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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Springfield, Missouri

The Planning and Zoning Commission met in regular session October 2, 2014 in City Council Chambers at
Historic City Hall. The meeting was called to order by Chairman Matt Edwards.

Roll Call: Present: Matt Edwards (Chairman), Tom Baird, (Vice-chair), Jim Hansen, Jason Ray, Shelby
Lawhon, Gabrielle White, David Shuler and Melissa Cox.
Absent: Phil Young.

Staff in attendance: Ralph Rognstad, Director of Planning, Bob Hosmer, Principal Planner; Chris Straw,
Director Building Development Services, Sarah Kerner, Assistant City Attorney, Rodney Colson, Public
Works, Dawne Gardner, Public Works, Sandy Goddard, Administrative Assistant.

Minutes: The minutes of September 4, 2014 were approved as presented.

Communications: Mr. Hosmer reviewed City Council action from the meetings of September 8, and
September 22, 2014. Mr. Hosmer requested that Agenda items number 9 and 14 be combined since they
are similar areas. Mr. Hosmer said there will be a Planning meeting on October 16, 2014 with two items on
the agenda due to the timing of the issues.

Consent Agenda: The Consent Agendas were finalized and approved as presented:
Relinquish Easement 813 - Gillenwaters Development, Inc.

PUBLIC HEARINGS:
Vacation 773 - Board of Governors MSU

Mr. Hosmer stated the purpose of this request is to vacate Holland Avenue between Harrison and Cherry
Streets for incorporation into the University footprint. Missouri State University owns property on both sides
of Holland Ave. Holland Avenue does not continue north of Cherry Street. The applicant’s original request
included the proposed vacation of Normal Street from Dollison Avenue east to the existing MSU parking lot.
The applicant has withdrawn the request to vacate Normal Street. Approval of this request will vacate only
Holland Avenue as requested. All properties adjacent to Holland Avenue will still have access. In addition,
all necessary easements are being retained as part of this vacation. The proposed vacation meets the
approval criteria for vacating right-of-way.

Mr. Hansen asked if there would be traffic barriers at the north end of this and a drive way in line with
where the street goes now.

Mr. Hosmer said he believes they will put this in with their parking lot plan. Mr. Hosmer stated the applicant
might have more information on what they intend to do with the property.

Mr. Matt Morris, representing MSU.

Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Morris what their intention is with this property.
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Mr. Morris stated there has been quite a bit of construction that has taken place to the east of Holland for
the field Hockey/Lacrosse field that is currently be utilized by the student body. To the West is where the
Occupational Therapy Building is being constructed right now. Parking will be retained there to the south of
the building; for the immediate future he sees that street continuing to be there. They are not planning any
barricades of any sort, it is just to allow them as continued construction and such takes place to have the
opportunity to advance the University’s footprint.

Mr. Hansen questioned the need to vacate it if they are keeping it as a street.

Mr. Morris stated for the future plans of the University in that area. Parking is a concern on the campus so
at some point there is the possibility of reconfiguring parking that would allow them to expand parking in
that area. It gives them the ability in the future to make arrangements such as that.

Mr. Hansen asked if that time if the University would divert traffic around that or would there still be
driveways in line with the present flow.

Mr. Morris stated that the University’s transit system comes out of Bear Park north and they see some
trends of access that would take place through that, again thinking into the future as far as what plans could
indeed take place there on the campus. There is heavy foot traffic that goes from Bear Park North to John
Q. Hammons Arena, Hammons Student Center so they definitely see that as being a pedestrian friendly
area walkway space.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. Seeing there were no speakers to the issue, Mr. Edwards closed
the public hearing.

Mr. Lawhon motioned to approve Vacation 773. Mr. Ray seconded the motion. The motion carried as
follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Young.

Zoning Case Z-22-2014 - Neil Stenger

Mr. Hosmer said this is a request to rezone approximately 0.44 acres of property generally located at 1611
North Campbell Avenue from a CS, Commercial Service District to a CC, Center City District. The
applicant intends to have an outdoor patio with outdoor dining uses. Outdoor dining is not permitted in the
CS district. Rezoning to CC automatically triggers a traffic study. The traffic study is not necessary if the
use stays the same. If the use changes in the future, a traffic study will be required prior to redevelopment.
The subject property is within the Center City Activity Center as shown in the Growth Management and
Land Use Plan element of the Comprehensive Plan. Activity Centers are identified as areas of significant
business and high-density housing. The requested CC, Center City zoning is consistent with the existing
CC zoning to the west, south and east. This will go to public hearing on October 27, 2014 to City Council.
Staff recommends approval.

Mr. Edwards asked why outdoor seating not available in the Commercial Services District.
Mr. Hosmer said CS is more service oriented and intensive for auto repair and things such as this.

Mr. Edwards commented they possibly could think about making that easier on restaurants; more people in
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Springfield would appreciate more outdoor seating options; perhaps something to look at in the future.
Mr. Hosmer said there is not a lot of CS Zoning across the City; it is in limited areas.
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.

Mr. Neil Stenger, 1615 E. Primrose, Springfield, stated they held a neighborhood meeting and there were
no objections at the meeting to the change in zoning. The tenant in the building has a food service as part
of his business plan and he would like to have outdoor seating; a 15 x 15 outdoor area near the building.

Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing.

Mr. Ray motioned to approve Z-22-2014. Mr. Hansen seconded the motion. The motion carried as
follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Young.

Mr. Lawhon motioned to combine agenda items No. 9 and No. 14 to be heard together. Ms. White
seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon,
White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Zoning Case Z-23-2014 w/ Conditional Overlay District No. 81 - Jeff Boyce
Preliminary Plat Kensington Park Phase Ill - Jeff Boyce

Mr. Hosmer said the applicant is requesting to rezone approximately 1.3 acres of property generally located
at 1200-1300 block South Lexington Avenue from an R-SF, Single-Family Residential District to an R-LD,
Low-Density Multi-Family District; and establishing Conditional Overlay District No. 81. The developer is
proposing multi-family townhouses which will provide a transition between the higher density multi-family
uses along Kansas Expressway to the west and low-density single-family residential properties to the east.
The proposed Conditional Overlay District will restrict the residential density to 11 dwelling units per acre or
less. No portion of a multi-family structure shall be higher than forty-five (45) degree bulk plane where the
property adjoins an R-SF District. The Preliminary Plat of Kensington Park Phase Ill is being submitted
concurrently with this rezoning request. The extension of Lexington Avenue will be connected as part of the
plat in the proposed development. The new street with sidewalks will connect the two sections of Lexington
which are currently stub streets. The proposed and future street improvements will provide improved
vehicular and pedestrian circulation for the multi-family development in this area. There will be a fifteen (15)
foot bufferyard and a forty-five (45) degree bulk plane adjacent to residential areas and the standard
requirements for noise, lighting, odor and signage will be covered by the Zoning Ordinance. Staff
recommends approval.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.

Mr. Brent Stevens with H. Design Group, 5051 S. National, commented what happened with that piece of
property is they have some left over property on the other side of the street. After talking with staff about
what is appropriate for that area, it made sense to do some lower density townhouse type development. Mr.
Stevens stated these will be nicer upscale, two car garage, three (3) bedroom type townhouses with about
12 to 13 units total.



Mr. Dana Edwards, 1402 S. Devon Road, commented he is the surveyor for the project adding he is
available for questions.

Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing.

Mr. Hansen motioned to approve Z-23-2014 w/ Conditional Overlay District No. 81. Mr. Ray seconded the
motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and
Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Mr. Lawhon motioned to approve Preliminary Plat Kensington Park Phase Ill. Mr. Baird seconded the
motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and
Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Zoning Case Z-24-2014 - City of Springfield

Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to rezone approximately 11.89 acres of property generally located on
the north side 4900 block West Chestnut Expressway from a Greene County C-2 District to an HC,
Highway Commercial District. The proposed rezoning is a translation of County C-2 District zoning to the
City’s HC, Highway Commercial District as part of an annexation (A-2-14). City Council initiated the
annexation and rezoning at their meeting on September 8, 2014. The subject property is proposed to be
annexed at the City Council meeting on October 27, 2014. If the property is annexed, then staff proposes
the following rezoning request be approved to translate the existing County C-2 zoning district to the City’'s
HC, Highway Commercial District, which is compatible and consistent with the surrounding zoning districts
along Chestnut Expressway. Staff recommends approval.

Mr. Hansen asked why this is being designated HC, Highway Commercial and not HM, Heavy
Manufacturing.

Mr. Hosmer said with the proposed intensity along Chestnut Expressway and the interstate and the heavy
manufacturing adjacent to this area staff supports HC zoning. It is also our policy to do a direct translation
from County zoning to City zoning. C-2 zoning is closely related to our HC zoning districts.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.

Mr. Derek Lee, Lee Engineering, 2101 W. Chesterfield Blvd., commented he is representing the owner. Mr.
Lee stated this is something the City is requiring them to do; to annex it.

Mr. Hansen motioned to approve Z-24-2014. Mr. Lawhon seconded the motion. The motion carried as
follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain:
None. Absent: Young.

Planned Development 346 - KD Concepts, LLC

Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to rezone approximately 0.49 acres of property generally located at
2915 East Battlefield Road from Planned Development District No. 140 1st Amendment to Planned
Development District No. 346. It is generally located at the intersection of South Lone Pine and East
Battlefield. The applicant is requesting a Planned Development District No. 346 to allow a drive-thru
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restaurant. The intent of the Planned Development is to construct a new 6,000 square feet building for a
drive-in restaurant with outside seating and for office and retail uses. The original Planned Development
did not allow drive-thru restaurants, but did allow seat down restaurants. The original PD, however, limited
restaurant uses to a 5,000 square feet maximum. There is currently a restaurant on the adjacent lot that is
within the original PD that is using 2,700 square feet of space. There is only 2,300 square feet of restaurant
space available within the original PD. The new PD will allow for a 3,000 square feet drive-thru restaurant
with a maximum floor area for retail uses of 5,000 square feet. The floor area ratio will remain at 0.30 with a
20% open space requirement as the original PD. This proposal also is being built over existing stormwater
facilities and detention basin berm that will have to be re-engineered to meet city stormwater requirements.
The proposed amendment keeps with the intent of the original Planned Development. There will be a fifty
(50) foot building sethack and a twenty five (25) foot parking lot setback along Battlefield Road. No
structure shall exceed the height of two (2) stories above grade. All structures shall be constructed with
masonry or acrylic stucco exterior walls and sloped roofs or other materials which are compatible with the
residential nature of the area. Approval of this request will provide for more intensity where investments
have already been made in public services and infrastructure. The additional uses proposed are not
expected to have any additional impact on adjacent properties. The proposed building and parking lot will
be setback from the south property line the same distance as the existing building.

Mr. Hosmer commented there have been a few calls on this property as far as potential noise from the
outside seating area. Staff recommends approval of the request.

Mr. Baird asked for clarification of the information on the 6,000 square foot restaurant on page 2 of the staff
report and a 3,000 square foot restaurant on page 8 of the staff report.

Mr. Hosmer stated the building will be 6,000 square feet. There are some limitations on the restaurant use
which will be 3,000 square feet. That's the limitation on the property.

Mr. Baird said the building will be 6,000 square feet, but 3000 will be dedicated to the restaurant, is that
correct.

Mr. Hosmer said that is correct.

Mr. Hansen asked about the phone calls received regarding the project.

Mr. Hosmer stated that he had received a call from an individual that lives in a residence behind the
property who had some issues regarding noise from the outside seating area and the potential for an
outside order box. Mr. Hosmer stated he is not aware of an order box proposal at this time.

Mr. Hansen asked if an order box would be allowed.

Mr. Hosmer said yes, it is not prohibited in the PD.

Mr. Hansen asked if it is prohibited now in the current PD.

Mr. Hosmer stated that drive-in restaurants are not allowed in the current PD.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.



Mr. Derek Lee, Lee Engineering, 2101 W. Chesterfield Blvd., commented they can build the exact same
size, 6,000 square foot building in the exact same footprint but they cannot do the restaurant because they
only have 2300 square feet and the restaurant is 3,000 square feet. Mr. Lee said he presented the two
story structure with profiles as the restaurant on the bottom and an office for the 3,000 square foot on top.
The restaurant they are proposing is a low volume drive thru. Mr. Lee said he did his own personal traffic
study at the location on Sunshine and counted cars that went by, going four (4) times during their busiest
times and there were no more than two cars at the drive thru at a time and there would frequently be 10 or
15 minutes during that peak time where nobody would be there. It is not like a McDonalds or an Andy’s.

Ms. Cox asked in reference to where the actual drive thru is being proposed, if the Gourmet Taco Company
moved out and another drive thru restaurant moved in, say McDonalds for the sake of argument, that would
pose a huge traffic issue at the private drive access, as that drive thru empties immediately onto the
opening off Battlefield.

Mr. Lee stated the Traffic Department actually made them design this like it's going to be a McDonalds.
The City Code requires seven (7) traffic spaces whether it's a McDonalds or an Andy’s and whether or not
your backing out onto Campbell or Kansas Expressway or Glenstone, all the places that Mr. Lee states he
drives by where they are actually backing out into the street, so it actually meets the same code as what
they have to meet.

Ms. Cox commented she sees a lot more than seven cars at a McDonalds expressing her concern about
the traffic congestion if in fact it does not stay a Gourmet Taco Company. Ms. Cox asked staff if there is
anything that could occur there that could potentially improve that particular traffic situation.

Mr. Hosmer stated this meets code as far as stacking for the number of cars that would be required for a
McDonalds or for any other drive thru.

Mr. Lee stated they could actually stack twice the amount that is required by code without backing up onto
Battlefield.

Ms. Cox commented that the public traffic would not necessarily know that they would or would not start
stacking into the private drive that was toward Battlefield or cut off the access into the other parking lot. It
seems like a very cramped layout and seems to be a potential cluster problem in the event that a higher
traffic restaurant moves into that location.

Ms. Gardner stated this could trigger another traffic study, but also during the plan review if Gourmet Taco
Company closed and a McDonalds was proposed if staff is concerned about the circulation in their layout
then staff would not let them proceed without a layout that staff believes would work.

Mr. Hansen clarified that Mr. Lee is proposing a 3,000 square footprint for the building which extends ten
(10) feet into the present detention basin.

Mr. Lee said yes.

Mr. Hansen noted they are going to raise the whole lot up to the 1,233 level.



Mr. Lee stated that most of it is already raised, but yes.
Mr. Hansen stated they are going to build out across to the detention and it is going to be the same level.

Mr. Lee stated there is a portion of the detention basin that will increase in volume at the bottom of the
pond. When they put a wall in, right now there is a slope, so there is a portion of the pond that will get
bigger at the bottom of the basin and then an equal portion that will get smaller at the top of the basin so
that the volume remains the same. They have submitted that wall and the design calculations to the City of
Springfield and it was previously approved because they are keeping the volume the same.

Mr. Hansen noted that it appears that the concrete retaining wall will be even with the north extent of the
berm; in other words you are building out totally over the berm. That's what it looks like from the drawing.

Mr. Lee pointed out the wall on the display; it is along the face and then cuts up that way.
Mr. Hansen noted that from the drawing the concrete wall is on the lot line.

Mr. Lee pointed out the contours stating they are going to cut those down to the necessary elevation and
then the contours at the top they will fill that portion so the volume matches. They are not taking any
volume out of the basin; the City will not allow them to do that.

Mr. Hansen stated he remains unconvinced, asking Mr. Colson to expound on that.

Mr. Colson commented he is requiring the applicant to submit new drainage calculations; the project was
approved two (2) years ago that was a similar design without a drive thru. They are coming back with
basically the same retaining wall design they had originally but staff is making them resubmit new drainage
calculations to verify all that.

Mr. Hansen stated the detention basin is not always adequate to what it has to put up with and occasionally
will flow over Battlefield. Mr. Hansen said he would assume that occasionally it will flow through the
restaurant here if that is the case.

Mr. Lee stated the finished floor of the restaurant is 1,233 and so down at the bottom of where it hits the
road is 1231 so they are creating an overflow spillway, if you will, where the water doesn't go through the
restaurant, but it actually goes through this area, pointing out the spillway on the display.

Mr. Hansen asked what the level is at that point.

Mr. Lee stated the one hundred (100) year water surface elevation is two (2) feet below what they have set
the restaurant at so the restaurant is setting two (2) feet higher than the highest storm in one hundred (100)
years and all of that is by code.

Mr. Hansen commented that assuming that the culvert there retains it full flow through the whole water
event,

Mr. Lee stated they are assuming it goes over the top. Mr. Lee pointed out on the display where it is
several feet lower than it is at the restaurant so it overtops and they know that and they are still putting the
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building higher than what the overtop will be.

Mr. Baird commented that if the applicant were not able to replace the volume they wouldn’t be allowed to
move forward with the project, is that correct.

Mr. Colson said that is correct; adding it is not really all overflowing because of the detention basin size. It
is in a flood plain. The water actually backs up on their site so the flood plain on the one hundred (11) year,
that area is going to be under water, but it's not because of their detention basin design. It is backwater
from the flood plain from the major drainage area.

Mr. Hansen asked if the detention basin is supposed to handle the flow from that waterway.

Mr. Colson said the detention basin drainage comes from the north to the south. What is happening here,
pointing out the red lines to left in the display, is the floodway. The water is backing up from the south and
backing up to the north. The drainage from the detention pond comes from the north towards the south,
but the flood plain, the ponding, the one hundred (100) year flood level is actually coming from the south
and ponding up toward the north. They do have a spillway for a one hundred (100) year storm event which
is a normal thing for designing detention basins; we require a spillway for a hundred (100) year storm event
so that they can actually determine if there is an event that would exceed their detention basin that it will go
through a narrow spillway and that way they can control where the flooding will actually go. The spill is
right over the big box culvert and it won't go into their building. It will go out into the street where the flood
plain backs up currently.

Mr. Hansen stated the source of flooding Battlefield is not the waterway going behind this property, but the
Southern Hills creek, which comes down along the railroad tracks.

Mr. Colson stated that is why the blue area, pointing out on the display, which is identifying the flood plain is
there, yes, because it's a backup from the other creek and it's not on their detention or their development.

Mr. Hansen stated Commission has the proposed plan, but no elevations, adding Mr. Lee discussed the
two story elevation they had but they haven't seen that and asking about the style of the structure.

Mr. Lee described the proposed structure.

Mr. Edwards asked Mr. Lee if there were any design guideline standards in the PD.

Mr. Lee said there are.

Mr. Hosmer stated it has sloped roofs as one of the requirements; the structure will have a masonry acrylic
stucco exterior walls, sloped roofs and other materials which are compatible with the residential nature of

the area. That was from the original PD.

Mr. Lee stated the elevation they submitted didn’t have that, but they can put a sloped roof on it. The plan
presented to the neighborhood did not have a sloped roof, it had a flat roof.

Mr. Edwards noted to staff there is a question with the roof issue; considering Mr. Lee has already
submitted upon this and it has gotten to this point, asked if this is going to be a sticking point for him.

8



Mr. Hosmer referred to exhibit (1) one and exhibit (2) two of the staff report; exhibit (2) two is the site plan
and exhibit (1) one is the criteria for development and would be developed according to the guidelines
which requires a sloped roof plus the materials that are used. Mr. Hosmer noted this is typically how staff
does a Planned Development.

Mr. Barry Williams, 2846 E. Ridgeview, commented he lives directly to the north of this proposed project.
Dr. Guy Webb lives to the east of that. The resident to the west is an elderly person who does not get out
at night. Mr. Williams stated there are a number of concerns the neighbors have; first and foremost is
noise. They get noise from the refuse trucks picking up trash from the Metropolitan Grill to the east. The
design here has two particular noise issues for the neighbors. One is the drive thru and related to that is
the issue of outside seating. Mr. Hosmer has said the seating would be on the north side of the building.
The hard sided building would function as a band shell to direct the noise straight north into the
neighborhood. The open dead end drive between 2846 Ridgeview and 2906 Ridgeview will serve as a
noise funnel for outside noise coming from the restaurant. The neighbors would ask if you are going to
make this part of a commercial corridor, at least direct the noise to the corridor and not the neighborhood.
If there are revisions to the retention pond; when that retention pond went in ten (10) years ago, we had
month long difficulty with stagnant water and only after repeated appeals did the City come out and with
some very specific demonstration prove that was not designed correctly. They came in with a jack and
hammered a notch so that it did not become a permanent mosquito breeding facility. It the retaining wall is
to be changed that should be one of the concerns because there is a history of a problem and difficulty
reconciling it. Mr. Williams stated the neighbors take turns calling to report the noise level.

Mr. Hansen asked about the noise from the Metropolitan Grill.

Mr. Williams said there is an outside seating area on the west side of the building and they are supposed to
stop music and activities at 10:00 p.m. and with some regularity after 10:00 the neighbors will call and ask
the Metropolitan Grill to turn off the outside speakers. Mr. Williams stated that is not something they should
have to do. The Metropolitan Grill design faces west. This current proposed design will face directly into
the neighborhood and with the hard background, there is nowhere for the noise to go except north.

Mr. Edwards asked Mr. Lee to address the concerns about the noise.

Mr. Lee stated the neighbors who came to the neighborhood meeting did not have an issue with those
things. The owner has said that he will plant trees. Mr. Lee said when he stood in the area where the
restaurant will be there were only two houses that were visible. One of the owners came and commented
they were not sure what they thought about it and they would get back with Mr. Lee if they had an issue
and they did not fill out one of the comment cards. Mr. Lee stated they can put some trees in the detention
basin. The outdoor eating area is small. Itis not a big area.

Mr. Edwards asked about the drainage in the basin asking if Mr. Lee foresees any problems with the water
draining off as apparently there was a previous stagnation issue.

Mr. Lee stated they will be required to make it drain.

Mr. Edwards asked Mr. Lee if he foresees any problems with the wall going in that would impede what they
have naturally done now on the drainage.



Mr. Lee said no, pointing out on the display where the low area lays and where the wall will be constructed.
The area where the wall is going is a slope; three (3) to one (1) slope, and those areas drain very well.

Mr. Williams asked to address Commission again. In the previous zoning there was a provision for visual
and sound with trees pointing out his residence; the display showed very little buffering, adding they have
limited faith in those kinds of promises because of their previous experience. Mr. Williams informed
Commission that the neighborhood meeting was not in the neighborhood. It was at the library center
across town because the nearest library meeting area was taken; but to call it a neighborhood meeting is to
stretch the use of that terminology.

Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing.

Mr. Edwards noted that the developer has proposed to put in some foliage as a sound barrier and would
propose if anyone does make a motion in the affirmative on this case if you do so feel; you might add that
as a condition to that motion to make certain they do follow through. Mr. Edwards asked staff if that would
be ok to do that as a motion or do they need to amend it before hand.

Mr. Hosmer asked if Commission is proposing vegetation on the other property or on the site property
because they own only this site.

Mr. Edwards stated he wouldn't think they could plant vegetation on someone else’s property.
Mr. Hosmer stated the drainage basin is not part of this property.

Mr. Lee stated they were proposing putting it in the drainage basin because that is how it would serve the
residents the best. If the City is ok with them putting it in the detention basin they would be willing to do
that.

Mr. Colson commented they had an ARC meeting on August 19, 2014, and the comment at that time was
that any proposed landscaping in the regional detention basin is not recommended. But it will need to be
shown that if they do want to do that it will not impact the flow pads or the detention basin capacity.

Mr. Lee stated they can do that, they can put some trees that are not in the flow path and a tree doesn’t
affect the volume of the basin.

Mr. Edwards commented if they do go forward with that and that ends up something that they do
Commission may not require it tonight, but in good faith, since Mr. Lee proposed this, it would be nice to
see the follow through on this if they allow you to do that.

Mr. Lee stated the owner has committed to do that with one of the other residents and they didn't require it
but said he would do it and feels confident they can get a row of trees in there to block those two houses.

Mr. Baird asked Mr. Lee what would be the effect of planting the trees from both a sound perspective and
ascetic perspective.

Mr. Lee stated pointed out a growth of trees in an area on the display, adding it makes a large difference.
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Ms. White asked if they own the detention area and if they can plant trees on that property.

Mr. Lee said the City of Springfield owns the property. Mr. Lee stated he can put trees that will not be in
the flow line and they don't take up volume. In the past the City has supported trees in detention basins
because they add to the ascetics of the basins and help with drainage in smaller basins.

Mr. Hosmer stated the property does not belong to the City; they have a drainage easement.

Ms. White asked if Mr. Lee can guarantee these trees can actually be placed in the area he is talking about
planting them.

Mr. Lee said with the easement they have and what he is saying is right, but Mr. Lee said to him, it is
semantics because the home owners association doesn’t have an issue with the trees there. It will be the
City and the easement and the drainage features there. Mr. Lee said he can't put the trees in the flow line
and he can't take volume.

Mr. Colson said he believes there is a way to work it out if the plantings are in the right spot, adding he
would prefer it not be in the basin. It is hard to maintain around trees in detention basins when they have to
be mowed.

Mr. Hansen commented to minimize the effects of a detention basin is inviting disaster. This basin may be
infringed on and plant trees and pinch it in with concrete walls and it may not add that much to the
downstream effect, but all the other things upstream that are compromises they are all accumulative and
they all go down stream. Soon the little trickle up above is a raging torrent across Battlefield. When we talk
about compromising the detention,; this is a good size regional detention, this is not just an individual basin
this is for a large watershed. Mr. Hansen said it makes him nervous to discuss modifying this and
obstructing it and planting trees in it.

Mr. Colson stated that is exactly why staff is requiring the applicant to redo and resubmit drainage
calculations again for review. This site is not exactly like what was approved a few years ago, so they are
going back to re-verify that the volume of the detention basin will not be reduced.

Ms. Cox commented that her assumption is that the detention that is built right now has easements that
probably go toward the residential property to the north and potentially to the east and that regional
detention is designed to manage this entire development once it is fully developed, is that correct.

Mr. Colson said yes. The whole detention basin is an easement; but they are responsible for maintenance.
When a detention basin serves more than one property it has to be in an easement so everyone has
access and can use it and maintain it.

Ms. Cox asked why the detention basin was made in such a way that it actually has to be changed in order
to accommodate this development property.

Mr. Colson stated because the developer wants to develop it; there is not a big change in the volume and
he can do a retaining wall and still maintain the...
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Ms. Cox said it is just a certain portion of the property was already in the regional detention; they want to
develop it in such a way that it encroaches upon that detention at this point so they must do x, y, or z, right.

Mr. Colson said yes.

Mr. Lee stated with this zoning change they could still build the wall and the 6,000 square foot building.
Those were things they weren't asking for they are asking for 700 more square feet of restaurant inside a
building they could build anyway and they are asking for a drive thru lane. Mr. Lee said while they are
going to look at them again, those things were presented two years ago at one point and were approved
then so if we went back to that exact same thing we should be able to do that exact same thing again.

Mr. Edwards said Mr. Lee has made it very succinct what he is asking for here and while we do know storm
water is an issue they can build that building right now. Mr. Edwards said he would support the request.

Mr. Lawhon stated that one of the great things about having public hearings is that it involves responsibility
and accountability. Mr. Lawhon stated he has heard two things this evening, one having to do with the
detention basin; the engineering, construction, and maintenance of that. The other is about planting trees
to mitigate or buffer any kind of sound pollution that might flow into those homes in Southern Hills. Mr.
Lawhon stated they have been assured that all of these things are going to be addressed adding he feels
this is a proper use of that particular property and he will support of the request.

Mr. Hansen commented that it has been said this was approved two years ago so why wouldn't it be
approved today. There were a lot of things approved years ago that would not be approved today. Mr.
Hansen stated Commission has to look at the current issues and not what happened two years ago. Mr.
Hansen stated said this needs to be reviewed on what all can be done with a piece of property with the
zoning that is proposed. Assurances have been made that this will be a high end restaurant, but
Commission has no assurance of what's going to happen in the future with this property. If the drive thru is
approved, that opens up a lot of possibilities of what can be on this property in the future. There was a
purpose when this PD was set up that excluded a drive in window for a reason. Mr. Hansen said that
modifying the PD to include that would be a major change in the density and use of this property that was
not originally intended. The possible traffic problem that would come from this with cars entering and
exiting through a gap in the median that is continuous from the east and from the west with the only break
there at the driveway, which may be adequate for an office building or a bank, but to think of a key of cars
lining up at a drive in window and then parking on the street and waiting and then trying to get off the street
onto Battlefield seems to be inviting trouble. This proposed restaurant has to be 3,000 feet and so it needs
to be built out over an existing detention basin that's been engineered to function as is. Mr. Hansen said
for those reasons he will be voting against the proposal

Mr. Lawhon motioned to approve Planned Development 346. Mr. Baird seconded the motion. The
motion carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox, and Shuler. Nays: Hansen.
Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Mr. Edwards called for a ten minute break.

Mr. Baird asked staff what determines what amount of information this Commission gets as far as
information leading up to the meeting. Mr. Lee referenced elevations and discussed things at the
neighborhood meeting that Commission did not receive.
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Mr. Hosmer stated the elevations they received early on were different renderings; there were several
different site plan changes so what staff received were not the elevations. It is not requirement of the
Planned Development, but staff did not receive revised elevations from the engineer.

Mr. Baird commented that it is sometimes difficult for Commission to make decisions when they don’t know
what is actually going to be developed and some of it is foresight, because what we are designing for and
what Commission is asked to look at is worst case scenario, but occasionally that is difficult. Mr. Baird
asked for help in understanding or navigating that path.

Mr. Hosmer commented on a straight zoning case Commission will not know what will be built on a
property. Commission will look at the uses that are in that district and is the use an appropriate use for that
area, taking into consideration traffic comments, stormwater comments. On a Conditional Overlay District it
is pretty much the same thing. A Planned Development you will get a little more information; there will be a
site plan. This Planned Development we looked at has a range of office, retail and it happens to be that the
applicant wants a restaurant because it wasn't allowed in the previous Planned Development.

Mr. Edwards commented that something that is as equally important is the gentleman who spoke had a
valid complaint about the nature of the neighborhood meeting. Mr. Edwards said it is important that those
meetings remain localized for folks because that did seem cheeky to move the neighborhood meeting that
far away from the actual neighborhood.

Mr. Hosmer said it is City policy to have those meetings as close as possible to the neighborhood; not in
the neighborhood but close but in a facility where they can handle enough people. Mr. Hosmer commented
they will emphasize that with the applicants.

Conditional Use Permit 412 - RKJ Properties, LLC

Mr. Hosmer said this is a request to approve Conditional Use Permit 412 to reduce the front yard setback
from 25 feet to 15 feet at 1235-1249 East Cherry Street in an R-HD, High Density Multi-Family Residential
District in the Rountree Urban Conservation District #2 Area E. The reduced sethack along Cherry Street
allows the building to be moved closer to the street and will allow for more onsite parking. In addition,
placing the building closer to the street brings activity to the street and creates an edge along the sidewalk
that promotes pedestrian activity and safety. The reduced setback does not create any sight or safety
issues with fire protection or for travelers on the adjacent roadway. Mr. Hosmer mentioned there are
existing structures that have setbacks below the required twenty-five (25) feet sethack along Cherry Street,
using Imo Jeans building on this site as an example, disclosing the structure is currently setback six (6) feet
from Cherry Street. There are two (2) homes at 1250 and 1256 East Cherry Street directly across from this
proposed property that have approximately a fifteen (15) to sixteen (16) feet setback. Area E serves as the
home to many Missouri State University students and contains a mixture of multi-family and single family
housing stock. The Cherry Street Corridor is zoned R-HD on both sides from National Ave to just short of
the Pickwick/ Cherry Commercial Area. The development of this site will comply with all of the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for the R-HD, High-Density Multi-Family Residential District and
UCD#2 Area E requirements. All requirements for off-street parking, open space, bufferyards, and height
standards will be met with the development of this property. Staff has reviewed the applicant’s request for
a Conditional Use Permit and has determined that it satisfies the standards for Conditional Use Permits,
outlined in Section 3-3310 of the Zoning Ordinance. The front yard setback along the south property line
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(Cherry Street) may be reduced to fifteen (15) feet. All other standards of the Zoning Ordinance, and other
applicable ordinances, shall be adhered to.

Ms. Cox touched upon the other apartment buildings and townhouses in the vicinity of the proposed site,
asking if any of those have less than a twenty-five (25) foot setback.

Mr. Hosmer asked Ms. Cox if she is talking about the property at Kickapoo and Cherry and the property to
the west. Mr. Hosmer noted the apartment building on Kickapoo and Cherry was built prior to the ordinance
change in 2010 so it was not a requirement for them to do that.

Ms. Cox asked about the Kingston Arms across the street.

Mr. Hosmer stated they are at about fifteen (15) feet. Mr. Hosmer asserted that there might have been
some purchase or dedication of right of way there to reduce the front yard setbacks.

Mr. Edwards asked when this area was zoned high-density multi-family.

Mr. Hosmer remarked it was probably in the 1940's or 1950's; it has been awhile. The houses on the north
side from Kickapoo down to Pickwick have more single family housing stock that are rentals or single family
uses.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.
Mr. Neil Brady, Anderson Engineering, 2045 W. Woodland remarked he is representing the applicant.
Mr. Edwards clarified they would build a fire lane behind the structure.

Mr. Brady stated they would meet fire code but do not anticipate a drivable lane around that part. It will be
accessible without having a drive lane around it.

Mr. Edwards observed that what they explained in the last meeting it sounded as if the fire code was the
impetus on moving the building forward.

Mr. Brady stated that does help them yes.
Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.

Mr. Matt Stevens, 901 South Pickwick, explained he is the current Rountree Neighborhood Association
Chair. Mr. Stevens provided a petition with names and address and comments from people in the
neighborhood who are opposed to the sethack. Mr. Stevens explained the issue is making the site not fit
within the current neighborhood. The UCD was set out with the City’s help on how to uphold the
neighborhood, what the neighborhood should look like, and how it should be developed. Mr. Stevens
stated they are asking that the proposed structure fit in with the neighborhood. The setbhack being
proposed doesn't fit.

Mr. Jimmy Brooks, 1317 E. Harrison, commented he is in opposition to the proposed development because
of the size of the building and the setback.
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Mr. Jeff Barber, 746 S. Weller, commented he is a Board member of the Rountree Neighborhood
Association adding he is in opposition to the proposed. Mr. Barber relayed none of the dwelling units will
ever have a family in it; a multi-family dwelling comes out to two (2) cars per family and in this situation, one
car, one bedroom, ninety-six (96) cars. Mr. Barber suggested that in this situation maybe a parking district
would be appropriate. The detention basin does not currently indicate an outlet on any of the drawings that
have been submitted. Mr. Barber mentioned the size of the proposed structure, safety issues with regard
to electrical lines and traffic, with a nearby school, a bus pickup zone and kid traffic.

Ms. Louise Knauer, 944 S. Weller, read a portion of a letter from a resident sent to City Council regarding
the scale of the project and the parking on the street which will negatively impact the area. The setback is
detrimental to the neighborhood. Ms. Knauer asked Commission not to grant an exception in this case.

Mr. Mike Brothers, 1016 S. Pickwick noted they have approximately two hundred names on the petition that
was presented by Mr. Steven. Mr. Brothers stated the neighborhood is concerned about a trend which
relates to the setback issue and in future Cherry could look a lot like Kimbrough Avenue does today and
open the door to that happening all along Cherry. Mr. Brothers stated at the neighborhood meeting the
developer indicated at that time that he would be willing to come back to the twenty-five (25) feet; the six
parking spaces is not a worthwhile trade off.

Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing.

Mr. Edwards asked Mr. Brady to address the comment regarding the neighborhood meeting and about
moving back to the twenty-five (25) foot setback.

Mr. Brady disclosed that this project could move forward with the twenty-five (25) feet se back, but they
would have reduced parking so they are trying to maximize the amount of parking and in discussions with
City Staff, that is what they felt was the best option to do.

Mr. Hansen asked why they need the extra parking.

Mr. Brady said that seems to be one of the biggest issues is not having enough parking so they are trying
to maximize the number of parking spaces available.

Mr. Hansen pointed out they are trying to maximize the occupancy as well.
Mr. Brady asserted that is correct which is what a reasonable developer would do.

Mr. Hansen clarified that if the occupancy was cut back a little bit then they would not need the extra
parking and need the extra ten (10) feet.

Mr. Brady commented potentially.

Mr. Edwards affirmed that the owner of the property is asking for a setback under the rules. The
community has some valid concerns. Mr. Edwards asserted that the neighborhood doesn’t own the
property, and the owner has asked for some rules allowed under the law to present his request before
Council.
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Ms.Cox inquired about the alley in the back of the property and with the site plan drawing it appears they
are developing parking all the way to the alley. Ms. Cox asked if the fire egress is in the front that is the
worry.

Mr. Hosmer said that is correct adding they would pull through the Cherry Street area.

Mr. Rognstad said they would pull in approximately one hundred-fifty (150) feet if they need to and back out
on the parking lot.

Mr. Hosmer clarified that the applicant is proposing to build twenty-four (24) units; with the twenty-four (24)
units the current standard is two (2) parking spaces per unit. Therefore, forty-eight spaces would be
required. The parking standards does allow for a bicycle reduction which would reduce five (5) spaces, so
they could build twenty-four (24) units with (43) forty-three spaces. The reduced setback would allow them
to build more on-site parking and that is one of the issues staff was concerned about, such as parking on
the street and spillover from the apartment complex; so to answer the earlier question, denying the request
would not reduce the units, but would possibly reduce the on-site parking.

Mr. Hansen remarked that sounds like a pretty good trade going by what the neighborhood has said, the
impression is that the neighborhood sees this as the first of many that will march right down the block and
they will have a canyon; Cherry Canyon. Mr. Hansen noted that Commission can grant the variance
according to what Council initiated in the past but they are not required to and added he does not see this
as being a special case particularly if they can build the same development with five (5) less parking
spaces. Mr. Hansen said he does not see the overriding need there.

Mr. Baird commented that whether this building is put at fifteen (15) feet or twenty-five (25) feet, which is
what appears the neighbors would like, it is still not going to be in line with every other building on the
street; there are buildings with more and buildings with less. Mr. Baird said it is difficult for him to see how
this building is going to stick out with the variances and setbacks that are currently there. There are other
four story buildings west of the proposed development. If this project were economically feasible, or
profitable at both segments, whatever the setback, the developer would do either one. If the developer
could get away with the fifteen (15) foot setback it may be more profitable.

Mr. Edwards observed there are other three (3) story buildings and a ten (10) story building in the area and
feels a four (4) story structure is not inappropriate there. It is already zoned for it and has been for eighty
(80) years now at least, so he does not have a problem with the four (4) story development especially
considering if you cross National and head Cherry through the University and go to St. Agnes you will see
pretty much the same level of development on the way through there. Everything in the City Guidelines
and the Comprehensive Plan tells us what we want as a City and told the City we want is infill development
and a denser population in Center City. Mr. Edwards pointed out that Rountree Neighborhood is in the
middle of what he considers the center of the city. That is something that makes it a special neighborhood
but also provided it with challenges. As the City grows you run into this abutment of development and
wanting to preserve what is there. Mr. Edwards noted the Rountree neighborhood may consider changing
the UCD to be more attuned to what could happen within their parameters and to make the rules the way
they want. Mr. Edwards said he would support the request adding under the rules the owner has the right to
petition Council and we may want to look at those rules. Everyone needs to think about the Kimbrough
corridor and ask ourselves if that is really where we want to go.
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Mr. Lawhon stated that as he looks at this he has to determine if this is within the Comprehensive Plan,
within the rules and it is; he will be voting in favor of the request because the property owner is well within
their rights to do what they want to do with this lot.

Ms. White commented she is a Rountree kid, adding she knows what the struggle is here and the change

of use in the neighborhood and understands the desire to hold back that change. Commission’s role here

is very narrow; good developers take care of their property. It will look better than some of the houses that
are nearing the end of their life cycle. Ms. White stated that she has to, within the very narrow confines of

what Commission has been asked to decide, support this proposal.

Mr. Rognstad mentioned that the decision Commission makes is not whether the applicant can go forward
and ask Council, but whether or not Commission thinks this in keeping within the character of the
development. This is in some ways softer a decision than what Commission makes with zoning. Mr.
Rognstad commented he has concerns that some Commission members have questioned whether or not
they think the development along Kimbrough is appropriate being closer to the street. If Commission feels it
significantly changes the character of this area to the detriment of the community then Commission needs
to make their decision based on that. From staff's perspective, this is on the north side of Cherry and
backs up to the higher density to the north. This is really a question of what Commission thinks the
character of the street would be. City Council will weigh Commission’s recommendation of approval; that
Commission believes it is within the character of the area to have buildings closer to the street.

Mr. Baird remarked that with those comments, he believes this proposal fits within the character of the
neighborhood. The developer is not asking to be looked at any different from the buildings that are already
there nor is there a height difference in the building from those currently there. Mr. Baird said he plans to
support the request.

Ms. Cox expressed that she has no problem with the height and the density for the area as it has been
zoned that way for a long time. Ms. Cox clarified that this project can go forward regardless of the fifteen
(15) foot or twenty-five (25) foot setback, remarking that she does not see the point of pulling the building
forward if it doesn’t need to do so from an ascetic’s standpoint. Ms. Cox asserted she does not disagree
with the overall appointment of the development, but affirmed she will be voting down the setback request.

Mr. Hansen expressed his understanding of passing this on to Council to tell the neighbors that one guy
has more power than two hundred (200), adding he doesn't think that is all Commission can be concerned
with here. Some believe this is in keeping with the neighborhood, but apparently two hundred (200) people
that live there don't think it's in keeping with the character of the area. We say an owner has a right to do
what he wants with his property, but two hundred (200) people have a right to protect their property. We
are talking about one property verses (200) properties; they are all concerned with their neighborhood, their
property values, the ascetic's and what they bought into that neighborhood for in the first place. Mr.
Hansen observed those are pretty powerful motivators and emotions and to say this owner can do what he
chooses to do with his property is not really true. We don't allow feeder operations in the city or mobile
homes in infill lots. There are a lot of things we don't allow because they don't contribute to how we want to
see our community. Mr. Hansen said he doesn't have a problem with the development, with the height, but
they can do it within the confines of what's there already and what's there already is actually decided by
those who live there, by those who own property there and live there. Mr. Hansen commented he can'tin
good conscience just punt this to Council to make up their minds. Commission is passing on a
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recommendation and Mr. Hansen said he recommends to Council that they not approve this project with
reduced set back.

Mr. Ray said it is not a big point to him whether it is fifteen (15) feet or twenty-five (25) feet but it seems like
there is not a whole lot of damage to the developer if Commission doesn't approve this. The project will go
forward, they are going to have the same number of units, they will make the same amount of money each
month and they will have to poor less asphalt for the parking lot. If the neighborhood decides they would
rather have six more cars added to the parking problem on the streets of the neighborhood instead of this
building closer to the street, Mr. Ray explained he feels it is logical to side with the neighborhood. Mr. Ray
interjected he is not taking sides, rather explaining he will vote against approving the recommendation.

Mr. Lawhon motioned to approve Conditional Use Permit 412. Mr. Ray seconded the motion. The motion
carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Lawhon, White, and Shuler. Nays: Ray, Hansen, and Cox.
Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Text Amendment Temporary Uses/Special Events Amendments - City of Springfield

Mr. Chris Straw, Director of Building Development Services stated that what Commission has before them
tonight is a consolidation of a number of Code Sections and specifically for Commission review is Exhibit D,
which deals with the Zoning Ordinance. The purpose is to consolidate Zoning Ordinance, City Code and
numerous other codes to collectively group all the special event type of events we have here in Springfield
and make them easier for the public to understand, easier for the public to access as well improve the
enforcement capabilities specifically dealing with, for example, noise. Right now they have to do it with the
means of decimal meter. The ordinance will change that to where it will become a nuisance type approach
which the police department will deal with.

Mr. Hansen clarified that aside from the one change, everything else is just relocating these codes...

Mr. Straw said that is correct; basically it's taking out the numerous codes and consolidating them all into
this one ordinance to deal with special events.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing. As there were no speakers to address the issue, Mr. Edwards
closed the public hearing.

Mr. Baird motioned to approve Text Amendment Temporary Uses/Special Events Amendments. Mr.
Lawhon seconded the motion. The motion carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray,
Lawhon, White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

Subdivision Variance 349 - Gillenwaters Development, Inc.

Mr. Hosmer commented the applicant is requesting a variance from Section 407(2) of the Subdivision
Regulations, which requires all lots to abut by their full frontage on a publicly dedicated street. The
applicant is proposing a subdivision variance that will allow the subdivision of Lot 1 of Davis Industrial Park
into three (3) manufacturing lots. Lots two (2) and three (3) do not have full frontage on a publicly dedicated
street. The proposed administrative re-plat will allow two additional manufacturing lots to be created. The
City vacated most of Pythian Street east of Glenstone in 1962 creating the long narrow strip that has
frontage on Pythian. Planning staff supports the request for a lot without full frontage on a public street
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because there are pre-existing conditions with the existing driveway access. The property will be used
industrially and the applicant is dedicating a 26 ft. wide cross-access easement from Pythian Street to
Bergman Street to provide emergency access.

Mr. Edwards opened the public hearing.

Mr. Jared Rasmussen, 550 E. St. Louis commented he is available for questions.

Mr. Edwards closed the public hearing.

Mr. Edwards said he will support the request as this is consistent with repurposing and redevelopment of
existing buildings. It is nice to see this building being used.

Mr. Hansen motioned to approve Subdivision Variance 349. Mr. Baird seconded the motion. The motion
carried as follows: Ayes: Edwards, Baird, Hansen, Ray, Lawhon, White, Cox and Shuler. Nays: None.
Abstain: None. Absent: Young.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:05 p.m.

Bob Hosmer, AICP
Principal Planner
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EXPLANATION TO COUNCIL BILL NO: 2014-

FILED:

ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Planning and Development

PURPOSE: To amend Subsection 4-2902, WC-1, Mixed-Use Sub-area of the West
College Street District in the Springfield Zoning Ordinance to allow off-street parking of
commercial vehicles. (Staff recommends approval)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT —WC-1, MIXED-USE SUB-AREA
AMENDMENTS

City Council initiated amendments to allow off-street parking of commercial vehicles in
the WC-1, Mixed-Use Sub-area at their meeting on October 13, 2014.

Currently, the Live/Work Sub-Area of the West College Street District allows off-street
parking of commercial vehicles. The Mixed-Use Sub-area prohibits off-street parking of
commercial vehicles for some commercial uses. This is an inconsistency that needs to
be corrected to allow all uses to have off-street parking of commercial vehicles. These
are the vehicles that businesses use in their daily operations.

By deleting the prohibition of outdoor storage of equipment, materials and commercial
vehicles under permitted use No. 20 in the WC-1, Mixed-Use Sub-Area (Exhibit A), all
permitted uses in the WC-1 will be allowed have off-street parking for commercial
vehicles. This is consistent with the WC-2, Live/Work Sub-area of the West College
Street District which allows commercial vehicles accessory to the business activity to be
kept on site.

The Development Issues Input Group (DIIG), Urban Districts Alliance (UDA),
Environmental Advisory Board (EAB) and West Central Neighborhood Association were
notified of these amendments and have made no objections to date.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on October 16, 2014, and
recommended , by avote of __to__, of the proposed changes to the Zoning
Ordinance described in Exhibit A.

The Planning and Development Staff recommends approval of the proposed
amendments on Exhibit A.



FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. The proposed amendment will provide consistency between the two sub-areas of
the West College Street District.

Submitted by:

Bob Hosmer, AICP Greg Burris, City Manager
Principal Planner



WC-1,

EXHIBIT A
MIXED-USE SUB-AREA AMENDMENTS

Note: Language to be deleted is stricken

4-2902. WC-1, Mixed-Use Sub-area
A. Permitted Uses.
1. Office Use Group (this group would include Medical and Dental clinics).
2. Retail Sales Use Group (this use group would include pet stores).
3. Personal Services Use Group (this use group would include pet
grooming).
4. Eating and Drinking Establishments Use Group.
5. Automobile Service Garages, including body and fender repair and paint

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

shops if a legally conforming use at the time of the passage of this
ordinance provided a Conditional Use Permit is obtained for any
expansion of the structure for said use. (G.O. 6091, 12/16/13)

Churches and other places of worship, including parish houses and
Sunday Schools, but excluding overnight shelters.

Commercial Gardens and/or Farmers Market.

Bed and Breakfast.

Colleges, Universities and Business Colleges.

Funeral Homes and Mortuaries, excluding crematoriums.

Educational, cultural, public or nonprofit institutions such as museums,
art galleries and libraries.

Community centers, nonprofit.
Upholstery Shops.

Glass and Mirror Sales.
Single-family-detached dwellings.

Single-family-semi-detached dwellings, such as patio-court homes and
twin houses.

Duplexes.

Townhouses.



19. Multi-family dwellings.

20. Any establishment which provides supplies and/or services such as
janitorial services, sign shops, packaging or shipping service, locksmith
or printing, lithographing, engraving, photocopying, blueprinting,
publishing and binding establishments previded-there-is-no-outdoor

storage-ofeguipment-materials-orcommercialvehicles. (G.O. 6091,
12/16/13)

Use Limitations.

1. All activities and permitted uses except for the following shall be
conducted entirely within a completely enclosed building.

a. Occasional outdoor sales on private property.
b. Off-street parking and loading facilities.
c. Outdoor eating and drinking facilities.

2. All uses shall operate in accordance with the noise standards contained in
Section 6-1500, Noise Standards.

3. No use shall emit an odor that creates a nuisance as determined by
Chapter 2A, Article X, Springfield City Code.



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

Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment Area

DATE: October 6, 2014

PURPOSE: To approve the Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses
Redevelopment Area

LOCATION: Generally located along the west side of South Hampton Avenue
between East McDaniel Street and East Walnut Street (311, 319, and
325 South Hampton Avenue)

APPLICANT: 311 S Hampton, LLC

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses
Redevelopment Area be approved.

FINDINGS:

The proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses 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 11 Location Map

Exhibit 111 Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses
Redevelopment Area



ATTACHMENT A
Background Report
Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment Area

Applicant’'s Proposal:

311 S. Hampton, LLC has filed an application requesting approval of a redevelopment
plan pursuant to Sections 99.300-99.715, RSMo, the Land Clearance for
Redevelopment Authority Law, for a redevelopment project generally located along the
west side of South Hampton Avenue between East McDaniel Street and East Walnut
Street (Exhibits 1&Il). The Planning and Zoning Commission is required by Statute to
review the proposed Redevelopment Plan (Exhibit 1) for conformance with the
Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

The purpose of the Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment
Area is to remove blight and redevelop the area into a townhouse style multi-family
residential development. The Area consists of three parcels that comprise
approximately 0.58 acres. One of the parcels located at 325 South Hampton Avenue is
vacant, while the two other parcels at 311 and 319 South Hampton are occupied by
single-family residential structures that were built in 1903 and 1923, respectively.
These structures have since fallen into disrepair and have become contributing sources
of blight in the Area. The Redevelopment Plan proposes to demolish the structures and
construct a new townhouse style multi-family residential development that will consist of
nine units located among three structures. Most of the units will have two bedrooms
and include an attached garage. However, in order to afford flexibility as building plans
are finalized, the Plan will allow up to 15 units among four structures with a maximum
height of three stories.

Comprehensive Plan:

1. According to the Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Springfield-
Greene County Comprehensive Plan, the area in and around the Hampton
Townhouses Redevelopment Area is classified as “Greater Downtown.” This
land use category allows and promotes high-intensity office, retail, housing,
academic, and public land uses, preferably in mixed-use buildings with a strong
pedestrian orientation. The proposed redevelopment will provide higher density
housing and have a strong pedestrian orientation due to its close proximity to
public transit, retail shops, parks, restaurants, educational institutions,
entertainment venues, and other urban amenities.

2. The Growth Management and Land Use Element also indicates the
Redevelopment Area is located within the Center City 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
higher density housing.
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3. One of the overall goals of the Center City Plan Element of the Springfield-
Greene County Comprehensive Plan is to transform the Greater Downtown
District, which includes Park Central Square, University Plaza, and parts of
Walnut Street and Missouri State University, into a well maintained, attractive,
and inviting environment area for people of all ages that is alive with business,
shopping, and visitors. In order to achieve this goal, the Center City Plan
Element recommends promoting the emergence of a residential base, as well as
increasing the diversity and compactness of land uses throughout Greater
Downtown.

The Redevelopment Plan supports this goal by redeveloping the Area, which is
currently under-utilized with two dilapidated single-family residential structures,
into a townhouse style multi-family residential development that will contain up to
15 units. Furthermore, the proposed townhouse style units, which will include
attached garages, are unique in comparison to recent housing developments in
Center City. This adds to the diversity of housing in Center City, which will help
broaden its appeal prospective residents.

4. The Center City Plan Element also notes that the Center City area suffers from
physical deterioration and economic obsolescence. It also states although there
are several properties within Center City that have been well maintained or
recently constructed, the overall tone of is one of an area that could use
revitalization and new investment. The Redevelopment Plan addresses those
issues by proposing to remove existing blight and redevelop the area into a new
residential development.

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, RSM0”). 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 required to submit an application that includes a detailed blight
report and redevelopment plan. The Planning and Zoning Commission’s
responsibility is to review the redevelopment plan for conformance with the City’s
general plan for the development of the City as a whole and make a
recommendation regarding the same to City Council.
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2. The Springfield Land Clearance for Redevelopment Authority reviewed the
Redevelopment Plan on October 7, 2014 and approved a resolution
recommending approval by a vote of 2 to 1.

3. The Redevelopment Area and surrounding properties are currently zoned R-HD,
High-Density Multi-Family Residential District. The proposed redevelopment is
permitted under the existing zoning.

4. The location of the proposed townhouse style apartments will offer its tenants
convenient access to public transit and pedestrian facilities. The Redevelopment
is located approximately one block south of a City Utilities bus route that runs
along East Saint Louis Street, as well as near two Missouri State University Bear
Line Shuttle routes that run along John Q. Hammons Parkway and East EIm
Street. The Area is also located near designated bicycle and pedestrian routes,
including the Jordan Valley Greenway and The Link, which is a network of
existing and planned bicycle and pedestrian routes connecting greenway trails
and activity centers within the City.
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EXHIBIT |
Legal Description
Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment Area

319 S Hampton:

ALL OF LOT BEGINNING AT A POINT TWO HUNDRED (200) FEET NORTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF EAST WALNUT STREET AND HAMPTON STREET IN THE CITY
OF SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH FIFTY-FIVE (55) FEET;
THENCE WEST ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY (150) FEET; THENCE SOUTH FIFTY-FIVE (55)
FEET; THENCE EAST ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY (150) FEET TO THE BEGINNING, BEING
A PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE1/4) OF SECTION TWENTY-FOUR (24),
TOWNSHIP TWENTY-NINE (29), RANGE TWENTY-TWO (22) IN THE CITY OF
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI EXCEPT ANY PART TAKEN OR USED FOR ROADS;
ADDRESSED AS 325 S. HAMPTON.

325 S. Hampton

BEGINNING AT A POINT 255 FEET NORTH OF THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF EAST
WALNUT STREET AND HAMPTON STREET, THENCE NORTH 53 FEET, THENCE WEST
150 FEET, THENCE SOUTH 48 1/2 FEET, THENCE EAST 150 FEET TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING, IN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI, EXCEPT ANY
PART THEREOF TAKEN, DEEDED, OR USED FOR ROAD OR HIGHWAY PURPOSES.

311 S. Hampton

BEGINNING 80 RODS SOUTH AND 40 RODS WEST OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 29, RANGE 22, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI, THENCE WEST
30 FEET TO A BEGINNING POINT; THENCE WEST 150 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 60 FEET,
THENCE EAST 150 FEET; THENCE NORTH 60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING POINT, IN THE
CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI, EXCEPT ANY PART THEREOF
DEEDED, TAKEN OR USED FOR ROAD OR HIGHWAY PURPOSES.



EXHIBIT II
Location Map
Redevelopment Plan for the Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment Area
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Redevelopment Plan

Hampton Townhouses Redevelopment Area

L. Introduction

311 S Hampton LLC, a Missouri Limited Liability Company, has prepared the following plan for the
Redevelopment of approximately .5863 acres into townhouse-style apartments with garages. The
developer proposes to remove multiple deteriorated and dysfunctional structures and replace with no
nine (9) units, with a unit mix predominantly composed of 2 bedroom units, most of which will include
an attached garage.

Real Property Tax Abatement will be used to encourage the Redevelopment.

II. Background

The developer purchased 311 S Hampton in July of 2014 and then purchased both 319 and 325 S
Hampton in a single transaction in August 2014.

311 S Hampton currently has a vacant two-story single family structure that has fallen into disrepair by
prior owners (see attached blight study).

319 S Hampton currently has a one-story single family structure that is equally dilapidated and currently
houses delinquent tenants who will be voluntarily vacating in the coming weeks.

325 S Hampton is a vacant lot that was purchased by the prior owner from the city in a tax sale. Several
years ago the structure on this lot was demolished for safety reasons after the city had determined it to
be a dangerous building.

Info on the three properties inside the development area (as taken from the Greene County Assessor’s
web site, September 2014)

311 0.2107 1797 $65,900.00 $666.06
319 0.1862 1077 $45,500.00  $460.19
325 0.1894 NONE $0.00 $0.00
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III. Description of the Project

Boundaries of the Redevelopment Area

The Redevelopment area is located in the 300 block of South Hampton Avenue between Walnut and
McDaniel in a deteriorated neighborhood of single-family homes that are zoned R-HD and surrounded

by many newer developments. The legal description of all three lots is attached in Exhibit E and a map
of the redevelopment area is attached in Exhibit B.

IV. Need for Redevelopment

Blighted Area
As indicated in the attached Blight Report, the Redevelopment Area has suffered from many years of

neglect and lack of investment. In its current use as single family in a High-Density Multi-family
Residential District (R-HD), further private investment would not be financially responsible. The
redevelopment will transform the property into its highest and best use as a residential multi-family
community and cure the localized blight as well as contribute to curing blighting conditions of the
surrounding neighborhood which is located within the Jordan Valley TIF. The entire neighborhood, as
shown in Exhibit F, was declared blighted pursuant to the TIF in 2001. The redevelopment area was
determined to be directly contributing to the blighting conditions of the neighborhood and since that
time, little to no improvements have been made to the properties. In fact, the third structure, located at
325 S Hampton, which was determined to be directly contributing to the blighting conditions of the
neighborhood, was demolished in 2009.
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Objectives of the City of Springfield’s Growth Management and Land Use Plan

The redevelopment will closely align with many of the objectives of the City of Springfield’s Growth
Management and Land Use Plan (GMLUP), which is a component of the Vision 20/20 Springfield-
Greene County Comprehensive Plan adopted in November 2001.

Objective 1 (pg. 8 of the GMLUP)- “The City of Springfield and Greene County should work
together to create a future development pattern that is more geographically balanced and
compact than past trends.”

The redevelopment will be removing worn down single family units in an R-HD zoning in favor of more
dense, modern development that will be more “geographically balanced and compact.”

Objective 2 (pg. 8 of the GMLUP)- “Springfield and Greene county should seek sustainable
growth by investing in established areas...”

The redevelopment area is located in a neighborhood that predates the 20" century. It's on the edge of
the Center City district.

Objective g (pg. 9 of the GMLUP)- “Springfield and Greene County should target several
locations as Activity Centers. In those locations, plans, regulations and public investments
should promote... higher density housing. Design should emphasize... high-quality site
planning and architecture. Activity Centers should be linked to the bicycle and linear open
space networks.

The redevelopment is in two “Major Activity Centers”; Center City and Missouri State University
(indicated as Southwest Missouri State University in the GMLUP). See below.
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Taken from pg. 34 of the GMLUP

“Activity Centers ... will be locations of significant business and high-density housing
development (pg. 31 of the GMLUP).”

The redevelopment aligns identically with the spirit and goals of the GMLUP by creating high-density
development in an area that is in two Major Activity Centers. It also creates a diversity in development
by boasting attached 2-car garages for each unit which are very rare in the Center City and MSU

Activity Centers.
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“Activity Centers should be linked to the bicycle... networks (pg. 31 of the GMLUP). See

below”
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Image taken from page E-4 of the Policy for Bicyclists on Public Facilities in Springfield. Blue indicates "Ultimate Routes” which run only a couple

blocks from the redevelopment area.

Objective 13 (pg. 48 of the GMLUP) The City of Springfield and Greene County should
regulate land development consistently with the Springfield Area Land Use Plan map.

The Springfield Area Land Use Plan map is found in the GMLUP as figure 18-7 and indicates the
redevelopment area to be located within “Greater Downtown"” defined on page 53 of the GMLUP as

follows:
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"“This land use category, which pertains to the downtown and University Plaza portions of Center City,
allows and promotes high-intensity office, retail, housing, academic and public land uses, preferably in
mixed-use buildings with a strong pedestrian orientation.”

The redevelopment will align with these objectives by creating high-intensity housing that promotes
strong pedestrian orientation within the Greater Downtown area.

Other City Objectives: Parking has become a major concern in both the Center City and MSU activity
areas. The Redevelopment area will not only provide an off-street parking space for each bedroom, but
most of those spaces will be in the form of an attached garage. Tenant’s vehicles will be off the streets
and out of view. This promotes the visual appeal of the community and neighborhood as well as
provides a safe environment for tenants and their vehicles.

The Redevelopment area is located just a couple blocks from several of the “Ultimate Routes” as
indicated in the Policy for Bicyclists on Public Facilities in Springfield. The redevelopment will also
encourage the use of bicycles due to its proximity to the two Major Activity Centers as well as by having
garages that will offer safe storage of bicycles and bike racks on the exterior to promote the use of
bicycles by guests.

Objective 17 (pg. 48 of the GMLUP)- “Springfield and Greene County should work to ensure a
wide range of choice in living arrangements throughout the urbanized area...”

The Redevelopment area meets the above objective by providing a “townhouse-style” community in a
very urban area. Newer construction units with attached garages are very rare in the Center City and
surrounding area. These units will provide a greater choice for individuals who love Center City but are
forced outward to find units that are more fitting of their modern lifestyle and needs.

Objectives of the Center City Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan

The Center City Element of the Vision 20/20 Springfield Greene County Comprehensive Plan defines
the redevelopment area as being located within Center City as a whole and more localized to the
Greater Downtown District; further, the south property line of the redevelopment area borders the
Walnut Street District.

Within the Center City Element, several actions are listed as important areas of focus for The Greater
Downtown District. Below are Actions that the redevelopment will meet to greater improve Center City
and the Greater Downtown District.

1. Reestablish a unique position for Greater Downtown within the larger marketplace;
one that is of value to the community and to its residents.

d. Promote the emergence of a residential base in Greater Downtown.

The redevelopment is adding units and density to the Greater Downtown district, and removing vacant
structures.

e. Build upon the positive image of the Walnut Street Historic District while protecting
its Historic qualities
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The south property line of the Redevelopment Area borders the Walnut Street Historic District. Adding
residential density to this neighborhood, provides more people in the area to spend money at Historic
Walnut Street establishments. The Redevelopment is also visible from Walnut Street, and the new
buildings will provide an attractive visible appeal, replacing current dilapidated structures, to
pedestrians and business patrons.

4. Create pedestrian-friendly blocks and streets.

There is a sidewalk directly in front of the Redevelopment Area and it is currently over grown with
vegetation hanging over it. Further, the overgrown vacant lot and the existing vacant structures reduce
visibility in areas very close to the sidewalk. These conditions create an atmosphere that may be
perceived as unsafe by pedestrians, and thereby discourage pedestrian traffic on Hampton street which
connects Historic Walnut Street with St. Louis Street.

7. Encourage buildings of appropriate scale, mass, and form.

The redevelopment will conform to the requirements of the High-Density Multi-family Residential
District and remove two single-family structures which do not satisfy the intent of the R-HD zoning.

9. Improve maintenance and cleanliness.

As laid forth in the attached Blight Study, two single-family structures will be removed and replaced by
the Redevelopment as indicated in this Redevelopment Plan. The existing structures suffer greatly from
a lack of maintenance and investment, and the new structures will remediate these blighting
conditions.

V. Redevelopment Plan Objectives and Strategies

The primary objectives of the Redevelopment will be to (a) cure blight specific to the site and
secondarily to the surrounding neighborhood that is a social and economic drain on highly invested
areas in both Center City and MSU Activity Centers, and to (b) develop a community that stays true to
the intent of the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan in the following ways.

e Create diversity in housing options in the Center City and MSU Activity Centers by providing
townhouses with garages.

e Remove blighted single-family homes in favor of more dense multi-family development.

e Provide an Urban option that appeals to modern lifestyles by incorporating garages and
fostering a community for "People Who Live with Roommates,” classified as students, graduate
students, and young professionals.

e Promote pedestrian and bicycle transportation in two Major Activity Centers

Land Use Plan
A.) Former and Existing Land Use
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The Redevelopment Area currently consists of two (2) single family homes in an R-HD
zoning. The homes are over eighty (80) years old. And there is a vacant, overgrown lot.

B.) Proposed Land Use
The proposed land use is for no more than fifteen (15) multi-family residential units, the
predominance of which will be two (2) bedroom units with attached garages. There will be
no more than 4 structures with a maximum height of 3 stories.

C.) Existing and Proposed Zoning

The current zoning is High Density Multi-Family Residential (R-HD). No zoning change is
required.

D.) Regulations and Controls

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

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. The
Developer owns all the land within the Redevelopment Area.

C.) Financing

The developer is utilizing conventional financing to finance the project
D.) Disposition of the Property

No land is proposed to be disposed of within the Redevelopment Area

E.) Plan for Relocation Assistance

One of the two (2) structures in the Redevelopment Area is vacant and the current tenants
in the other structure have notified the owner of their intent to vacate by September 20,
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2014. Should they not voluntarily vacate, the developer will assist them in finding a new
lease be it one of the developers own vacant properties or any other. Notice has already
been given to the tenants to vacate.

F.) Redevelopment Schedule and Estimated Date of Completion

e Plansfinalized and approved no later than December 1, 2014
e Permits pulled, Demo and Site Prep by December 1, 2014
e Completion of all structures by May 1, 2015

G.) 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 99.715 of the Missouri Revised Statutes, 2000.

Other Provisions

A.) Compliance with General Plans

As described herein, the Redevelopment Plan complies with the objectives of the
Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan.

B.) Compliance with State and Local Law

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

C.) Population Density
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The project will provide no more than fifteen (15) units located within the Redevelopment
Area of approximately .5863 acres (25,539 square feet) for a density of 23 units per acre.
The High Density Multi-Family Residential District (R-HD) zoning allows a maximum of
forty (40) units per acre

D.) Public Facilities

It is not anticipated at this time that the Project will require any additional public facilities or
utilities.

VI. Procedure and Changes or Modification of Plan

Upon application by the Developer or its successors in interest, the Redevelopment Plan may be
amended or modified by the Land Clearance for Redevelopment Authority with the consent of the
Planning and Zoning Commission. When the proposed amendment or modification substantially
changes the Redevelopment Plan, the City Council must also approve the amendment or modification.
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Exhibit A

Below are photographs of the Redevelopment Area in its current condition with current site
improvements.

A3.) Rotting window framing and chipping paint  A4.) Exposed raw wood in fascia and rotting
window with chipping paint



Page |22

Ab5.) Failing porch foundation and deteriorated A6.) Chipping paint on front porch
Front entry stairs

A?7.) Failing sheetrock from squirrels living in the A8.) Soffit and Fascia is deteriorating
attic space

'-”“ S e
A9.) Failing Windows A10.) Broken windows which have been
temporarily covered for quite some time




A11.) Rotten Fascia A12.) Out building is deteriorated and door has
been kicked in by a vagrant.

A13.) Cracked and failing foundation A14.) Overgrown and un-level sidewalk

A15.) Exposed wiring throughout living areas A16.) Dated wall heating system with exposed
wiring
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A18.) Chipping interior paint

A19.) Sagging flooring A20.) Extension cord being used for permanent
wiring

A21.) Detached ductwork A22.) Failing/missing siding
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A23.) Vegetation growing through the back door
and into the structure

A23.) Overgrown grass and beer cans litter the
site

A24).0Overgrown grass has been trampled
indicating foot traffic toward the back of the lot,
and beer cans and other litter are evidence of
vagrants gathering on the site.
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A25.) Vegetation is overgrowing the public
sidewalks endangering pedestrians and bikers

A26.) A shopping cart has been abandoned
\ I on site near one of the vacant homes further

i If *’\ indicating the traffic of vagrants.

A27.) Beer cans are collected near an
abandoned couch on the back deck of a
vacant structure.
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A28.) The dirty front porch ceiling has been
graffitied

A29.) Broken windows create an easy access
point for intruders

A30.) Broken glass on the ground near the
rear steps from an old storm window which
has been removed.
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31.) A broken window to the attic hasledto a
squirrel infestation which leave urine and
feces inside the structure.

32.) Failing/unsealed walls allow infestation
of rodents and insects

33.) Loose and stained carpet creates both a
tripping hazard and insanitary environment
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34.) Stained and deteriorated bath areas
create an environment for mold growth

35.) Failing plumbing under the kitchen sink
is a favorable environment for mold growth

36.) Filthy interior flooring is throughout
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37.) Vagrants have lit a fire on the rear deck
of one of the structures.
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Exhibit B

Map of the Redevelopment Area
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Exhibit D

Site Plan of the proposed Redevelopment
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Exhibit E

Legal Descriptions of the Redevelopment Area

319 S Hampton:

ALL OF LOT BEGINNING AT A POINT TWO HUNDRED (200) FEET NORTH OF THE NORTHWEST
CORNER OF EAST WALNUT STREET AND HAMPTON STREET IN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD,
MISSOURI AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH FIFTY-FIVE (55) FEET; THENCE WEST ONE HUNDRED
AND FIFTY (250) FEET; THENCE SOUTH FIFTY-FIVE (55) FEET; THENCE EAST ONE HUNDRED AND
FIFTY (250) FEET TO THE BEGINNING, BEING A PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER (NE1/4) OF
SECTION TWENTY-FOUR (24), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-NINE (29), RANGE TWENTY-TWO (22) IN THE
CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI EXCEPT ANY PART TAKEN OR USED FOR ROADS; ADDRESSED
AS 325S. HAMPTON.

325 S. Hampton

BEGINNING AT A POINT 255 FEET NORTH OF THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF EAST WALNUT
STREET AND HAMPTON STREET, THENCE NORTH 53 FEET, THENCE WEST 150 FEET, THENCE
SOUTH 48 12/2 FEET, THENCE EAST 150 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, IN THE CITY OF
SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI, EXCEPT ANY PART THEREOF TAKEN, DEEDED, OR
USED FOR ROAD OR HIGHWAY PURPOSES.

311 S. Hampton

BEGINNING 80 RODS SOUTH AND 40 RODS WEST OF THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 24,
TOWNSHIP 29, RANGE 22, GREENE COUNTY, MISSOURI, THENCE WEST 30 FEET TO A BEGINNING
POINT; THENCE WEST 150 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 60 FEET; THENCE EAST 150 FEET; THENCE
NORTH 60 FEET TO THE BEGINNING POINT, IN THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, GREENE COUNTY,
MISSOURI, EXCEPT ANY PART THEREOF DEEDED, TAKEN OR USED FOR ROAD OR HIGHWAY
PURPOSES.




Exhibit F

JORDAMN VALLEY PaRK BUGHT STUOY

TIF PLAN PROPERTY NO. 129
319 S HAMPTON AVE

LOVE PROPERTIES LLC

Property

I'lF Project No 10, Future Land Use Single-Family Residential

Land Area 8202 Sq.F Zoning R-HD, High Density Residential
Building Arca 1072 Sq.F Yr. Built (923

Value Trend (Assessor's Market Value)

1997 Appraised $20.500
1998 \|-.|-,|g||-‘\-_} $29 500 (0%
1999 Appraised 424 500 0.0 1999 Tax PIN 881324113045

Blight Factors® Y M N Y M N
Inadequate Street Layoul i | X Insanitary or Unsale [ | | X
Deteriorating Improvements X | | Improper Subdivision X .
, ‘ [ X Hindrunce to Housing | X
| X Conclusio X

Comment: One-story house! far Lo ave aee condition; small lot

INDIVIOUAL ANALYSIS Vou. Il, PAGE 129
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JORDAN VALLEY PaARK BLIGHT STuD

TIF PLAN PROPERTY NO. 130
311 S HAMPTON AVE

Property

I'F Project N¢ 10, Future Land Use Smgle-Family Residential

Land Area 8912 Sqg.Ft Zoning R-HD, High Density Residential
Iding Area 1,256 Sg.kt Yr. Built 1903

Value Trend (Assessor’s Market Value)

1997 Aopraised 541,300

1998 Appraisec $4 1,300

904 OIS % SO0} O 100 Tax PIN S81374 i)
¢ Farsec b Ml 1 ax N

Blight Factors” Y M N Y M N
Inadequate Street Lavo X Insanitary or Unsate X
Detenorating Improvements . ‘ Improper Subdivision |
Endangerment [ [ Hindrance to Housing X
E: ! ! !

wmic or Social Liabiiity X Conclusion X
MaModen

Comment: |'4-story house: fair condition; gravel'grass drnive: overgrown landscaping;
all 1ot
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