT: All Saints Anglican Church
TRACT SIZE: Approximately 17.05 Acres
EXISTING USE: Church and undeveloped land
PROPOSED USE: Single-Family residential, private school and church uses
RECOMMENDATION:
The request be approved.
FINDINGS:

1. The applicant’s proposal, with the conditions listed below, is consistent with the City’s
Subdivision Regulations.

2. The applicant is proposing a private street system and will have the connection to
Inman Street gated.

3.  The applicant is proposing to final plat Lots 2-14 in the beginning and later Lot T as
described on their phasing plan.

4.  The applicant is proposing a large common area (approximately 8.26 acres) that will
encompass the private street, stormwater detention area, and an area that does not have
access to sanitary sewer. These common areas will be maintained by the established
property owners association.



CONDITIONS:

1.

All improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the “Design Standards for
Public Improvements” of the Public Works Department and the maintenance and
operation of such improvements shall be the responsibility of the developers unless
approved by the Director of Public Works. All required sanitary sewer, street,
sidewalk and drainage plans shall be prepared in accordance with City standards and
specifications and approved by the Director of Public Works.

a. Public improvement plans will be required to extend sanitary sewer to serve each
lot. Sewer must be constructed or escrowed before the final plat can be approved.

b. Detention and water quality requirements are to be met by the basin being
constructed currently as a public improvement.

All required street rights-of-way, drainage and utility easements and limitations of
access shall be dedicated on the final plat.

a. Place a note that the required right-of-way on Galloway and Barbett and the sight
triangle easement will be dedicated with Phase 1. If the church chooses not to
dedicate the right-of-way of Lot 1 on Galloway within the first phase, an
irrevocable consent to dedicate will be required as part of the first phase. Show the
existing right of way on Galloway and Barbett as well as the right of way to be
dedicated.

b. Drainage easements shall be based upon the final design of the drainage
improvements.

The developer shall meet all city and state erosion control regulations prior to
disturbing the soil.

It is determined that the public interest requires assurance concerning adequate
maintenance of common space areas and improvements. The restrictive covenants,
rules and bylaws creating the common ownership must therefore provide that if the
owners of the Property Owners Association shall fail to maintain the common areas or
improvements in reasonable order and condition in accordance with the approved
plans, the City may, after notice and hearing, maintain the same and assess the costs
against the units or lots, per the Common Open Space and Common Improvement
Regulations section of the Zoning Code.

The developer shall be responsible for the relocation costs of any existing utility
services and shall be responsible for clearing all utility easements of trees, brush and
overhanging tree limbs.

All other requirements which are necessary for this subdivision to be in compliance
with the Subdivision Regulations.



All required improvements shall be the sole responsibility of the subdivider. As prescribed
by Section No. 300 of the Subdivision Regulations, the improvements shall be made or
guaranteed by means of bond or escrow agreement. Release of the final plat for recording
shall be withheld until the subdivider has complied with this section.

Section No. 206 of the Subdivision Regulations requires that a final plat be submitted within
two years of City Council's aceeptance of the public streets and casements.

STAFF CONTACT PERSON:
Daniel Neal
Senior Planner



ATTACHMENT A
BACKGROUND REPORT
PRELIMINARY PLAT — COTTAGES AT ALL SAINTS

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL:

The applicant proposes to subdivide approximately 17.05 acres into a fourteen (14) lot subdivision
with common area. The subdivision will be served by a private street that will be dedicated within
common area and maintained by the homeowner’s association. The applicant intends use the

property for a church, private school and residential subdivision which are al permitted uses in the
R-SF, Single-Family Residential District.

BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS:

The address will need to be changed for the existing development on lot 2. This will occur after
the lot is final platted.

CITY UTILITIES COMMENTS:

All utilities are available to provide service to the residential development. Fire hydrant spacing
will be determined by the Fire Code. Since the street is proposed to be private, the streetlights
will be installed per CU's Outdoor Lighting policy. The developer will share in the cost of
installation and there will be a monthly fee for electricity and maintenance.

TRAFFIC DIVISION COMMENTS:

1. Please place a note that the required right-of-way on Galloway and Barbett and the sight
triangle easement will be dedicated with Phase 1. If the church chooses not to dedicate the
right-of-way of Lot 1 on Galloway within the first phase, an irrevocable consent to dedicate will be

required as part of the first phase.

2. Please show the existing right of way on Galloway and Barbett as well as the right of way to be
dedicated.

AT&T COMMENTS:
AT&T requests a ten (10) foot utility easement on either the front or rear of all properties.
STORMWATER COMMENTS:

1. Detention and water quality requirements are to be met by the basin being constructed
currently as a public improvement.

2. Drainage casements appear satisfactory as shown, but shall be based upon the final design of
the drainage improvements. ’

3. Please note that a complaint has been received from the downstream property regarding the



detention basin outlet structure location. The plans were approved since the site demonstrated that
the basin would outlet into an existing natural watercourse with a watershed of approximately 75
acres. This complaint has been relayed to the designer. A meeting will be held onsite between the
downstream property owner, the City, and the designer to review the design and to determine what
course of action shall be followed. More information will be known after that meeting occurs.

SANITARY SEWER COMMENTS:

1. Public improvement plans for sewer will be required to extend sewer to serve each lot. Sewer
must be constructed or escrowed before the final plat can be approved.

2. There is a joint sewer district fee for the north 558 feet of the subdivision in the amount of
$0.1129/sq. ft. to be paid when the public improvement plans are filed. Show and label the arca
within the joint district on the sewer plans.

3. The existing SECR fee (sewer extension cost recovery) for 2705 E Galloway of approx. $8200
has been waived since the house is no longer there.

4. The request to exclude the area of the turn-a-round ROW from the trunkline connection fee
(Item #2 above) was reviewed by the City Attorney’s office. They were unwilling to support the
exception since the fees are defined and required by city ordinance no. 25312,

STAFF COMMENTS:

1. The applicant is proposing a fourteen (14) lot subdivision with private streets, common
area and a gate at the end of the Inman Street turnaround. The applicant will dedicate and
construct two (2) new public hammerhead turnarounds at Inman and Sequiota Streets. The
applicant intends use the property for a church, private school and residential subdivision,
which are all permitted uses in the R-SF, Single-Family Residential District. The applicant
has already begun construction of a new church on Lot 1 along Galloway Street which is
considered a lot of record.

2. The applicant is proposing a large common area (approximately 8.26 acres) that will
encompass the private street, stormwater detention area, and an area that does not have
access to sanitary sewer. The subdivision will be served by private streets (All Saints Lane
and Inman Street) that will be dedicated within common area. All common areas will be
maintained by the established property owners association.

3. The applicant is proposing a phasing plan that will allow Lots 2-14 to be platted, first, and
Lot 1, second.

4. If Planning and Zoning Commission approves the preliminary, then the plat will be
forwarded to City Council for acceptance of public streets and easements. An approved
preliminary plat is active for two (2) years.

5. Asmentioned in Stormwater comments, a complaint has been received from the
downstream property regarding the detention basin outlet structure Jocation. The plans



were approved since the site demonstrated that the basin would outlet into an existing
natural watercourse with a watershed of approximately seventy-five (75) acres. A meeting
will be held onsite between the downstream property owner, the City, and the designer to
review the design and to determine what course of action shall be followed.

. The applicant has submitted two letters (Exhibit B) that were exchanged between the
church and the neighborhood to explain their reasoning behind providing a gated
entrance/exit at the end of the Inman turnaround. The proposed gate must meet all
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance including a knox box for emergency access.
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P.O.Box 10892
Springfield, MO 65808

417.881.1906
info@allsaintsspringfield.org

The Light of Christ

October 3, 2011
Dear Inman Sireet Resident,
Warm Greetings from your new neighbor, Ail Saints Anglican Church.

Recently | have received some concems about the increased traffic our presence has generated on
Inman Street as well as violations of the posted speed limit. | assure you that we at All Saints share
your concern and thank you for bringing this to our attention. We very much seek to be your good
neighbor!

| have three pieces of good news on this matter: (1) First of all, this should be a temporary issue.
Within the next month or two we will be building a new road that will provide access to the recently
renovated house in which we are now worshipping {(now named Galloway House) from Galloway
Street. That will mean that Inman will ail but entirely cease to be the principal entrance to our facilities
and your street will once again be quiet and peaceful. Within months we will be breaking ground for a
new church building to face Galloway Street. Access fo it wilt also be from Galloway.

(2) Renovations on Galloway House, are nearly completed, hence the traffic from contractors and
other providers should soon be drastically reduced. Meanwhile | have taken steps to communicate
our concerns for your safety to those of them still at work.

(3) Lastly, | spoke to our own congregation at this past Sunday’s service to strongly request that they
rigidly obey the speed limit on your street and keep a watchiul eye for your children and your pets
during the few weeks that we will still be using Inman Street.

Again, thank vou for bringing this to our aftention. As | stated above, we really want to be good
nexghbors Come visit us sometlme You can make an appomtment to visit Galloway House or o

Mo wvsutl 1115 uy er.‘AH!!lu L TR LT N ouuuay o vive UUQIHS at 10: 30 a.m.

Yours sincerely,

J. Douglas McGlynn
Rector (Senior Pastor)

T L. I ¥ R ol S U ol o S ol S ol S i s s ; .
o e e D e LS e S L L 7 o m A I s Romang 1562
o4 - £ - & - o

{The Rev’d Canon) Douglas McGlynn, D.Min.
Rector
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‘Brenda Treece
2623 E. Inman
Springfield, MO 65804

hutterfivbubbles@rocketmail.com

J. Dougias McGiynn, Rector (Senior Pastor)
All Saints Anglican Church

PG Box 10892

Springfield, MO 65808

Dear Rector’ McGlynn’

Th:s letter Is in response to your letter to Inman Sireet residents dated October 3, 2011.

ltem #1: Thank you for the new road from Galloway —we do enjoy our quiet street and would like fo keep
it that way.

ltem #2: Congratulations on the soon to be compieted renovations to Galloway House

ttem #3: If you can get your congregation to slow down and drive courteously — would you please tajk fo
the Baptists, Methodists, Preshyterians,...whatever congregations and convince ail of us that God
expects us to drive safely and remember to protect his babies and furry creatures! .

- ltern #4: (You didn’t have an item 4 - | added ancther ifem) — Welcome to the neighborhood!

Sincerely,
"B(@mcﬁa Vregee

Brenda Treece

Inman Street Resident

bhef C.Dmp[&-'ﬂ‘& .
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EXPLANATION TO COUNCIL BILL NO: 2012-
FILED:
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development
PURPOSE: To amend Section 5-1200, Temporary Uses, and add a new definition for a
mobile vendor to Section 2-1100, Definitions, in the Springfield Zoning Ordinance. (Staff
recommends approval of the original amendments in Aftachment A).

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT — TEMPORARY VENDOR
AMENDMENTS

City Council approved a resolution (Res. 9899) on August 22, 2011, to initiate
amendments to the Zoning Crdinance regarding the locations and standards for
temporary vendors.

Staff proposed amendments to the Temporary Vendor subsection of the Zoning
Ordinance (Attachment A) to Planning and Zoning Commission on May 3, 2012. While
there were some members of the public that opposed parts of the proposed language,
the Planning and Zoning Commission voted unanimously (8-0) to recommend approval
of the amendments to City Council.

City Council held a public hearing on the proposed Temporary Vendor Amendments on
May 21%, in which, one member of the public spoke in favor of the amendments and the
public hearing was closed. Prior to the final action, Councilman Bieker requested the
ordinance be removed from the agenda and has added and removed language from the
original amendments. Councilman Bieker is requesting Planning and Zoning
Commission and City Council to review the substitute language (Attachment B).

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on August 9, 2012, and
recommended ,by avote of __to__, of the proposed changes to the Zoning
Ordinance described in (see the attached Record of Proceedings).

The Planning and Development Staff recommends approval of the proposed
amendments on Attachment A (see the attached Zoning and Subdivision Report). Staff
believes that the temporary vendor use as originally proposed (Attachment A} is an
appropriate use in all proposed districts including Center City. Staff does not see a clear
distinction between the excluded area proposed in the substitute language nor do we
see a compelling reason to exclude the downtown area as supported by testimony at
the last Planning and Zoning Commission meeting (Attachment D).



FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. The proposed amendments will provide better clarification and more flexibility for
temporary and mobile vendors to locate on private property within the City.

2. The substitute amendment language that Councilman Bieker has requested is
included as Attachment B.

Submitted by:

Miewnetl KMACP kAR ow

Mike MacPherson, Principal Planner Greg Burris, City Manager
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Zoning & Subdivision Report

Planning & Development Department ~ 417/864-1611
840 Boonville Avenue ~ Springfield, Missouri 65802

ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT: TEMPORARY VENDORS
DATE: July 24, 2012

PURPOSE: To amend Section 5-1200, Temporary Uses, and add a new definition for a mobile
vendor to Section 2-1100, Definitions, in the Springfield Zoning Ordinance.

BACKGROUND:

City Council approved a resolution (Res. 9899) on August 22, 2011, to initiate amendments to
the Zoning Ordinance regarding the locations and standards for temporary vendors.

Staff proposed amendments to the Temporary Vendor subsection of the Zoning Ordinance
(Attachment A) to Planning and Zoning Commission on May 3, 2012. While there were some
members of the public that opposed parts of the proposed language, the Planning and Zoning
Commission voted unanimously (8-0) to recommend approval of the amendments to City
Council. '

City Council held a public hearing on the proposed Temporary Vendor Amendments on May
21%in which, one member of the public spoke in favor of the amendments and the public
hearing was closed. Prior to the final action, Councilman Bieker requested the ordinance be
removed from the agenda and has added and removed language from the original amendments.
Councilman Bieker is requesting Planning and Zoning Comimission and City Council to review
the substitute language (Attachment B).

The substitute Temporary Vendor amendments allows vendors in additional commercial and
industrial districts; however, excludes an area bounded by Mill Street on the north, Elm Street on
the south, Market Street on the west and Kimbrough Street on the east. This area is majority of
the downtown area (see Attachment C). Another difference proposed in the substitute
amendments gives clarification to the requirement for restroom facilities within five hundred
(500) feet of a vendor site. The language has been clarified to reflect that the required restroom
facilities are for vendor employees only and not for the general public’s use. Lastly, the
substitute amendments add a requirement for the vendor to provide a trash container and empty it
daily. Otherwise, all text from the amendments proposed originally have been retained.

Staff believes that the temporary vendor use as originally proposed (Attachment A) is an
appropriate use in all proposed districts including the Center City. Staff does not see a clear
distinction between the excluded area proposed in the substitute langnage nor do we see a
compelling reason to exclude the downtown area as supported by testimony at the last Planning
and Zoning Commission meeting (Attachment D).
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There has been increased interest the last few years by from mobile food vendors to provide
services in additional zoning districts in the City. The Zoning Ordinance, including the
temporary vendors subsection, only addresses issues and requirements on private property. The
City Code covers public right-of-way requirements for sidewalk vendors and is not included in
these proposed amendments. This amendment proposes to permit these vendor sites on private
property in the following zoning districts: Government and Institutional (GI), Center City (CC),
Commercial Street (COM), Light Industrial (LI), General Manufacturing (GM), Heavy
Manufacturing (HM) and Industrial Commercial (IC). Additionally, there is not a current
definition or subsection regarding mobile vendors. The proposed definition classifies a mobile
vendor as a food or vendor service operation that operates from a motorized vehicle. The
proposed subsection will clarify that mobile vendors must be on an approved temporary vendor
site and cannot be located at a particular site for a period of time greater than one hundred eighty
(180) days in a calendar year. Since they are considered a temporary use or structure by
ordinances and codes, this will limit the amount of time that any one temporary or mobile vendor
can be located at an approved vendor site.

The proposed amendments add site plan standards to the current requirements which are the
same site plan standards that are currently being used by Building Development Services to
permit temporary vendor sites.

The Urban District Alliance (UDA) has expressed concerns regarding unfair competition
between temporary vendors and bricks and mortar businesses in the Center City District. Staff
doesn’t believe the same requirements for sidewalk vendors on public right-of-way (Three
hundred (300) foot spacing requirement between another vendor and/or existing business selling
the same merchandise or product) are appropriate for temporary vendors on approved private
vendor sites. Staff further believes that the private property owner and free market should dictate
whether a vacant lot is used for a new building, parking or a mobile vendor. The City would,
also, have difficulty enforcing a spacing requirement for a mobile vendor.

Building Development Services, Health Department and Fire Department have been directly
involved and support the originally proposed amendments (Attachment A).

The Development Issues Input Group (DIIG) and Environmental Advisory Board (EAB) were
notified of the original amendments. Two (2) members of DG had concerns and staff answered
with the following responses.

DIIG MEMBER COMMENTS #1:

“The Site Plan requirement should be simplified. An accurate survey of the site might
not be available. For example, the Taco wagon located at Fremont and Sunshine is on a
site that has been cleared of the previous building. There is no survey of that site and this
wording would require that they get one made and then draw up their situation. I think
you can use a Google Earth of the City GIS map of the site and mark on it. Don't make
this burdensome. KISS - Keep It Simple Stupid.

The parking schedule is also problematic on vacant lots. There is no parking required for
4



a vacant lot and realistically the parking needs of the vendor is something the Vendor
would make sure he could handle. On developed lots (like a shopping center), let the
property owner decide if they can afford to let the vendor use some of their parking.

More and more, I am of the opinion that we should quit dictating parking requirements on
all projects. We don't in the CBD and everyone just figures it out. Drop the parking
concerns on this and let the property owner and the vendor deal with it.

Tt is impossible for a temporary vendor to make provisions for an accessible toilet within
500 feet of the site. Going back to the Taco wagon at Sunshine and Fremont. No HC
toilet is possible unless they lease one of those fancy HC port potties. That is a burden.
Temporary vendors are running on a shoestring, this will kill them. Drop it. A simple
hot dog stand would fall under this burden. Drop that. Just accept the fact that there are
no toilets available for temp vendors.

Let’s start trying to address problems and not create roadblocks to business
development.”

“] still have a problem with the "accessible toilets for each gender”. These are not
restaurants, they are quick pickup vendors. A drive through only food service vendor is
only required to provide a toilet for staff. Construction sites can usc portable toilets as do
many events like concerts and Rock N Ribs. I would drop that toilet requirement. Do they
require a signed agreement committing the use of the toilets?”

STAFF RESPONSE:

The language states, “a full site plan”, not “survey™. Staff uses and will accept a GIS aerial photo
or Google Earth aerial. We can, and have furnished to the property owner, a copy of the GIS
aerial for their use.

Staff reviews a vendor site on a vacant lot based upon data that does not typically require
services of a design professional to prepare. While parking is not a problem on a vacant lot, if
the lot is paved, we do check the location for “sight triangle” and related safety issues.

The land owner is the responsible party for obtaining the vendor site permit. Once the vendor
site permit is established, it remains a valid site permit, until the property owner wishes to cancel
the permit. Building Development Services can revoke a permit if there are vendor site
violations (not vendor violations). As a part of this review we discuss with the property owner
how he plans on providing electrical to the vendor site, if he wishes to provide it. This can be a
major safety issue it not done safely.

The restroom requirement is not for the patron. It is for the employee’s use if needed, so the
usage is very low. The restroom can be on the adjoining lot, but not across the street.

The requirement for the toilet facility has been one of the requirements to establish a temporary
vendor’s site for many years. The owner of the property states on his application that the site has
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the right to use the facilities located on his property. In the case of multiple tenants only one
tenant has to agree. If the site does not have a structure with toilet facilities then the property
owner must provide a letter from his neighbor. The letter must state that their facilities can be
used to meet the temporary vendor site requirements. The requirement for toilet facilities has
never been an issue.

DIIG MEMBER COMMENTS #2:

“The suggested revisions to the temporary uses outlined in the summary you provided
make sense to me.

My only comment has to do with an issue I raised earlier in the year about enforcement.

1 have seen a couple situations where the temporary user is in violation of a regulation or
requirement affecting the approved use. The problem is that the City's procedure for
curing such violations is too long given the fact that it is a temporary use that lasts no
longer than 180 days. The scenario is that there is a violation. It takes the City a while to
get notified of the violation. The City then sends a notice to the user to cease and desist
the action/inaction. I can't recall, but I think it gives them 45 days to cure the problem. If
it is not cured, then there is a hearing set to take up the matter. That hearing is set for 30
to 45 days later. By that time, 120 days or so have likely passed. A day or two before the
hearing the user simply packs up and leaves. However, they have been able to stay open
in violation of the temporary use during the majority of the time that they were allowed
anyway. Typically, those folks are selling a product that is seasonal and 120 days is more
than enough.

It seems this would be a good time to resolve that issue. Can we shorten the time frames
in which those events happen? Given that it is a temporary use, you should be able to
give them shorter notices. You could put in the ordinance that the temporary permit can
be revoked immediately without further notice or hearing if violations are not cured
within ten (10) days of notice of the violation. That seems appropriate given the nature
of the use.”

STAFF RESPONSE:

Staff agrees that the enforcement issue with temporary vendors is a problem. The process you
have described appears to be based on the Dangerous, Blighted and Nuisance Building Code.
This is the process that is normally used to demolish dangerous and nuisance buildings. There
are other enforcement processes available in the Zoning Ordinance but they have time restraint
issues as well. Staff will be reviewing processes, seeking to simplify them, however due process
1S a concern.

FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. The proposed amendments will provide better clarification and more flexibility for
temporary and mobile vendors to locate on private property within the City.
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2. The substitute amendment language that Councilman Bicker has requested is included as
Attachment B.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the original amendment language on
Attachment A.
STAFF CONTACT PERSON:

Daniel Neal
Senior Planner



W oodo0u W N

ATTACHMENT A
PROPOSED ORIGINAL TEMPORARY VENDOR AMENDMENTS

New text is underlined and deleted text is everstruck

Section 2-1100. Definitions.

Mobile Vendor: A food or vendor service operation that operates from a motorized vehicle.

Section 5-1200. Temporary Uses.
5-1203. Temporary Uses Permitted.
B. The following uses of land arc permitted in the specific zoning districts listed, subject

to the restrictions in this section and the other applicable restrictions in the district or
districts in which the temporary use is permitted.

2. Jn-the GR,-HC;-and-CS Distriets. Temporary vendors sites in the GR, HC, CS, G1,
CC, COM, LI GM. HM and IC Districts, subject to the following restrictions:

a. A site plan providing the following information shall be
submitted to, and approved by, the Building Development
Services Department showing conformance with the
requirements and standards of the Zoning Ordinance and other
City Codes::

1) The legal description of the site.

2) A full site plan showing the proposed location of the
temporary vendor site and showing that the gite does not
encroach into the required setbacks of site friangles.

3) Show that the vendor site location will not encroach into
the required parking spaces.

4) Submit a parking schedule indicating the total number of

parking spaces for the site, the total spaces required for
the permanent business and the use of the permanent

business.

5} Show the location of the accessible restroom facilities
for each gender. They must be located within five
hundred (500) feet of the temporary vendor site and
within & permanent structure.

b. All temporary vendor uses shall be in compliance with all
applicable codes and standards of the Springfield City Code.;
and
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5-1204. Temporary and Mobile Vendor Requirements. All Temporary and Mobile Vendors must be
located on an approved Temporary Vendor Site and shall not occupy an approved vendor site for
a period of time greater than one hundred eighty (180) days in a calendar year.
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ATTACHMENT B
PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE TEMPORARY VENDOR AMENDMENTS

New text is underlined and deleted text 1s overstruek

Section 2-1100. Definitions.

Mobhile Vendor: A food or vendor service operation that operates from a motorized vehicle.

Section 5-1200. Temporary Uses.
5-1203. Temporary Uses Permitted. |

B. The following uses of land are permitted in the specific zoning districts listed, subject
to the restrictions in this section and the other applicable restrictions in the district or
districts in which the temporary use is permitted.

2. In-the GR, HC-and-CS Distriets: Temporary vendors sites in the GR
HC, CS. COM, GI, LI, GM, HM and IC District and CC district excluding that area

bounded by Mill Street on the north, Elm Street on the south, Market Street on the west
and Kimbrough Street on the east, subject to the following restrictions:

a. A site plan providing the following information shall be
submitted to, and approved by, the Building Development

Services Department showing conformance with the
requirements and standards of the Zoning Ordinance and other
City Codes:;

1) The legal description of the site.

2) A full site plan showing the proposed
location of the temporary vendor site
and showing that the site does not
encroach into the required setbacks of

site triangles.

3) Show that the vendor site location will

not encroach into the required parking
spaces.

4) Submit a parking schedule indicating the
total number of parking spaces for the
site, the total spaces required for the
permanent business and the use of the
permanent business.

5) Show the location of restroom facilities
for temporary vendeor emplovees. The
restroom facilitics must be Jocated
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100 within five hundred (500) feet of the

101 temporary vendor site and within a
102 permanent structure.

103

104 b. All temporary vendor uses shall be in compliance with all

105 applicable codes and standards of the Springfield City Code.;
106 and

107

108 c. All mobile food vendors and temporary food vendors shall

109 provide a trash container for patron use. The trash container
110 shall be emptied daily-Al-Hemperary vendoruses-shall- be limited
111 HSE nitted-in-the distriet-whe he temporary

112 vendoris-business-islocated.

113 '

114

115 5-1204. Temporary and Mobile Vendor Requirements. All Temporary and Mobile Vendors must be
116 located on an approved Temporary Vendor Site and shall not occupy an approved vendor site for
117 a period of time greater than one hundred eighty (180) days in a calendar year.
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Attachment D

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

GENERAL INFORMATION: Tempeorary Vendors Amendment

The purpose of the request is to amend section 5-1200, Temporary Uses and add a new definition of a mobile
vendor to Section 2-1100, Definitions, in the Springfield Zoning Ordinance.

COMMISSION HEARING: ‘May 3, 2012

Mr. MacPherson expressed his appreciation of Mr. Hansen's comments about the Planning and Zoning
Committee because the next issue to be reviewed was also discussed at that Committee. It deals with
temporary vendors and the concept was to amend section 5-1200, Temporary Uses and add a new
definition of a mobile vendor to Section 2-1100, Definitions, in the Springfield Zoning Ordinance. This too
was initiated by City Council. There has been an increased interest the last few years from mobile food
vendors to provide services in additional zoning districts in the City. The Zoning Ordinance, including the
temporary vendors subsection, only addresses issues and requirements on private property. The City Code
covers public right-of-way requirements for sidewalk vendors and is not included in these proposed
amendments.

Mr. MacPherson said he wanted to make the clear distinction at this point that this is a private contractual
relationship between two private parties and it doesn't involve or use the public right-of-way. This
amendment proposes fo permit these vendor sites on private property in the following zoning districts:
Government and Institutional {GI), Center City (CC), Commercial Street (COM), Light Industrial (LI},
General Manufacturing (GM), Heavy Manufacturing (HM), and Industrial Commercial {IC). Additionally,
there is not a current definition or subsection regarding mobile vendors. The proposed definition classifies a
mobile vendor as a food or vendor service operation that operates from a motorized vehicle. The proposed
subsection will clarify that mobile vendors must be on an approved temporary vendor site and, certain
standards have to be met, cannot be located at a particular site for a period of time greater than one
hundred eighty (180) days in a calendar year. Since they are considered a temporary use or structure by

- ordinances and codes, this will limit the amount of time that any one temporary or mobile vendor can be
located at an approved vendor site. The proposed amendment add site plan standards to the current
requirements which are the same site plan standards that are currently being used by Building
Development Services to permit temporary vendor sites.

The Urban District Alliance (UDA) has expressed concems regarding unfair competition between temporary
vendors and bricks and mortar businesses in the Center City District. Staff does not believe the same
requirements for sidewalk vendors on public right-of-way {three hundred (300} foot spacing requirement
between another vendor and/or existing business selling the same merchandise or product) are appropriate
for temporary vendors on approved private vendor sites. For example, a hotdog stand that operates on a
public right-of-way. Staff further believes that the private property owner and free market should dictate
whether a vacant lot is used for a new building, parking or a mobile vendor. The City would also have
difficulty enforcing a spacing requirement for a mobile vendor for obvious reasons. Building Development
Services, Health Department and Fire Department have been directly involved and support the proposed
amendments. Staff findings are the proposed amendments will provide befter clarification and more
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flexibility for temporary and mobile vendors to locate on private property within the City. Staff is
recommending approval of the amendment.

Mr. Hansen asked that the vendor sites be explained.

Mr. MacPherson apologized, stating he was going to review the standards and skipped them. In order for a
temporary vendor to establish a site, they have to have an agreement or a private vendor who owns the
site or a private person who owns that particular site. Then a site plan providing the following information
should be submitted fo Building Development Services showing conformance with the requiSrements and
standards of the Zoning Ordinance and other city codes. The legal description, a site plan showing the
proposed location of the temporary vendor site and showing that the site does not encroach into the
required setbacks of site triangles, submit a parking schedule indicating the total number of parking spaces
for the site, the total spaces required for the permanent business and the use of the permanent business as
well as show the location of the accessible restroom facilities for each gender. They must be located within
five hundred {500) feet of the temporary vendor site and within a permanent structure.

Mr. Hansen discussed some of the locations of the designated vendor sites such as Smilie's on Glenstone
and Fremont and Sunshine adding that those vendor sites are known to the City and approved by the City;
there won't be any springing up in the middle of the night.

Mr. MacPherson said that is correct.

Mr. Lawhon asked if what was being accomplished through the amendments was just expanding those
places where these temporary vendors can set up business.

Mr. MacPherson said yes.
Mr. Lawhon opened the public hearing.

Rusty Worley, Urban District Alliance, 807 W. Walnut stated he had a few comments. They have been
meeting with some of the business owners over the past several months and getting some feedback on this
issue. Some of the comments are that downtown has a wide variety of food options and several are
represented here today. We have 46 restaurants, 20 pubs and clubs down town and last year alone we did
20 million dollars in sales from food and beverage. We are not under served downtown for food options.
Our patrons have lots of choices and options. Current opportunities from mobile vendors this weekend
being a perfect example between Arts Fest and Arts Fiesta that will have lots of mobile food vendors on
Walnut Street and Founders Park will have the Aviary’s new mobile unit there. There is also the opportunity
for temporary vendors on the sidewalk cafes and the Sidewalk Vendor Ordinance, Jeff helped prepare that
several years ago; he has one of the hotdog vendors so we have the ordinance which is the only pace in
town where that is utilized. In our discussions, timing was an issue. Center City is often used as an
opportunity for pilot projects. The latest project was the Taste of Springfield and being able to serve alcohol
on the square. The Sidewalk Vendor Ordinance was originally a pilot project of Center City, in this particular
case the feedback received from the businesses is there are other areas in town that are under served with
food options and we would prefer those area be given this expanded option and hold off in Center City. The
consensus was not necessarily no, but not now for Center City. Parking is always a premium and we are
vety appreciative the ordinance does not allow mobile food vendors on the strest because we already have
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very limited parking options. We also have concems about losing some of the parking spaces in the
premium private lots. If the Planning and Zoning Commission feels that this is important to include mobile
food trucks in Center City right now, we would ask the same distance requirements as the current Sidewalk
Vendor Ordinance be included in this ordinance. This provides a buffer for our brick and mortar businesses
who are there on site 365 days a year and have significant investments. St. Louis just recently passed a
vendor ordinance with a 200 foot buffer that included both the public right-of-way and temporary vendors
with 200 foot buffers. | there is some precedence that underscores our concerns not too far away. The
market in St. Louis has a lot more competition for the fool trucks and they had to play out these wars on a
bigger stage than we have and worked them out. He commented he is available for questions.

Mr. Lawhon commented that one of the statements Mr. Worley made was not necessarily that you object fo
this but it sounds like you are saying now is not a good time to do this. With that in mind, when would that
fime occur and how would you determine that.

Mr. Worley said part of the feedback received is there is still quite a bit of capacity in a lot of the
restaurants; the Av airy is bursting at the seams, but if you look across the 46 restaurants at lunch or
different times of the day, there is quite a bit of capacity. When there is growth in office for the lunch and
there are loft apartments for the evening, that growth would bring about a point where we could add this
more comfortably.

Mr. Lawhon noted there were comments about talking with the businesses on the Square. The impression
is that was primarily restaurants or exclusively restaurants.

Mr. Worley said they have brought this up at DSA and CID meetings, a couple of our restaurant meetings
and that's where we got the feedback.

Mr. Hansen asked if there is a problem with too many mobile vendors there now.

Mr. Worley said there were originally hotdog wars but that passed. Mr. Bear has two or three carts
depending on activities in the area, but he is the main food vendor right now, but he does not see that as a
problem.

Mr. Hansen commented that it is not a problem now, but you see the amendment as an opening that up to
more activity.

Mr. Worley said that it is not a problem currently because of the distance requirements that are in place that
helps give some protection between the brick and mortar and the mobile vendor. An example of that is
South Street and McDaniel. You can have a mobile food vendor come in and have an italian presence on
the parking fot. There is the concern of trash and debris. They have had to ask that areas be picked up.

Ms. Roling said that basically the concem is the Center City area, not city-wide, but more concentration
downtown.

Mr. Worley said mobile trucks are really the rage right now. There is a lot of activity nationally and we see
there are a lot of areas in town that are under served, so we think there is a lot of opportunity across the
city.
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Debra Burgess, 2549 E Ottawa, 65804 commented that she represents both sides of this issue. She and
her husband own the Aviary on Jefferson and Walnut, right in the heart of downtown. We have been open
for one year and Springfield really loves us. Recently we purchased a new food truck, very beautiful. We
did it for three reasons. One was advertisement for the Aviary, it is a big mobile kitchen for catering jobs
and wedding receptions and third, just to have a food truck. Crepes are street food and very social food.
Her daughter lives in Portland where there are whole neighborhoods of food trucks. We really believe
strongly that Springfield is up and coming and becoming very urban and food trucks are very right now.
When they first got the truck, which is called “Aviary on the Fly”, we looked around town for a location and
we thought maybe where the court house is, government plaza, there aren't many restaurants in the area.
We made arrangements with a Bail Bondsman to park in his parking lot across from the court house and
pay him a certain amount every month. When we went to get a permit, we found that part.of the area is
Center City area and it wasn't allowed. We feel that if someone has private property and the owner agrees
to allow us to be on their private property to sell food, we believe that should be allowed even if it was in a
~ location down on the Square.

Mr. Lawhon asked if she would be in favor of that being allowed even if it was at a location downtown on
the Square.

Ms. Burgess said yes, competition is a good thing. She see's Springfield as growing and Center City as
growing and absolutely yes.

Mr. Jeff Bear, 916 E Canterbury, 65810 commented that he has a different opinion. There is a lot of empty,
vacant buildings downtown. We downtown need to focus on filling these buildings. When it comes to food
downtown, we are well served; therefore he is against bringing in more food trucks into the community.
There are several concemns and issues that were addressed. Mr. Bear said that he personally contacted
close to 40 restaurants and businesses, ranging from Hair Salons to the Shrine Mosque and
overwhelmingly it was conditional or no for downtown at the current time. We do believe in the future there
would be an opportunity for the amendment, but ask that downtown be removed at this point.

Mr. Lawhon asked Mr. Bear when he spoke to the businesses, if he could be more specific fo what their
objections were,

Mr. Bear commented the concerns were the trash accumulation, that CID taxes were paid properly, and the
condition or the appearance of the units themselves. The current businesses have fo pay utilities and these
people can come in and roll right back out in our area downtown. Those were a lot of the conditionals.

Mr. Hansen asked Mr. MacPherson about the CID as it relates to any sub-renting of locations.

Mr. MacPherson said if they are operating in the district, they are subject to the tax, and when they come in
for a business license they are supplied with the tax rate in the district where they are located. There is no
guarantee that they pay it, but there is no guarantee that the others do either.

Mr. Sean Kisner, stated he is at 220 West Walnut and also own the empty lot at 304 West Walnut and he
too is on both sides of the issue just as they are because we would have a lot that currently would be
eligible. To address a couple of issues that he heard that he doesn’t believe were cleared up. Someone
asked if they were having a problem with vendor's downtown right now. Currently, downtown is not allowed
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to have them because it is not one of the zones that are allowed. That is part of what this amendment
would do is open downtown. What the amendment is designed fo do is open up all of the other zones within
the City. He spoke with Chris Straw yesterday and he explained it so 1 will give you some of what he told
us. One of the reasons the City sees this as important is it would allow someone to park at Mueller's, for
example, and this would open this up and he can see where they are going on that. Chris Straw said that
we have to have the same laws for the whole City. Center City is subject fo all kinds of laws and regulations
that no one else in the City is. The City knows what they have to deal with downtown, and when he looks at
some things that is not included in this; | have 304 W Walnut and there is not a vendor in the City that
would pass the Walnut Street regulations for their group and yet, are you going to make them subject to
that. As far as the taxes that are generated one of the things currently in process is we are attempting to
get downtown designated as a convention and visitors district, entertainment district which allows different
financing options but it also allows the City to collect a extra cent in tax. If a mobile vendor comes in at
breakfast or lunch and locates someplace else for dinner, is he really going to separate it out and pay that
tax? Mr. Kisner discussed the accessibility of toilets and the 500 feet rule, stating itis not realistic. There
are multiple restaurants going through tough time and there are so many empty building. He asked that the
amendment be changed to exclude Center City.

Mr. Hansen said to be clear Mr. Kisner, you accept the amendment as is except you want Center City
exempted from it.

Mr. Kisner said yes, and added that the amendment will be good when all the buildings are fuif and there is
a line out the doors on businesses.

Mr. Mark Burgess, 2549 E Ottawa commented that he is on both sides of the issue. The only reason this
issue came up for them was the opportunity to bring the food truck to Government Plaza. The
demographics they got are there are 10,000 people within a block and no food service here, so we felt it
would be a good opportunity. He does have concerns about the so called "Roach Coaches’, and other rigs,
but his price tag is up to $95,000 for our truck. It is 30 feet long and it is completely wrapped, has a fire
suppression hood system, a full kitchen, a generator, external power, and | understand when you open this
can of worms up you can get all extreme situations. He understands the last gentleman’s situation as well,
because he would like to have his cake and eat it too, but he does not want someone outside his door at
Aviary, but | would also like to have my truck next fo you guys so people can come eat lunch. The situation
with downtown is unique in that if | was trying to put my fruck downtown, | don’t think he could find some
place fo put it. Public parking is not part of this deal so | can’t park it on public parking, it big enough that
you are not going to want to go inside a parking garage on public property because no one will find you and
if you are doing crappy work, they won't find you anyway. So | am not really concerned with a hotdog stand
taking business from me. Could | set up across from his property, yes, but I'm not going to. It is a long way
from where everybody is. | don't see that as a big issue, but | do see the issue of maintaining the standards
that they are required to maintain through all downtown, Walnut Historic area. If you are going to put
something up you are going to have to continue to meet those requirements in that situation once this
passes down that direction. So that is the reason we looked at that situation in the first place. The location
we were talking about with the bail bondsman across the streef, we also have to pay them a fee, we are
doing things above board, we are paying our taxes, we are paying our fees, we are jumping through the
hoops and not everyone does that, again that is another area whether we do this or not. We are in favor of
opening up this situation. We never thought of it as a competition for us downtown but we try to come in
here and find out the Government Plaza is part of the area we couldn’t get to. We can't get o certain areas
because of the way the zoning and the current situation is, so we don’t see it as competition. We want to
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be more urban, be more City, and this is the move of the future. It is added revenue if he can get his fruck
out; generate more revenue for the license fees, revenue, more employees for the City. Since they have
opened their business, they have 25 employees working for them and the food truck will put 5 more
employees to work.

Mr. Hansen asked how many places downtown within the Center City would actually be a viable vendor
site.

Mr. Burgess said that Rusty could probably address that, but he befieves there are very few. [f the
restrictions are still held as they are now, | can't see a food vendor having much luck trying to make that
work in the downtown area right now. | feel you are limited downtown.

Mr. Worley said there are a limited number of sites. The most high profile would be at Wainut and
McDaniel, next to Nonna's; down at the Great Southern lot on South Avenue and Pershing, that area. On
Walnut Street, Sean’s lot, across the street from Queen City Cycle; there is an L shape parking lot that
fronts on to Walnut Street and the private parking lot across from Little Theatre on Walnut; the Sertoma lot
that is on South Campbell, so around half a dozen. You don't have the parking restrictions elsewhere that
you would in Center City.

Mr. Lawhon closed the public hearing.

Mr. Edwards commented that some of the remarks he heard were surprising, but the Burgesses have the
right of the matter, that when it comes down to it, the market really is what should dictate here on what can
fly and what can’t fly. We heard a lot about businesses that have gone out; they didn’t go out because a
hotdog stand was across the street; they went out because some didn't pay their bills or run their business
model right. Simply waiting on buildings to fill up before we start working the streets doesn’t make a lot of
sense to him. He commented that he has been to several large cities around the world and some of the
best food he has had, has been in parking lots or on the streets. Personally, he looks forward to falafel
wars, or pizza wars or whatever you want to call it for different vendors around here. Let's just let the
market decide. It is a rare case for Commission to deregulate something, for us to make business easier
and if it is easier for a young person to start a small business, perhaps they will move into a brick and
mortar restaurant one day. The idea of making it more restrictive just fo protect small interests here, | just
don't think that works for me. | say let’s just pass it as it is, let the market decide and go from there.

Mr. Lawhon commented he agrees with Mr. Edwards. He is a great believer of competition and the less
regulation the better, and the market regulates itself in its own sort of way as time goes by. | am very much
in favor of this.

Mr. Hansen thanked the audience for their comments; you approached this in a very professional manner
which is greatly appreciated by Commission. Everyone presented valid points on both sides, and after
hearing all the points he is in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Hansen motioned to approve the Temporary Vendors Amendments. Ms. Roling seconded the motion.
The motion carried as follows: AYES: Lawhon, Edwards, Ray, Young, Roling and Hansen. NAYS: None.
ABSTAIN: None. ABSENT: Baird, Coltrin and McClelland.
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ZONING & SUBDIVISION REPORT

Planning & Development Department ~ 417/864-1611
$40 Boonville Avenue ~ Springfield, Missouri 65801

Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Area

DATE: July 31, 2012

PURPOSE: To approve the Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE (United Ministries for
Higher Education) Campus Housing Redevelopment Area

LOCATION:  Generally located at the southeast comer of East Cherry Street and South
Florence Avenue (602 South Florence Avenue)

APPLICANT: UMHE Campus Housing, Inc.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment
Area be approved.

FINDINGS:

The proposed Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Area is in
conformance with the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

STAFF CONTACT:

Matt D. Schaefer
Senior Planner
417-864-1100

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A: Background Report
Exhibit I: Legal Description
Exhibit II: Location Map

Exhibit IIT: Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Area



ATTACHMENT A
BACKGROUND REPORT
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE UMHE CAMPUS HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT AREA

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL:

UMHE Campus Housing, Inc. has filed an application requesting approval of a redevelopment
plan pursuant to Sections 99.300-99.660, RSMo, the Land Clearance for Redevelopment
Authority Law, for a redevelopment project generally located at the southeast comer of East
Cherry Street and South Florence Avenue (Exhibits 1&IT). The Planning and Zoning
Commission is required by Statute to review the proposed Redevelopment Plan (Exhibit ILI) for
conformance with the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

The purpose of the Redevelopment Plan for the UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Area is
to redevelop the area to accommodate a new house for Theta Chi Fraternity. The
Redevelopment Area consists of a one-quarter acre parcel of land that is currently occupied by a
vacant residential structure not suitable for use by the Fraternity. The Redevelopment Plan
proposes to demolish this structure and construct a new three-story house that will serve as the
residence for approximately 40 students, as well a location for chapter meetings and activities.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

1. The Center City Plan Element of the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan
envisions the Greater Downtown District, which includes Park Central Square,
University, Plaza, and parts of Walnut Street and Missouri State University, as an area
that will be alive with business, shopping, and visitors. Tt will be the place to be for
people of all ages — a well maintained, attractive, and inviting environment. The
Redevelopment Plan supports this vision by providing additional housing within the
Greater Downtown District.

2. The Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Springfield-Greene County
Comprehensive Plan designates the land within and surrounding the Redevelopment Area
for community and public uses, which includes schools and colleges. Missouri State
University recognizes Theta Chi Fraternity as a student organization. Therefore, the
proposed fraternity house is considered to be a conforming land use.

3. The Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Springfield-Greene County
Comprehensive Plan also targets the Missouri State University Campus and surrounding
area as a Major Activity Center. One of the Plan’s objectives relating to Activity Centers
is to promote additional or new employment, intensified retail business, higher density
housing and convenient transit service. The Redevelopment Plan supports this objective
by providing new housing that will accommodate approximately 40 students.



STAFF COMMENTS:

1. The proposed Redevelopment Plan is one component of the applicant’s request to obtain
partial real property tax abatement pursuant to the Land Clearance for Redevelopment
Law (“Chapter 99, RSMo”). Chapter 99 tax abatement is an economic development
incentive used to encourage redevelopment within blighted areas through partial real
property tax abatement. Within Council-approved redevelopment areas, the Land
Clearance for Redevelopment Authority may authorize partial real property tax
abatement for projects that conform to an approved redevelopment plan. Real Property
tax abatement is based on 100% of the assessed value of qualified new construction or
rehabilitation for 10 years.

The applicant is typically required to submit a detailed blight report along with a
redevelopment plan. However, in this case, a blight report was not necessary because the
UMHE Campus Housing Redevelopment Atrea is already located within a blighted area.
In 1966, City Council declared an area generally bounded by East Cherry Street to the
north, East Grand Street the south, South National Avenue to the east, and the South
Central “A” Urban Renewal Area to the west as a blighted area in order to facilitate
adoption of the Southwest Missouri State College Urban Renewal Plan. This blight
designation remains in effect.

The Planning and Zoning Commission’s responsibility is to review the Redevelopment
Plan for conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and make a recommendation
regarding the same to City Council.

2. The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with City policy, which encourages off-campus
student housing be constructed near college and university campuses. This may help
reduce vehicular traftic by allowing more students to walk and bike to class, as opposed
to driving.

3. The majority of Missouri State University fraternitics and sororities are located
immediately north of the main campus along East Cherry Street and East Elm Street. The
proposed fraternity house, which is also located in this area, will complement the existing
fraternities and sororities and contribute to a more cohesive Greek community.

4. The City of Springfield and Missouri State University have worked collaboratively on
plans to direct university and university-related growth to the northwest towards
downtown. The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with those efforts.

5. The location of the proposed fraternity house will offer its residents convenient access to
public transit and designated pedesirian and bicycle routes. The Redevelopment Area is
located adjacent to a bus stop that is served by City Utilities Public Transit and Missouti
State University Bear Line Shuttle routes. The Area is also located adjacent to a City-
designated bicycle route along East Cherry Street that connects with the Missouri State
University Bikeway.



EXHIBITI
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE UMHE CaMPUS HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT AREA

ALL OF THE NORTH 75 FEET OF LOTS SEVEN (7) AND EIGHT (8), IN BIGGS

AND GRAY’S ADDITION, IN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY,
MISSOURI.



EXHIBIT IL
LOCATION MAP
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE UMHE CAMPUS HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT AREA
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Redevelopment Plan

1. Introduction

UMHE Campus Housing, Inc., a Missouri non-profit corporation (the “Developer”) has prepared
the following plan (the “Redevelopment Plan™) for the development of housing for the Missouri State
University [ota Beta Chapter of Theta Chi Fraternity (“Theta Chi”). The Redevelopment Plan proposes
to completely redevelop the Redevelopment Area (as hereinafter defined) by copstructing a three-story
residence with a basement and on-site parking lot (the “Project’). Upon completion, the Developer will
lease the Redevelopment Area for use by Theta Chi.

In 1966, pursuant to Resolution No. 4513, the Springfield City Council blighted an area generally
bounded on the south by E. Grand St., on the east by S. National Ave., on the north by E. Cherry St., and
on the west by the South Central “A” Project boundary which generally is the back lot lines of properties
that face S. Kimbrough Ave. (the “Blighted Area”). The Redevelopment Area (as defined below) is
included within the Blighted Area. In 1972, City Council passed Resolution No. 5495 approving an
Utban Renewal Plan for the area identified as the Southwest Missouri State College Urban Renewal
Project (Mo. R-75), which area is a part of the Blighted Area. However, this Urban Renewal Plan does
not apply to the Redevelopment Area. A map identifying the Blighted Area and the Southwest Missouri
State College Urban Renewal Project area is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “A.”
There are no known resolutions or ordinances later adopted by City Council revoking the 1966 blight
designation or approving a redevelopment plan for the Redevelopment Area. As such the Redevelopment
Area remains blighted, but there is currently no plan governing the redevelopment of the Redevelopment
Area.

1L Description of the Project
Al Boundaries of the Redevelopment Area

The arca being redeveloped is approximately .25 acres situated on the southeast corner of S.
Florence Ave. and E. Cherry St. in the City of Springfield, Missouri (the “Redevelopment Area”). A map
identifying the Redevelopment Area is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit “B” and the
Redevelopment Area is legally described on Exhibit “C” attached hereto and incorporated herein.

B. Need for Redevelopmeni

The Redevelopment Area and other surrounding property were first blighted in 1966 by the
Springfield City Council pursuant to Council Resolution No. 4513 due to a predominance of deteriorating
conditions. The prosecution of this Redevelopment Plan will eliminate such conditions and create a
desirable living environment for students while increasing the taxable revenues to the City of Springfield.
Additionally, the building located in the Redevelopment Area is vacant and not suited for use as student
housing.

C. Redevelopment Plan Objectives and Stralegies

1. Goals of the Springfield - Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

The Redevelopment Area is located in within the Center City Study Area (as defined by the City
of Springfield’s Center City Plan Element (the “CCPE”), which is a component of the Vision 20/20
Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan). The CCPE is a long-term guide for private
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investments and public improvements for a major part of central Springfield." One of the goals of the
CCPE that Center City will continue to be the focal point for higher education and technology
development and that Springfield and Center City shall be known as “an education and communications
city” fulfilling the needs of businesses and students of tomorrow.”

Additionally, the City of Springficld and Missouri State University (formetly Southwest Missouri
State University) executed an agreement establishing direction for the future physical growth of the
University.” This agreement evolved from the desire to redirect the physical expansion of the campus
away from the neighborhoods located to the south and east and to direct it instead toward Greater
Downtown’s core area around Park Central Square.

The Redevelopment Area is also within the vicinity of Missouri State University, which has been
identified as an Activity Center by the Growth Management and Land Use Plan (“Land Use Plan™)
(which is another component of the Vision 20/20 Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan).” The
Land Use Plan states that one of its objectives for areas identified as Activity Centers is that plans should
promote additional or new employment, intensified retail business, higher density housing, and
convenient transit service.® Additionally, the Springfield Area Land Use Plan map indicates that the
property within the vicinity of the Redevelopment Area should be used for community and public land
uses, which includes schools and colleges.”

2. Redévelopment Plan Objectives and Conformance with the Goals of the
Springfield - Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

The primary objective of the Redevelopment Plan is to remove blight and redevelop the area for
use by Theta Chi. The Project involves the construction of a three-story house with a basement that will
serve as a residence for approximately forty (40) students as well as a location for meetings and other
activities. The Project will have an office, chapter room, parlor/lounge, bedrooms, and public restroom
on the first floor. The second and third floors will be dedicated to bedrooms with a bathroom on each
floor. There will be additional bedrooms in the basement along with laundry facilities, a kitchenette, and a
meeting room. The Project will also include an elevator, so all floors will be handicap accessible.

The Project is anticipated to be built using certain “green” building standards to maximize energy
savings and water efficiency. The Project will also offer a variety of different types of programming
relating to spirituality and life management.

The Project will further the objectives of the Springfield - Greene County Comprehensive Plan in
several different ways. It will provide for additional student housing in Center City which will help to
further the CCPE’s goal that Center City be a focal point for higher education and fulfill the needs of
students. It also complies with the City’s goals for Missouri State University’s growth since the
Redevelopment Area is located to the north of the University. The Project will provide for higher density
housing within the Missouri State University Activity Center, which advances one of the Land Use Plan’s
goals for Activity Centers. Finally, the Project is compatible with the Land Use Plan’s community and

! See page 1-1 of the CCPE.

2 See page 1-2 of the CCPE.

3 See page 3-38 of the CCPE.

* See page 3-38 of the CCPE.

% See page 18-34 of the Land Use Plan.

¢ See page 18-28 of the Land Use Plan.
7 See pages 18-47 and 18-50 of the Land Use Plan.
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public use designation for the area since the Project will be used by a Missouri State University
recognized organization.

II1. Land Use Plan
A. Former and Existing Land Use

Chi Alpha Christian Fellowship of Springfield, Inc. previously owned the Redevelopment Area
and used it for its campus ministry. United Ministries in Higher Education (“UMHE") purchased the
Redevelopment Area in June of 2005 and used it as the headquarters for its campus ministry until UMHE
relocated in 2011 to The Monroe Redevelopment Area located at northeast corner of S. Florence Avenue
and T.. Monroe Street in the City of Springfield. UMHE wiil transfer title to the Redevelopment Area to
the Developer (which is a subsidiary of UMHE) prior to the end of 2012. The Redevelopment Area
currently consists of a vacant residential structure.

B. Proposed Land Use

The proposed land use for the Redevelopment Area is as a three-story house that will serve as a
residence and meeting location for Theta Chi. Land use plans showing proposed site plans for the
Redevelopment Area are attached as Exhibit “I»” and incorporated herein. The Project shall substantially
conform to the attached proposed plans.

C. Existing and Proposed Zoning

The existing zoning for the Redevelopment Area is Government and Institutional Use District
(GT). There is no new zoning proposed for the Redevelopment Area.

D. Regulations and Controls

Redevelopment of the Redevelopment Area shall be subject to all applicable Springfield,
Missouri Codes and Ordinances.

Iv. Execution of the Project

A, Execution

The Developer or its successors in interest shall be responsible for executing the redevelopment
of the Redevelopment Area in accordance with the Redevelopment Plan.

B. Land Acquisition

There will be no land acquisition required to implement the Redevelopment Plan, as the
Developer owns the land within the Redevelopment Area.

C. Financing

The Developer is utilizing private donations and conventional financing to finance the Project.

D. Disposition of Property
No property is proposed to be disposed of within the Redevelopment Arca.
E. Plan for Relocation Assistance

There are no residents living within the Redevelopment Area, so the Project will not require
anyone to be relocated.
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F. Redevelopment Schedule and Estimated Dates of Completion
The Developer estimates that each stage of the Project will be completed in accordance with the
following schedule:

s Pre-Construction (Inspections/Permits): Completed by August 2012
s Sjte Work (Demolition): Completed by October 2012
s Censtruction of Building: Completed by July 2013

Q. Taxation
_The Developer or its successors in interest may apply to the Land Clearance for Redevelopment
Authority for tax relief pursuant to Sections 99.700 to 99.715 of the Missouri Revised Statutes, 2000.

H. Covenants

The Redevelopment Plan shall run with the land and require the Developer and any successors in
interest to redevelop the real property within the Redevelopment Area in accordance with the specified
uses in the Redevelopment Plan if they wish to benefit from tax relief available under Sections 99.700 to
89.715 of the Missouri Revised Statutes, 2000. :

V. Other Provisions

Al Compliance with State and Local Law

The Redevelopment Plan shall be implemented in conformance with the requirements of state and
local faw.

B. Population Density

The Project will provide housing for an estimated forty (40) students.

C. Public Facilities

The Project will not require any additional public facilities or utilities.

VI Procedure for Changes or Modification of Plan

The Redevelopment Plan may be amended or modified by the Land Clearance for
Redevelopment Authority with the consent of the Planning and Zoning Commission and the Developer,
and if such amendment or modification is after the sale or lease of property in the Redevelopment Area,
with the consent of any redeveloper or successors in interest whose property is affected by such
amendment or modification. When the proposed amendment or modification substantially changes the
Redevelopment Plan, City Council must also approve the amendment or modification.
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EXHIBIT B

Map of Redevelopment Area

o
e

.

SPH-2064560-4



EXHIBIT C
Legal Description of the Redevelopment Area

ALL OF THE NORTH 75 FEET OF LOTS SEVEN (7) AND EIGHT (8), IN BIGGS AND GRAY’S
ADDITION, IN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURL
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EXHIBIT D
Land Use Plan

[Attached]
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