


Planning & Zoning Commission Agenda 

July 11, 2013 - 6:30 p.m. 

Members 

Matt Edwards (Chair), King Coltrin (Vice-Chair), Jay McClelland, Jim Hansen, Jason Ray, Gabrielle White, 

Phil Young, Tom Baird, IV, Shelby Lawhon 

Roll Call  

Approval of Minutes: May 30, 2013 

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.) 

Hearings: 

Vacations: 

1. Vacation 757       Bob Norton 

(1540 South Enterprise Avenue) 

Zoning: 

2. Z-12-2013 w/ Conditional Overlay District No. 61  Todd Johnson 

(777 East Battlefield Road) 

Zoning Text Amendments: 

3. Official Zoning Map and Zoning Certificate Amendments  City of Springfield 

(City-Wide) 

4. Live/Work Overlay District Amendment    City of Springfield 

(City-Wide) 

Other public hearings: 

5. Street Name Change 74      City of Springfield 

(East Monroe, between Kimbrough and Jefferson Avenue)  

Subdivisions: 

6. Holly Ridge Subdivision      Diversity Commercial  

(2157 East Grand Street)     Investments, LLC 

Other Public Hearings:  

7. Initiate Zoning Text Amendment    City of Springfield 

Medical Offices in IC District (City-Wide) 

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:  May 30, 2013  
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:  Matt Edwards 
(Chair), King Coltrin (Vice-Chair), Jay McClelland, Tom Baird, Jason Ray, and Gabrielle White;  Absent:  
Lawhon and Hansen.  Staff in attendance:  Bob Hosmer, Principal Planner; Ralph Rognstad, Director, 
Nancy Yendes, City Attorney; Dawne Gardner and Ron Colson, Public Works; Sandy Goddard, 
Administrative Assistant.  
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  The minutes of May 16, 2013, were approved unanimously. 
 
CONSENT ITEMS:    
 

1.  Change of Use 494                                                          Springfield-Greene County Library District 
(1911 E Wayland) 

 
2. Relinquish Easement 792                            Affordable Housing Action Board 

(2219 N. Douglas Avenue) 
 

Mr. Coltrin motioned to approve the Consent Agenda items.  Mr. Ray seconded the motion.  The motion 
carried as follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  
Coltrin.  Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 

 
HEARINGS: 

3. Vacation 756                                                                                               Missouri State University 
(600 block South Florence Avenue) 
 

Mr. Hosmer commented the applicant, Missouri State University, is requesting to vacate South Florence 
Avenue and the north/south alley east of Florence between Harrison and Monroe Streets.  At this time the 
applicant plans to provide parking meters along Florence Avenue similar to what has been done on the 
portion of Florence that has already been vacated south of Monroe Street.  This was tabled at the last 
meeting to finalize the easements and the license agreements and that has been done. Staff is 
recommending approval. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Ken McClure, 1172 W. Woodhaven, Springfield; Mr. McClure stated they request approval. This block 
is adjacent to the Monroe Apartments which the University acquired in December and with that MSU now 
owns all the property in that area and makes sense to request the vacation.  It is intended to be used for 
parking, and parking meters will be put on that.  With the new entrance at National and Monroe and now 



 

having acquired the Monroe Apartments, we feel this is the next logical step. 
 

Mr. Ray motioned to approve Vacation 756.  Mr. McClelland seconded the motion.  The motion carried as 
follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  
Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 

 
4.  Vacation 757                                      Bob Norton 

(1540 South Enterprise) 

Mr. Hosmer stated that the applicant has requested this item be tabled to July 11, 2013 Planning and 
Zoning Commission meeting, but would ask that the public meeting be opened and continued on July 11, 
2013. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public.  As there were no speakers to the item, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Ray motioned to table Vacation 757 to July 11, 2013 meeting.  Mr. Baird seconded the motion.  The 
motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  
None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
 

5.  Vacation 758                 City of Springfield 
(3100-3700 blks S Farm Rd 119 & 4700-5000 blks W Farm Road 164)  

Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to vacate the 3100-3700 blocks of South Farm Road 119 (Hutchinson 
Rd.) and the 4700-5000 blocks of West Farm Road 164 (Inman Road). The location is all of Farm Road 
164 (Inman Rd.) between Farm Road 115 (Haseltine Rd.) and Farm Road 119 (Hutchinson Rd.) and Farm 
Road 119 (Hutchinson Rd.) between James River Freeway and Farm Road 168 (Rountree Rd).  A portion 
of Rountree Road will remain and since this is the entrance way to a Greenway and they will remain.  This 
is where the Southwest Treatment Plan is located and staff recommends approval of the request. 
 
Mr. McClelland asked if there is a difference between vacating and closing. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated yes; vacating is doing away with the property rights to the property. 
 
Mr. McClelland asked if the roads will be open to the recycling area and accessible. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated said it will be a private road into the recycling area and be accessible to public. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.  As there was no one to speak to the issue, the public hearing was 
closed. 
 
Mr. Ray motioned to approve Vacation 758.  Mr. Young seconded the motion.  The motion carried as 
follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  
Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
 
 

 



 

6.  Vacation 759                                                                                                                  City Utilities 
(3500-4100 blks S Farm Road 115) 

Mr. Coltrin recused himself from the hearing. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to vacate the 3500-4100 blocks of South Farm Road 115 (Haseltine 
Road).  This will be all of Farm Road 115 (Haseltine Rd.) between Farm Road 164 (Inman Rd.) and State 
Highway M (Republic Road).  Mr. Hosmer referred to the map and two small sections that will remain and 
the County will vacate these remaining sections at Farm Road 164 and Republic Road at a later date.  Staff 
is recommending approval. 
 
Mr. Edwards asked if this is set to be closed or will it remain open after vacation. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated it will remain open as a private drive to City Utilities or the facilities in that area. 
 
Mr. Edwards commented this rolls in with the Zoning Case for City Utilities as well asking if this is the long 
term plan to shut these roads down. They will not be used as through streets anymore. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated for public access yes.   
 
Mr. Edwards asked about the alternate route that will now be available to folks who these roads if there is 
an improvement plan for the intersection of M Highway and 107. 
 
Mr. Hosmer stated that it is his understanding that MoDOT does not have this in the works for 
improvements, but they are aware there are some unsafe conditions there and MoDOT, the County, and 
City Utilities are exploring opportunities to make improvements there. 
 
Mr. Edwards said that take “exploring opportunities” to mean that nothing is imminent to be done. 
 
Mr. Hosmer said possibly taking look at it and see how it would merit some improvements.  There is a hill 
that probably needs to be looked at as far as the site views. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. 
 
Mrs. Terry Yake commented that she and her family reside at 5751 West Farm Road 164, and pointed to 
the location on the display between Farm Road 115 and Farm Road 107.  Farm Road 115 with the access 
to M Highway is a route they have traveled very commonly; it is their only access to M Highway with any 
safety.  We never go to Farm Road 107 and go east to Springfield.  We have taught our daughters to never 
take that route.  There is a blind spot; if you pull up to M Highway on Farm Road 107 there is a blind hill to 
your right.  There is no way to safely make a left hand turn and go to the east. If Farm Road 115 is closed, 
there is no access to M Highway unless they go all the way to Republic and if she is going to go to Republic 
there is not much sense to get back to Springfield.  We use that for shopping.  We have friends and family 
down that route and it’s very commonly used and this will severely hammer the access to M Highway.  You 
cannot safely use Farm Road 107, it is very dangerous.  Not two months ago there was a very serious 
accident there.  Since the Republic High School has been built half a mile to the west of that junction now, 
the traffic is very busy, moves very fast, and there are a lot of young drivers on the road.  It is a hazard to 
go through that intersection.  My family would ask that you very carefully examine the safety of that road 



 

and put serious intent into improving the intersection for the safety of the people and the community.  
Another concern is there are many people going to the yard waste disposal area who come down Farm 
Road 115 from M Highway; not all the travel comes from the north off Highway 60, a lot comes from M 
Highway and if they are forced to go down Farm Road 107 and try to make a left hand turn to the east and 
they are pulling trailers it is going to be a very hazardous thing for them to make a left hand turn right below 
that blind hill.  You cannot see tractor trailer units from that blind hill at that junction so for the safety of the 
people and the young high school traffic from the school, we really ask that you give serious consideration 
to that. 
 
Mr. McClelland commented he went to the site and it would appear the safest route for them to come to 
Springfield is to go down to FR 107 and then North to Sunshine and in.  Yes, it might take another ten 
minutes longer, but it appears to be far safer, adding this is just a suggestion. 
 
Mrs. Yake stated that the intersection of 115 and M Highway is a safe area.  There is a dip there, but there 
is plenty of time and long range vision and you can see the cars coming out of the hill and you can time 
your entrance to the highway. To go back to the west and take the next road down and come back to 
Highway 60, why go west when you need and want to go east.   That doesn’t make sense. 
 
Mr. Baird asked for Mrs. Yake to point out where she lives on the map. 
 
Mrs. Yake stated they live on the north side of 164. 
 
Mr. Chris Haller, 2135 S State Highway J, Springfield, stated he represents City Utilities, and is the 
Facilities Manager, who petitioned for the vacation.  A couple of things to note, there has been a major 
expansion at the power station in the last few years.  Much of the power supplied in the region comes from 
this power station.  One on the issues on the horizon is the potential expansion of the coal loop to 
accommodate larger trains. Looking at the picture, you can imagine what direction that will go, to the south.  
That east/west leg of Farm Road 115 falls into that.  The only thing served from Farm Road 115, other than 
CU property which surrounds the rest of it, is Mr. McConnell on the north end on Farm Road 164 and the 
KAMO Power Substation on the south end.  As Mr. Hosmer pointed out the county would, upon approval of 
this, come in and eliminate those two dead end segments and avoid any problems with traffic accordingly. 
There are approximately two to three hundred (200-300) cars a day on each of these two roads.  There are 
illicit activities that happen along Farm Road 115 because there is nothing else back there and we are in 
hopes of eliminating that, which is a minor issue, but does happen.  As you can see, we will eliminate one 
road to rail crossing.  There is some certainty that some traffic that uses Farm Road 115 will use Farm 
Road 107.  We have talked to many people in the area, to Mr. McConnell, KAMO, Jim Christy, the City 
Administrator in Republic, and some of the very things Mrs. Yake pointed out were somewhat anticipated.  
We do stipulate to the fact that there is a challenge at that intersection, luckily, traffic counts are fairly low 
and we do think there are alternatives.  They met with the county and discussed with County 
Commissioners through Dan Smith, the Greene County Highway Administrator, and we sat down with 
MoDOT and talked about what their plans are.  They are going to resurface that roadway; they have a set 
of plans going in anytime.  That does not include improvements to the intersection.  They have said this 
intersection, though it has challenges and more challenges than resources, so it will not rise to the top of 
the list.   Mr. Haller said he is available for questions. 
 
Mr. Edwards asked in regards to the intersection, seeing as there is some agreement that this is going to 
cause some issues, has City Utilities talked about doing anything to maybe help fund that intersection to 



 

move it up the list to get the ball rolling or perhaps get it improved before we shut down the other road. 
 
Mr. Haller said those topics have entered into the discussions, but there hasn’t been any formal 
commitment made.  At this point we just wanted to make sure that we sought out and identified what 
challenges there may be and make sure we could anticipate the things that were possible to anticipate and 
be prepared for them.  The discussion can certainly continue along that line. 
 
Mr. Baird asked, assuming this moves forward, what is City Utilities plan as far as a timeline on closing 
these streets for access to the public. 
 
Mr. Haller stated there is on the far south leg of Farm Road 115 before it turns back to the west, a tenant 
that still resides there.  City Utilities owns the property but we lease to a tenant. We would need to 
accommodate access there until vacation through the County was arranged for KAMO and the Substation 
on the south and for Mr. McConnell on the north, we would keep those segments open and have to work 
out an access agreement there, but as soon as the petition were approved, we would close those portions 
where there were no longer any need for anybody to access the area. 
 
Mr. Baird asked to be shown what portions would be closed immediately and the current property line of 
City Utilities. 
 
Mr. Haller pointed out what roads would be closed on the display map and gave the approximate property 
lines. 
 
Mr. Baird said it would be difficult, and this Board obviously doesn’t have the power to do it, since you do 
not own that corner 107 and Republic Road, to have CU do improvements at that location. 
 
Mr. Haller said they certainly are not in a position to dedicate any right-of-way at that corner.  Someday an 
improvement to that corridor may happen and we would be in a position to assist with that. 
 
Mr. McClelland commented that to clarify 164 and down to the yard waste, and brush area and Haseltine 
Road, Farm Road 115, all of these are eventually going to be closed. Mr. McClelland asked about access 
to those areas for the public. 
 
Mr. Haller commented that the ones outlined in red would be correct, this being the subject of the current 
vacation and previous vacation.  Mr. Haller said he would address the question, but would defer to City 
Staff as that is a Public Works facility.  To add to what Mr. Hosmer was explaining earlier, this will no longer 
be public access. It will allow public access to the yard waste facility.  The access point to the yard waste 
will be at or near the main entrance to the power station.  There will be most likely be a secure gate that 
would be closed and monitored only allowing access to City Staff or Power Plant Station staff during off 
hours.  During the hours the facility is open, the gate will be open and the public will be able to access the 
site.  You will have a longer access road to get to it though it is not a public road. 
 
Mr. McClelland stated they will close Haseltine to expand the facility. 
 
Mr. Haller commented Haseltine to the south between 164 and Route M, not Haseltine North to Highway 
60, just to clarify. 
 



 

Mr. Coltrin commented that he needs to recuse himself from the hearing. 
 
Mr. Mark Yake, 5751 Farm Road 164 asked when this issue would be voted on, stating there would not be 
time for him to get a petition to that effect. 
 
Ms. Yendes addressed Commission stating they could vote on this tonight; Commission is the final 
authority if Commission does not set a condition or you could table it and vote on it two (2) meetings from 
now. 
 
Mr. Yake commented that he has spoken with his neighbors; Mr. McConnell leases his property from City 
Utilities and will always have access to it as he plants and hays the property.  Mr. Travelle, the neighbor 
two doors down is not for it; he didn’t come as he didn’t feel it would do any good.  Mr. Yake stated he has 
spoken to several people hauling trash up that road to the facility and they would hate to have to negotiate 
107 also.  Mr. Yake said he took some pictures of Farm Road 107 and the hill there falls off unbelievably.  
In one hundred (100) yards, a vehicle is out of site; that is how sharply it drops off.  He used that as a line 
of site of his daughter sitting in her car and measured it of him standing up taking the pictures of him sitting 
in his truck and at sixty (60) miles an hour they are on you in three (3) seconds.  It is very dangerous. There 
will be, he believes, two (2) railroad crossings put in to put in the new spur.  The conditions of the current 
spurs are poor.  It is not going to cost near what it would of one life dealing with Farm Road 107. 
 
Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Rognstad commented he would like to point out that there are four conditions that have to be met in 
order to approve this issue.  When the public speaks that are in opposition to the issue, number three (3) 
becomes critical; the retention of the street, alley, public way or subdivision serves no useful purpose.  It is 
somewhat subjective as to what no useful purpose is.  That is the most critical condition you have to weigh. 
 
Mr. Baird asked Mr. Haller stated that early on you started with the premise that at some point the coal loop 
will have to be expanded, asking what the time frame is on when that would happen. 
 
Mr. Haller said there are engineering work going on right now and the intent is to have that engineering 
work completed and for that to be ready to go to construction later this year if things present accordingly. 
But whether or not they will go to construction he can’t speak for the Power Station staff, he is here on their 
behalf, but they have indicated they want to be ready if they can. 
 
Mr. Baird said this is not something five or ten years out; there is a current need for it. 
 
Mr. Haller said there are implications of costs to CU customers; most people understand that all the railroad 
costs, the costs of bringing coal here get passed directly through CU customers through fuel adjustment 
factors.  Anything they can do to reduce the amount of time we tie up a train that gets the coal unloaded 
faster, turns the train around faster and clears the crossings faster is a benefit.  Those cost savings go back 
to the rate payers of City Utilities.  That is another driving factor, and Burlington would like to be able to 
send larger trains. 
 
Mr. Edwards commented that in theory, he is not opposed to what they are doing here tonight with the road 
closing and the vacation, however he is very concerned about the timing of it and listening to the speakers 
tonight and reading some of their letters and driving the road himself, feels like there may be a situation of 



 

where we have the cart ahead of the horse.  Mr. Edwards wonders if is not just a matter of government 
bodies not talking to each other and not getting things staged properly, and appreciates the need to do this 
and what City Utilities is trying to do there, and CU has recognized that the intersection is a problem.   It 
may be a couple of years or sooner to update the railroad spur and he wonders tonight if Commission was 
to vote to deny this at least for this evening, then there may be the opportunity to facility some talks 
between the appropriate parties to possibly speed this up.  Mr. Edwards said he is very uncomfortably 
personally with approving this with what seems to be a certain problem at that intersection and Mr. Yake’s 
comment of how many lives do we have to have here to mitigate the cost; one life is too many, one bad 
accident is too many if we can avoid it and it seems like this is something they can avoid, adding he is not 
comfortable voting for this. 
 
Mr. Baird commented he too is uncomfortable with this; figures thrown around of a couple hundred cars at 
each intersection you most likely combine those to one intersection, a bad intersection, nonetheless and 
while it probably doesn’t make sense to do a full blown traffic study simply because of the small amount of 
traffic, when you are talking about doubling the amount of cars on an intersection that already has issues is 
something that needs to be looked at further.  Whether voting this up or down is the right thing to do tonight 
or tabling it for another meeting, those are his thoughts on the issue. 
 
Mr. Haller commented that in light of the comments from Commission and given the fact that we as 
broached the subject of the intersection and recognized the issue, he would ask in conjunction with the 
comments to table this issue.  Let us go back, continue those conversations and readdress the issue at an 
appropriate time. 
 
Mr. McClelland stated that the wisest thing to do is to table this; let more governmental agencies get 
involved and there is a need to satisfy the public safety factor at Farm Road 107. 
 
Mr. Hosmer said to clarify the three options tonight is to table it which would require re-advertising; the 
other option is to approve it but there would still be an option by the citizen to appeal this to Council, it will 
be fifteen (15) days.  The same thing if we deny it, there would be an appeal process by the applicant and 
that would be fifteen (15) days.  This is the process, the choices that are available. 
 
Mr. Edwards said he is inclined to go with the applicant’s request, at this point.  If there are no further 
discussions or problems with that, then he would recommend a motion. 
 
Mr. McClelland motioned to Table indefinitely Vacation 759.  Mr. Baird seconded the motion.  The motion 
carried as follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  
Coltrin.  Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
 
    Zoning 
 

7. Z-09-2013                                                                                                               City of Springfield                             
(NW Corner Farm Roads 119 & 164 & 4000-4500 blks West Jms Rvr Frwy)   

Mr. Hosmer said this is a request to rezone approximately 27.86 acres of City-owned property generally 
located at the northwest corner of Farm Roads 119 and 164 and portions of the 4000-4500 blocks West 
James River Freeway from a County R-1, Suburban Residence, R-3, Multi-Family Residence, and A-1, 
Agricultural Districts, to a HM, Heavy Manufacturing District. City Utilities and Environmental Services 



 

Department are proposing the rezoning of recently annexed properties surrounded by City-owned property 
and right-of-way. All three (3) properties are enclosed by or adjacent to the campuses of the City Utilities’ 
John Twitty Energy Center and/or Environmental Services Southwest Wastewater Treatment Facility. The 
purpose of this rezoning is to make these recently annexed properties compatible with the existing zoning 
districts. The Planning and Development staff recommends the application be approved. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.  With no one to speak to the issue, the public hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Ray motioned to approve Z-09-2013.  Mr. McClelland seconded the motion.  The motion carried as 
follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  Coltrin.  
Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
 

8. Z-10-2013 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 60               Springfield-Greene County Library District   
(1911 East Wayland)   

Mr. Hosmer said this is a request to rezone approximately 0.26 acres of property generally located at 1911 
East Wayland Street from an R-SF, Single Family Residential District to a GI, Government and Institutional 
Use District and establishing Conditional Overlay District #60.  This will allow for this lot to be combined 
with the existing GI zoned property to the west to provide additional area for off-street parking for the 
library.  The accompanying Conditional Overlay District will restrict the uses on the property to an off-street 
parking lot and library uses and prohibit the higher intensity uses that would otherwise be permitted in the 
GI District.  Permitted uses would be libraries and Commercial off-street parking lots and structures. The 
subject property shall be combined with the existing GI, Government and Institutional Use District zoned 
property to the west.  A sidewalk shall be constructed on Wayland Street to connect to the existing sidewalk 
to the west.  The existing driveway on Wayland Street to the subject property shall be closed.   
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Jim Schmidt, 3731 N. Vera Cruz, Springfield stated he is the Associate Director of the Springfield-
Greene County Library District. The acquisition of the property is to better serve the public, increase 
parking space and access; primarily to be used for staff parking or any overflow from any large programs.  
The access on Wayland will be closed and access will be off Brentwood Avenue so there would be low 
impact to the residents. 
 
Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. McClelland motioned to approve Z-10-2013.  Mr. Young seconded the motion.  The motion carried as 
follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  Coltrin.  
Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
                                                    

9. Z-11-2013                                                                                                  Sanvid Investments, LLC 
(854 South Glenstone) 

Mr. Hosmer said the purpose of this request is to rezone approximately 0.80 acres of property 
generally located at 854 South Glenstone Avenue from a GM, General Manufacturing District to a HC, 
Highway Commercial District.  . The applicant is rezoning to make the zoning consistent on the 
property. This will eliminate the mixed zoning on the property and facilitate redevelopment of the site.  



 

The Growth Management and Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan designate this area along the 
Glenstone Avenue corridor as appropriate for medium-intensity retail, office and residential uses.  Staff 
recommends approval. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Michael White, White Land Surveying, 1154 Beal Road, Republic, stated he is there on behalf of 
the property owner and potential developer.  We understand the staff requirements about MoDOT 
requiring sidewalks. The developer is fine with that.  As to the zoning, we are requesting a portion to 
have consistent zoning for Highway Commercial 
 
Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing. 
 

Mr. Ray motioned to approve Z-11-2013.  Mr. Coltrin seconded the motion.  The motion carried as 
follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  
Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
                                                 
     Planned Development 

10.  Planned Development 342                                                                                         Gary Younker 
(3736 South Cox Avenue) 

Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to rezone approximately 34.52 acres of property generally located at 
3736 South Cox Avenue from an R-SF, Single-Family Residential District to Planned Development District 
No. 342.   The applicant is proposing to rezone the subject property to a Planned Development 342 to allow 
for a skilled care, assisted living and independent living apartments on property located at Walnut Lawn 
and Kansas Expressway.  The Comprehensive plan states that Colleges, medical complexes, 
governmental building areas and other large property interests should concentrate their greatest density 
and height in the interior of their campuses.  This development has provided for the highest concentration 
of uses to the center of the development which includes a 90 foot setback from Cox Avenue and 60 foot 
setback from Walnut Lawn and Kansas Expressway. There will be a 125 foot setback and a bufferyard 
provided from the property to the south.  The proposed planned development provides for the expansion of 
planned development zoning to the south (Chesterfield Village) where multi-family and mixed uses are 
allowed and to the north where multi-family, educational, religious institutions and facilities and community 
service facilities are also proposed.  Walnut Lawn is classified as a secondary arterial roadway and Cox 
Avenue is classified as a collector roadway. These roadways classifications, including Kansas Expressway, 
are appropriate for multi-family and/or nursing home facilities.  A Traffic study was prepared for the 
proposed development. This project will require a public sidewalk and an additional five (5) foot of right-of-
way dedicated along Walnut Lawn Street between Kansas Expressway and the proposed driveway. The 
applicant is willing to dedicate the remainder of the 5 foot right of way along Walnut Lawn to the intersection 
of Cox Avenue. Cox Avenue will require five (5) feet of dedicated right of way with a public sidewalk. There 
will be no access to Kansas Expressway. The development is proposing two driveways; one from Walnut 
Lawn and one from Cox Avenue per Exhibit 2.The residential uses within the proposed planned 
development will not exceed more than 11 dwelling units per acre. This proposal does not require a Multi-
Family Location and Design Guidelines assessment. The Planned Development will require a lot 
combination of the three existing lots. The development will have two signs; one at the intersection of 
Walnut Lawn and Kansas Expressway and another at the entrance on Walnut Lawn. There will be a 
directional sign at the driveway entrance at Cox Avenue.  The proposed planned development will mitigate 



 

the potential impact between the nursing home and assisted living from residential uses by retaining a 30 
degree bulk plane height restriction, a bufferyard “B” along adjacent property to the south, a street 
bufferyard along both Walnut Lawn and Cox Ave. and design requirements as outlined in Exhibit 1 and 
Exhibit 2. The proposed expansion will not have a significant impact on the surrounding neighborhood.  
Staff recommends approval. 
 
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Mark Schoedel, 1150 Hanley Industrial Court, St. Louis, Missouri, 63144; Mr. Schoedel said this is a  
collaborative effort between our team and City Staff that would meet the requirements of the City for this 
Planned Development District and allow Lutheran Senior Services to provide services to the older adults in 
the community. They currently own and operate nine (9) other continuing care retirement communities in 
Missouri and Illinois and have been doing this for more than one hundred fifty (150) years now.  Lutheran 
Senior Services would be the developer, the owner and operator of this community.  We will be the new 
neighbor in this area.  We will be here for a long time.  
 
Mr. Edwards asked how many tenants will there be. 
 
Mr. Schoedel stated residents wise, with the three areas of care they provide, when it is all built, this would 
be a phased development, we would have approximately two hundred (200) independent living, eighty (80) 
health care units or skilled nursing, eighty (80) assisted living and then eighteen (18) additional cottages 
which would be independent living structures. 
 
Mr. Andy Furedy, 2239 W. Hanover, Springfield, commented they are glad to see that this particular use is 
being proposed. We are in favor of the use, but have some questions for staff or the developer.  On Exhibit 
1 under the heading of intent, there is list of amenities and services and below that in the last sentence in 
the next paragraph “or someone who does not reside within the community who would be involved in 
rehabilitation services for older adults.  Does this mean the individual who might be a therapist, a 
Psychiatrists or somebody who would come in and provide the service to the residents or does that mean 
that he, as an older adult could use the barber shop or the theater or whatever.  Secondly, the sidewalks 
under items number four (4) and five (5) under design requirements.  When he and his wife attended the 
neighborhood meeting the question he asked is if there would be sidewalks on those two (2) streets.  The 
answer he got is that there would be a sidewalk internally on the property and how will they be able to get 
to the property and was told you can use the facility on private property.  That raises all sorts of issues.  
This indicates that perhaps the developer has changed his mind and not only is he going to dedicate some 
right of way, but he will build a sidewalk, but because he indicated at the neighborhood meeting that the 
sidewalk would be an internal sidewalk he would like clarification that this sidewalk is a public sidewalk on 
the City right of way. The original proposal was that the sidewalk on Walnut Lawn would be from Cox to the 
first driveway, maybe he misunderstood.  This proposal indicates that the sidewalk on Walnut Lawn will be 
from Kansas Expressway to Cox which is preferable from their standpoint. 
 
Mr. Coltrin asked Mr. Furedy if in general he is in favor of this proposal, other than addressing some of the 
questions they have. 
 
Mr. Furedy said he is. 
 
Mr. Hosmer commented that there will be public sidewalks from Walnut Lawn from Kansas to Cox Road as 



 

well as Cox Road along the entire property.  As far as the other questions the applicant will have to explain 
those. 
 
Mr. Baird commented that if you are at Walnut and 141, which is Cox Road going south, will that connect 
with the existing sidewalk that is already in place or will that terminate somewhere at the property line of the 
development. 
 
Mr. Hosmer said that would have to be a city function to get that at a later date. 
 
Mr. Baird asked where the property line of the development end. 
 
Mr. Hosmer pointed out on the display where the development ends. 
 
Mr. Baird said there would be a block or so of no sidewalk basically. 
 
Mr. Hosmer said yes. 
 
Mr. Schoedel commented they like their residents to stay within their community so we don’t like sidewalks 
to close where they get out and wander where they shouldn’t be.  MoDOT did not require them to put one 
along south Kansas Expressway, so we think this is good where the sidewalks are going and we have no 
issues with them.  With respect to the other comment about people from the outside coming, it talks about a 
program they do as they market their facility after it has been in operation for a while.  We have what we 
call a future residency program for someone who may not be living in the community yet but may be a 
future resident; we allow them to come in and use those services.  They are not intended for the general 
public so from the standpoint of independent living folks and part of that future residency program those 
people would be coming on site.  We do have a short term rehab area as part of the skilled nursing for folks 
who may be coming in from surrounding community into our medical care short term. 
 
Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Coltrin asked staff if they received enough right of way to do what you want to do on Walnut Lawn to 
expand westward. 
 
Ms. Gardner said they did. 

 
Mr. McClelland motioned to approve Planned Development 342.  Ms. White seconded the motion.  The 
motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, Young, and White.  Nays:  
None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
                                                
     Subdivisions 

11.  Preliminary Plat L.E. Cox Condo 2nd Addition                      L.E. Cox Building Condominium Assoc. 
(440 East Tampa)     

Mr. Hosmer stated the purpose of this request is to approve a preliminary plat to subdivide approximately 
2.68 acres into an eight (8) unit condominium subdivision located at 440 East Tampa Street.  The existing 
use is the Jordan Valley Community Health Center, crime lab, and offices.  The applicant’s proposal, with 
the conditions listed in the report, is consistent with the City’s Subdivision Regulations and staff 



 

recommends approval. 
 
Mr. Derek Lee, Lee Engineering, 2101 W. Chesterfield Blvd., commented he represents the owner and this 
is the Jordan Valley Community Health Center expansion to allow a new medical and dental facility.  The 
exiting building is already a Condo and they have to do a new preliminary plat in order to get the new 
building combined with the existing Condo Plat. 
 
Mr. McClelland asked if this also takes in the Highway Patrol lab as well, is that correct.  
 
Mr. Lee pointed to the crime lab location on the display map stating that is going to stay exactly the way it is 
now.  There was a portion that was originally to be the morgue, and that is not going to happen.  That area 
was sold to Jordan Valley Community Health Center and that will be renovated and will be part of this 
medical and dental office. 
 
Mr. McClelland clarified that all they are doing there is to approve the expansion of Jordan Valley Medical 
facility. 
 
Mr. Lee said yes.  He pointed out where they would construct the new building and pointed to the area to 
be renovated. 
 
Mr. Rognstad stated that all they are doing is moving some lines around on the map.  The uses are already 
approved; you are just changing the lines. 
 
Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Young motioned to approve Preliminary Plat L. E. Cox Condominium 2nd Addition.  Mr. Baird 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Edwards, Coltrin, McClelland, Ray, Baird, 
Young, and White.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Lawhon and Hansen. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:40 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________      
Bob Hosmer, AICP 
Principal Planner 
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