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MINUTES OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Springfield, Missouri

The Planning and Zoning Commission met in regular session September 10, 2015, in 
the City Council Chambers. Chairman Tom Baird called the meeting to order.

Roll Call:  Present: Tom Baird (Chair), Jason Ray, David Shuler, Randy Doennig, 
Melissa Cox, Cameron Rose and Andy Cline. Absent: Matt Edwards and Gabrielle 
White.

Staff in attendance:  Mary Lilly Smith, Director of Planning, Bob Hosmer, Principal 
Planner, Dan Wichmer, City Attorney, Matt Schaefer, Senior Planner, Dawne Gardner, 
Public Works Traffic Division, and Rodney Colson, Public Works Stormwater.

Mayor Robert Stephens addressed Commission.

Minutes:   The minutes of August 6, 2015 were approved unanimously. 

Communications:

Mr. Hosmer reviewed City Council action from August 10, 2015 and August 24, 2015. 
Mr. Hosmer stated the applicant for agenda item number seven (7), Vacation 781, has 
requested the case be tabled to the October 8, 2015 meeting.

Mr. Ray motioned to table Vacation 781. Mr. Doennig seconded  the motion. The motion
carried  as follows:  Ayes:  Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays:  
None. Abstain:  None. Absent:  Edwards and White.

Public Hearings:

     Z-30-2015 Fortmeyer Real Estate Company
     (840 East Primrose Street)

Mr. Hosmer noted this is a request to rezone approximately 0.77 acres of property 
generally located at
840 East Primrose Street. The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property 
from a Planned Development District No. 21, 3rd Amendment to an O-1, Office District 
with the intent to expand the off-street parking for the existing law office on the property. 
The existing Planned Development requires a minimum thirty (30) foot parking lot 
setback adjacent to all rights-of-way. The applicant intends to expand the existing off-
street parking lot to the north toward Primrose Street, which necessitates this request to 
eliminate the parking lot setback. Approval of O-1 zoning on the subject property will 
allow for further development or redevelopment of the subject property similar to what 
could be achieved under the existing Planned Development, while allowing for the 
existing business to expand at its present location. If the rezoning is approved, it would 
have to comply with Section 4-2000, Office Districts, the Zoning Ordinance, and any 
other applicable city codes. Upon development of the additional parking area, a 
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minimum ten (10) foot wide perimeter landscaped area will be required along Primrose 
Street because the parking lot is located within fifty (50) feet of the public right-of-way.

Mr. Baird opened the pubic hearing.
Mr. Derek Lee, 1200 E. Woodhurst, commented they want to put the same stacked 
parking up against the building and push it out closer to the road. They want to go 
straight zoning to get more parking in the front.

Mr. Baird closed the public hearing.

Mr. Ray motioned to approve  Z-30-2015. Ms. Cox seconded  the motion. The motion 
carried  as follows: Ayes:  Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays:  
None. Abstain:  None. Absent:  Edwards and White.

     Z-31-2015 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 97       Curbow Inc.

     (1255 East Chestnut Expressway)

Mr. Hosmer stated the applicant is proposing to rezone the subject property from an O-
1, Office District to a GR, General Retail District with Conditional Overlay District No. 97.
The Conditional Overlay District provisions will require a traffic study at the time of 
development, a cross access easement when the property develops and limit access 
onto Battlefield Road. The property to the north of the subject property is zoned R-SF, 
Single Family Residential. The minimum bufferyard required between GR zoning and 
the adjacent R-SF zoned property is a 20 foot wide landscaped bufferyard with a fence, 
wall, hedge, or earthen berm. The property to the east and west of the subject property 
is zoned R-HD, High-Density Multi-Family Residential District and O-1, Office District. 
The minimum bufferyard required between the GR zoning and R-HD and O-1 zoned 
properties is a 15 foot wide landscaped bufferyard required adjacent to the property to 
the east and west, however, this can be waived if there is an cross access easement 
that is granted and that’s part of the provisions for this request. Staff recommends 
approval with the following requirements:
A traffic study shall be submitted at the time of development/redevelopment based on 
the actual use of the property. If the results of the traffic study determine that 
improvements are required, then they must be constructed prior to building permits 
being issued. Two driveways on to Battlefield Road will be allowed. The two driveways 
shall be located a minimum of 200 feet apart and shall not be located within five feet of
the east or west property lines. A 26 foot cross access easement (to be located at the 
time of
development/redevelopment) shall extend east/west across the property connecting the 
two allowable driveways to both the east and west property lines.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing.

Mr. Ron Mersch, Olsson & Associates, 550 St. Louis Street, stated there was no 
opposition raised to the proposal.
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Mr. Baird closed the public hearing.

Mr. Ray motioned to approve  Z-31-2015 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 97. Mr. 
Doennig seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows: Ayes:  Baird, Ray, Cox, 
Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays:  None. Abstain:  None. Absent:  Edwards and 
White.

     Z-32-2015 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 98       BluCurrent Credit 
Union
     (1983 East Seminole Street)

Mr. Hosmer explained this is a request to rezone approximately 1.63 acres of property 
generally located at
1983 East Seminole Street from Planned Development No. 11 Amended to O-1, Office 
District and establishing Conditional Overlay District No. 98. The subject property is 
located along Seminole Street, a secondary arterial roadway, which is an appropriate 
location for office development. The proposed O-1 zoning is consistent with the 
recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan to locate low volume office developments 
along arterial roadways and as transitions and buffers between higher intensity uses 
and
residential developments. The requested O-1 zoning is consistent and compatible with 
the existing O-1 and
GR, General Retail zoning to the west and is consistent with the previous approval from 
City Council for the subject property as a Planned Development with office uses. The
proposed conditional overlay district will mitigate the potential impact between the office 
and residential uses by limiting uses, limiting access and
requiring bufferyards. The proposed conditional overlay district and conditions as well as
the development requirements in the Office District are adequate for mitigating any 
potential impacts of the proposed development on the adjoining properties. City Council 
approved General Ordinance 3247 on September 21, 1981 to rezone the southern 186 
feet of the subject property to Planned Development 11. On July 8, 1996, City Council 
approved General Ordinance 4615 to rezone the subject property and an additional 85 
feet behind the adjacent residential property from Planned Development 11 to Planned 
Development 11 Amended. The improvements proposed in Planned Development 11 
Amended have not been built. In 1955, the subject property was annexed into the City 
with R-1 (R-SF) zoning as a nonconforming use. At that time, the property was being 
used as a motel and was allowed to continue as a nonconforming use. The motel was 
discontinued and converted to a child daycare facility, which continued the 
nonconforming use.

The permitted uses that were allowed are similar to what is currently there with the PD 
11 Amended allowing financial, insurance, and real estate uses. During this time there 
was a landscape hedge planted along Prairie Lane that was in the public right of way. 
The hedge will remain and there are no intentions of removing it. The property owner will
be required to maintain and keep it in good condition so there are no problems with 
visibility, however, this will not be part of the conditional overlay district nor will be a 
condition since this is in public right of way. The PD limited the total building area to 12, 
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713 feet and did not allow any kind of development to occur in the 85 feet of the property
behind the residential house. It did allow for a four-lane drive aisle for future expansion 
of the bank. It restricted access to Prairie Lane and required a bufferyard C, adjacent to 
the residential property and along Prairie Lane. The proposed improvements of this site
plan of PD 11 Amended have not been built; a permit has not been issued for the
expansion of the building and structure as laid out with the approved site plan. The 
proposed Conditional Overlay District would expand the permitted uses to General
Office Use Group but would not allow medical, dental labs or blood collection facilities or
any of the other permitted uses in the O-1, Office District. The O-1, Office District does 
not allow outside storage of merchandise, retail sales, warehousing of stock or storage 
of equipment outside. Staff has received some calls on this proposed rezoning and 
talked with some of the residents in the area. Some of the concerns they have are the 
hedge being part of the rezoning case and want to restrict any kind of construction in the
85 feet area behind the house and some of the permitted uses that they think are more 
than should be required.

The property will not be rezoned until the following conditions are completed. If these 
are not completed within one (1) year after City Council approval, the rezoning will revert
back to Planned Development 11 Amended. The conditions require a Type C Bufferyard
is required along Prairie Lane and adjacent to the property zoned R-SF, Single Family 
Residential District on the north side of the property. The existing refuse storage area 
located on the east side of the property shall be relocated to the west side of the 
property. The applicant shall apply for a vacation of the right-of-way at Prairie Lane and 
Seminole Street in order for the existing parking spaces to be located outside of the 
public right-of-way. The rezoning, if approved, will have to comply with Section 4-2000, 
Office Districts, the Zoning Ordinance, and any other applicable city codes. Staff 
recommends approval.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing.

Mr. Neil Guion, Attorney, stated he is representing the applicant, who wishes to sell the 
property. What they are looking for is a modest expansion of the permitted uses.  The 
existing PD zoning limits the use to essentially financial institutions and that sort of thing.
Mr. Guion stated they are asking to expand to other uses that are permitted under the 
general office use category of the zoning ordinance and mainstream this property which 
has been a Planned Development District to change it to the O-1 category which will be 
severely limited in terms of the overlay.

Mr. Tim Havens, 2156 S. Prairie Lane provided pictures and handouts to Commission 
members.  Mr. Havens expressed concern about changing the PD to O-1. The PD was 
granted to protect the neighborhood and he would like it to remain the same. Mr. 
Havens also expressed concern about the hedge and the potential expansion into the 
back yard for uses as well as the size of a future structure.

Mr. Baird clarified that Mr. Havens is concerned about the size of the building if they 
were to expand and how it fits into the neighborhood.



5

Mr. Havens responded it is an intrusion into the neighborhood. City Council previously 
planned that the owner could not expand the property line with a structure; only the 
driving lanes and they did that because of the intrusion into the neighborhood.

Mr. Baird asked Mr. Havens if the owner were to chop up the building now and rent it out
as is...

Mr. Havens stated he would have no problem with that because it is all one building. 
The way this is stated he can add footage and have one or two separate buildings. Mr. 
Havens stated the hedge was part of the original agreement and have been there for 34 
years.

Mr. Steve Baron, 2147 S. Prairie Lane spoke in favor of the proposed rezoning stating it 
will be more beneficial than the current Planned Development.

Ms. Julie Vanvig Burnell, 2126 S. Prairie Lane commented the neighborhood is all 
owner occupied in the area. Ms. Burnell commented they welcome Mr. Jones and Mr. 
Parks to the neighborhood. The primary concern is should their immediate plans not 
work, how does this change things for the neighborhood down the road. The potential 
that a future structure could be a two-story building would be a big incursion. There are 
water retention issues in the area. The idea of potentially expanding into the green 
space is a concern because currently there is a good buffer between the site and the 
houses. Vacating the hedge to the property owners will allow them to maintain the 
hedge better than the City has been able to. The neighborhood would like to see the 
commercial area stay clearly defined, not increase the height of the building, or vastly 
increase the size so the neighborhood can be maintained.
Mr. Baird asked staff if a two-story building is being proposed on the addition.

Mr. Hosmer stated there is no proposal; the original PD had the expansion abilities and 
that would only be a one-story expansion from the original PD 11.

Mr. Baird asked staff if they could speak to the history of the property as it relates to any 
previous agreements or rulings as far as this building not going beyond the property line.

Mr. Hosmer stated this is a Planned Development with an approved site plan.  When 
they apply for a building permit, they would have to submit a site plan that was 
consistent and stay out of the eighty-five (85) feet area behind the house. There would 
be no structures.  The eighty-five (85) feet is the original lot that was part of the second 
PD so they took the single-family lot, carved it off into a smaller tract, and sold it  but left 
a remnant piece in the rear where the drive isles will be located.

Mr. James Frater, 2123 S. Prairie Lane, added his voice to Ms. Burnell’s points that 
were made. Mr. Frater stated he would like to see the hedges maintained as a barrier to 
the neighborhood and maintained all the way to the edge of the street.

Mr. Rose asked about the hedge location; the part that will be vacated does not include 
the hedge that is just the parking lot.
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Mr. Hosmer stated it could and that is in the process of being worked out with the 
surveyor. The right of way will probably be vacated back to the property owner, pointing 
out the area on the display. The hedges will still be in the right of way. The City will 
make certain the site triangle for visibility will be safe for the public.  The property owner 
will have to maintain the area and keep it in good shape.

Mr. Havens stated the hedge is in the verbiage of the Planned Development; it was 
damaged and replanted in the right of way, not on the owners land. It was a requirement
as a bufferyard.

Mr. Hosmer said there was a landscape bufferyard requirement along Prairie Lane; this 
Conditional Overlay District will now have a bufferyard “C” planted in this location on the 
private property so the property owner will maintain that and keep that. This will act as a 
secondary barrier when you have the hedge in the public right of way as well as new 
plantings of landscaping on the private property.

Mr. Baird clarified that the hedge stays and another buffer will be added.

Mr. Baird closed the public hearing.

Mr. Wichmer noted that Commission needs to be aware and understand the concern 
about the hedge, but since it is on City right of way, the City is responsible for site 
triangles. If the hedge is in the way, it will be dealt with.

Mr. Ray noted to validate the man’s comments, in Planned Development 11 back in 
1981, it does specify a six-foot high edge so yes it was included in the original so yes, it 
was included in the original Planned Development and does not anticipate that the 
existing vegetation will be removed as suggested but will be a double buffer. If there are 
safety issues, then that will be dealt with, but to address the other concerns that were 
voiced, the building height and the forty-five degree bulk plane will limit the height of the 
building substantially enough that it will not be imposing on the neighborhood. Mr. Ray 
stated that he does not believe it is reasonable to ask that a property owner not develop 
past a certain line if they own the whole property and they are within that setback in the 
bulk plane requirements.  Mr. Ray stated he plans to vote in favor of the proposed 
rezoning.

Ms. Cox motioned to accept  Z-32-2015 w/Conditional Overlay District No. 98 per staff 
recommendations. Mr. Ray seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:  Ayes: 
Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays:  None. Abstain:  None. 
Absent:  White and Edwards.

     Escrow of Public Improvements in a Subdivision Text Amendment        City of 
Springfield
      (City-wide)
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Mr. Hosmer stated this is a request to modify Section 303 of the Subdivision 
Regulations to clarify the public improvement plan escrow process. Mr. Hosmer noted 
Ms. Dawn Gardner from the Public Works Traffic Division has a PowerPoint 
presentation of the amendments to the Subdivision Regulations.

Ms. Gardner stated this is to update Section 303 of the Subdivision Regulation to comply 
with state law regarding the amount of security to be posted and when a security must be 
released. The revisions also clarify the standard the Director of Public Works must apply to 
refuse to accept security for a public improvement in a subdivision.

Mr. Ray asked for clarification on the five (5) percent retainer.

Ms. Gardner noted it is five (5) percent of what they have completed. If they complete the 
stormwater improvements, the City has to release what they escrowed for the stormwater, 
what that cost was minus five (5) percent. The City keeps five (5) percent until they are 
completely done.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing. As there were no speakers to the issue, the public 
hearing was closed.

Mr. Cline expressed that having the full new version of the amendment to read along 
side of the changes was helpful and easy.

Mr. Ray agreed with Mr. Cline that this presentation was an improvement from the 
previous presentation.

Mr. Ray motioned to approve  Escrow of Public Improvements in a Subdivision Text 
Amendment. Mr. Doennig seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:   Ayes: 
Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent:
White and Edwards.

     Planning & Zoning Commissioner Term Limits Amendments   City of Springfield
      (City-wide)

Mr. Hosmer explained this request is to amend Subsection 3-2001, Composition of the 
Commission, of the Zoning Ordinance to extend the Planning and Zoning 
Commissioners term limit to four to be consistent with state law. Planning and Zoning 
Commission initiated amendments to the Planning and Zoning Commission term limits 
at their meeting on August 6, 2015. The Missouri State Law, City Charter, and Zoning 
Ordinance are in conflict as to the term limits of Planning and Zoning Commissioners. 
Currently our City Charter and Zoning Ordinance state that the terms of a Planning and 
Zoning Commissioner are three years, while the state requires four years. Staff is 
proposing a zoning text amendment to change the zoning ordinance language for term 
limits of Planning and Zoning Commissioners from three years to four years. Staff 
recommends approval.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing. As there were no speakers to the issue, the public 
hearing was closed.
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Ms. Cox motioned to approve  Planning & Zoning Commissioner Term Limits 
Amendments. Mr. Ray seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:   Ayes: 
Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent:
White and Edwards.

     Cooperative Parking Amendments    City of Springfield
      (City-wide)

Mr. Hosmer remarked this is to amend Subsection 5-1504, Cooperative Parking 
Facilities, of the Off-Street Parking Requirements in the Zoning Ordinance to allow for 
more shared parking arrangements. City Council initiated amendments to Cooperative 
Parking at their meeting on August 24, 2015. Staff has received multiple inquiries from 
businesses over the past few years wanting to share parking on adjacent lots. Shared 
parking may be appropriate when land uses have different parking demand patterns and
are able to use the same parking spaces throughout the day. Shared parking is most 
effective when these land uses have significantly different peak parking demands that 
vary by time of day, day of week, and/or season of the year. In these situations, shared 
parking strategies will result in fewer total parking spaces needed when compared to the
total number of spaces needed for each land use or business separately. One example 
of this is an office building sharing parking with a restaurant or movie theater, since most
of the office workers (and their cars) will be gone in the evenings when there is the most 
demand for parking from the restaurant or theater. Currently, the Zoning Ordinance only 
permits a shared parking arrangement (also known as cooperative) when not more than 
50% of the off-street parking spaces required for the use or structure are located on 
another site. Staff believes that this threshold is too restrictive and recommends the 
following alternatives:  The property must have at least the minimum off-street parking 
for a retail use (one parking space for each 250 square feet of total building floor area or
one space per 200 square feet which every is less). Shared parking spaces must be 
within 500 feet of a main entrance to the business. The cooperative parking agreement 
must be signed by the property owner and not just a tenant. Staff also proposes 
changing the review process for these agreements. Staff recommends review and 
approval be part of the building permit process rather than Administrative Review 
Committee (ARC) approval since cooperative parking arrangements are an objective 
decision process. The cooperative parking plan will either meet the standards or not. 
Staff also recommends removing the Board of Adjustment appeal prohibition. All 
applications should be allowed a proper appeal process through the BOA.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing. As there were no speakers to the issue, the public 
hearing was closed.

Mr. Doennig motioned to approve  Cooperative Parking Amendments. Mr. Rose 
seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:   Ayes: Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, 
Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays: None. Abstain: None.  Absent: White and Edwards.
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     Madison & Holland Redevelopment Plan          Bryan Properties, LLC
      (500 block East Madison Street and 800 block South Holland Avenue)

Mr. Schaefer explained this is a request to approve the Redevelopment Plan for the 
Madison and Holland
Redevelopment Area generally located along the north and south sides of the 600 block 
of East Madison Street and along the west side of the 800 block of South Holland 
Avenue. 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 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 redevelopment 
plan, as well as a blight report if the redevelopment area is not currently declared a 
blighted area. 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. 
The Redevelopment Area is located in both the South Central “A” Urban Renewal Area 
and the former Southwest Missouri State College Urban Renewal Area. City Council 
declared the South Central “A” Urban Renewal Area a blighted Area in 1964. This 
designation remains in effect. The former Southwest Missouri State College Urban 
Renewal Area was subsequently declared a blighted area in 1965. In 2015, City 
Council, declared a portion of the former Urban Renewal Area located east\ of South 
Holland Avenue to be free of blight. However, the portion located west of South Holland 
Avenue, which includes the Madison and Holland Redevelopment Area, remains 
blighted. The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with City policy, which encourages off 
campus student housing be constructed near college and university campuses. This 
may help reduce vehicular traffic by allowing more students to walk and bike to class, as
opposed to driving. The City of Springfield and Missouri State University have worked 
collaboratively on plans to direct university and university-related growth to the 
northwest towards downtown. The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with those efforts. 
The location of the proposed multi-family residential development will offer its tenants 
convenient access to transit and designated pedestrian and bicycle routes.

Mr. Baird opened the public hearing.

Mr. Kevin Hoffmeyer, 2144 E. Republic Road, Ste. B300 remarked he is available for 
questions.

Mr. Baird closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Ray motioned to approve  Madison & Holland Redevelopment Plan. Mr. Doennig 
seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:   Ayes: Baird, Ray, Cox, Shuler, 
Cline, Doennig, and Rose. Nays: None. Abstain: None. Absent: White and Edwards.

      Request to Extend Security Agreement                Coryell Commons
      (248 East Monastery Street)

Mr. Baird recused himself.

Mr. Hosmer said this is a request to extend the security agreement for C&R Phase II 
Subdivision recorded February 7, 2005 for an additional year located at 248 East 
Monastery Street. Before the final plat of any subdivided area shall be recorded, the sub
divider shall provide for the improvements to be extended to all lots in the area to be 
included in the final plat at no cost to the City. In lieu of the final completion of said 
improvements, before the plat is recorded, the sub divider may post a surety bond, an 
escrow agreement, letter of credit or other appropriate security agreement, approved by 
the City of Springfield, which surety, escrow agreement or other appropriate security 
agreement will insure to the City that the improvements will be completed by the sub 
divider. The Commission may, upon proof of hardship, extend the completion date set 
forth in said bond or agreements for a maximum period of one additional year; provided 
a request
for said extension is made prior to the end of the one year following recordation and 
provided the amount of said security is revised pursuant to a revised estimate by the 
Department of Public Works. Staff recommends the extension be approved for another 
year (to October 3, 2016), in the same amount as
the original letter of credit.

Ms. Cox clarified that if Commission extends this security agreement, that in the event 
that another security would need to be extended; is that allowable if done within the next
year.

Mr. Hosmer noted that there is one extension and this is it.

Mr. Ray opened the public hearing. As there were no speakers to the issue, the public 
hearing was closed.

Ms. Cox motioned to approve the Request to Extend Security Agreement. Mr. Rose 
seconded  the motion. The motion carried  as follows:  Ayes:  Ray, Cox, Shuler, Cline, 
Doennig, and Rose. Nays:  None. Abstain:  Baird. Absent:  White and Edwards.
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There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:10 p.m.

_________________________
Bob Hosmer, AICP
Principal Planner
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STAFF REPORT 
VACATION 781 

 
 

REPORT DATE: September 30, 2015 
 
LOCATION: 200 block East Swan Place 
 
APPLICANT:  Primrose Senior Living, LLC 
 
VACATION AREA: Approximately 0.52 acres  
 
FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 

1. The requested Vacation No. 781 meets the approval criteria listed in the 
attached Exhibit 2. 

  
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of this request. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
City Council approved Zoning Case Z-03-2015 on February 9, 2015, which rezoned the 
surrounding property to an O-2, Office District with COD #84.   
 
ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNER COMMENTS: 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          
Five (5) property owners are within three hundred (300) feet of the subject area and 
have been notified of this action. Staff has not received comments. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 

 
1. This is a request to vacate all of the public right-of-way of Swan Place, east of 

South Avenue. The applicant, Primrose Senior Living, LLC, has acquired and 
combined all but one of the lots adjacent to the public street and cul-de-sac. The 
approval of this request will facilitate the development of the surrounding property 
into a senior living development.   
 

2. All necessary easements to accommodate existing facilities within the subject 
rights-of-way will be retained as part of this vacation. 
 

3. The proposed vacation was reviewed by City departments and comments are 
contained in Attachment 1.   
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STAFF CONTACT PERSON: 
 
Daniel Neal 
Senior Planner 
864-1036 
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EXHIBIT 1 
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

VACATION 781 
 
BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS: 
 

1. Building Development Services does not have any objections to the proposed 
vacation. However, this will change the lot orientation for Lot 20. The building 
does not appear to meet the front yard setback along South Avenue. When this 
was built, the front yard setback would have been from Swan Place. 

 
PUBLIC WORKS TRAFFIC DIVISION COMMENTS: 
 
 1.  Traffic has no issues with the proposed vacation. 
 
STORMWATER COMMENTS:  
 

1. There are no objections to the vacation. Drainage easement provided for the 
existing public drainage channel. 

 
CLEAN WATER SERVICES COMMENTS: 
 

1. Requested replacement easements have been reviewed and approved. 
 
CITY UTILITIES: 
 

1. Agree with this in concept and will approve after replacement easements are 
received. These easements are for existing gas/water mains along the south side 
of street up through the cul-de-sac. 

 
FIRE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS: 
 

1. North driveway of Lot 20 will need to remain open for fire department access to 
the building or a new driveway on Lot 20 will need to be built that accesses South 
St. north of the building. 

                                                                                                                                      
AT&T COMMENTS: 
 

1. No objections to the request. 
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EXHIBIT 2 
APPROVAL CRITERIA 

VACATION 781 
 
 

In order to approve the vacation of a public street or alley, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission must make the following findings. 
 

1. All property owners adjacent to the street, alley or public way have access to 
another street, alley or public way. 

 
STAFF RESPONSE: 

Primrose Senior Living, LLC, has acquired and combined all but one of the 
lots adjacent to the right-of-way. All other owners adjacent to the street and 
cul-de-sac have access to South Avenue. 

 
2. The owners of two-thirds of the property adjacent to the street, alley or public 

way to be vacated have given their consent to the vacation. 
 

STAFF RESPONSE: 
Primrose Senior Living, LLC was the applicant and owns more than two-thirds 
of the area adjacent to the proposed vacation.      

 
3. That the retention of the street, alley, public way or subdivision serves no useful 

purpose. 
 

STAFF RESPONSE: 
The street and cul-de-sac was platted to serve multiple lots. The development 
requires all lots to be combined which makes the cul-de-sac unnecessary.  

 
4. That the vacation will not affect the ability to use utilities, public or private. 

 
STAFF RESPONSE: 

The applicant has submitted replacements easements which have been 
reviewed and approved by City staff prior to the meeting. All necessary 
utilities will be retained.   
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EXHIBIT 3 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

VACATION 781 
 
DESCRIPTION FOR STREET VACATION: 
 
All of Swan Place, a platted street as shown in Town Square Addition Amended Plat in 
the City of Springfield, Greene County, Missouri, as shown in Plat Book “GG” at Page 
93 in the Greene County Recorder’s Office, and being more particularly described as 
follows:  Commencing at the Northwest corner of Lot 14 of Town Square Addition 
Amended Plat; thence, South 01°14’15” East, along and with the East right-of-way line 
of South Avenue, a distance of 9.94 feet; thence, Southeasterly, continuing along and 
with said East line, along a 2938.49-foot radius curve to the left, said curve having a 
chord bearing of South 01°47’08” East and chord length of 160.65 feet, an arc distance 
of 160.67 feet to the intersection of said East line with the North right-of-way line of 
Swan Place and the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence, along and with said right-of-way 
line of Swan Place, the following seven (7) courses: 
Southeasterly along a 15-foot radius curve to the left, having a chord bearing of 
South 46°55’35” East and chord length of 20.68 feet, an arc distance of 22.83 
feet; thence, North 89°29’57” East, a distance of 185.94 feet; thence, 
Northeasterly along and with a 15-foot radius curve to the left, having a chord 
bearing of North 63°29’21” East and chord length of 13.16 feet, an arc distance 
of 13.62 feet; thence, Southerly along and with a 50-foot radius curve to the right, 
having a chord bearing of South 00°30’03” East and chord length of 61.54 feet, 
an arc distance of 247.88 feet; thence, Northwesterly along a 15-foot radius 
curve to the left, having a chord bearing of North 64°29’27” West and chord 
length of 13.16 feet, an arc distance of 13.62 feet; thence, South 89°29’57” West, 
a distance of 180.83 feet; thence, Southwesterly along a 15-foot radius curve to 
the left, having a chord bearing of South 42°17’15” West and chord length of 
22.02 feet, an arc distance of 24.81 feet to the East right-of-way line of South 
Avenue; thence, Northwesterly, along and with said East right-of-way line on a 
2938.49-foot radius curve to the right, having a chord bearing of North 04°08’14” 
West and chord length of 80.57 feet, an arc distance of 80.58 feet to the POINT 
OF BEGINNING, containing 18,069 square feet, more or less. 
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- Area of Proposal

Development Review Staff Report
Department of Planning & Development - 417-864-1031
840 Boonville - Springfield, Missouri 65802
Zoning Case Z-33-2015 with
Conditional Overlay District No. 99
LOCATION:1764 and 1770 S. National and 1251, 1309, 1315
and 1319 E. Sunshine
CURRENT ZONING:R-SF and GR with COD No. 6
PROPOSED ZONING: GR with COD No. 99



DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STAFF REPORT 
ZONING CASE Z-33-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 99 

PURPOSE: To rezone approximately 3.65 acres of property generally located at 
1764 and 1770 South National Avenue and 1251, 1309, 1315 and  
1319 East Sunshine Street from an R-SF, Single Family Residential 
District and GR, General Retail District with Conditional Overlay  
District No. 6 to a GR, General Retail District with Conditional  
Overlay District No. 99.   

REPORT DATE: September 24, 2015 

LOCATION: 1764 and 1770 South National Avenue and 1251, 1309, 1315 and 
1319 East Sunshine Street 

APPLICANT: Sunshine and National Real Estate LLC 

TRACT SIZE: Approximately 3.65 acres 

EXISTING USE: Vacant house and undeveloped land 

PROPOSED USE: Uses permitted in the GR, General Retail District except as 
excluded within Conditional Overlay District No. 99.   

FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

1. The subject property, at the corner of Sunshine Street and National Avenue,
two primary arterial roadways, is an appropriate location for the types of uses
permitted in GR and will provide goods and services to serve and complement
the existing medical and office uses to the south as well as provide services for
the residential development to the north and west.

2. Approval of this application will facilitate development of this property and
promote infill development and increased intensity where investments have
already been made in public services and infrastructure.

3. The standard development requirements in the GR, General Retail District
along with those required as part of proposed Conditional Overlay District No.
99 are adequate for mitigating any potential impacts of development of this
property on the adjacent residential properties.

RECOMMENDATION:   

Staff recommends approval of this request.  



SURROUNDING LAND USES:  
 
AREA ZONING LAND USE 

North R-SF Single family homes 

East PD 135 & GR Restaurant and commercial uses 

South GI & GR Hospital, office and commercial uses 

West R-SF Single family homes 
 
HISTORY: 
 
The subject property, except for 1764 and 1770 South National, was rezoned to GR, 
General Retail with Conditional Overlay District No. 6 in January 2008.   The existing 
Conditional Overlay District restricts several uses that are normally permitted within 
the GR District, established hours of operation for retail uses, required construction of 
a sidewalk on Sunshine and the dedication of right-of-way.    
            
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 
The Growth Management and Land Use Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan 
identifies the National Avenue and Sunshine Street area as an Activity Center, 
primarily focused around the Mercy Hospital campus and the potential for long-term 
growth and change in the immediate vicinity. 
 
The Plan further recommends commercial areas of different intensities throughout the 
community.  Commercial areas should be sited in areas that are well served by 
transportation facilities and sited and designed to have a minimal effect on the 
adjacent lower-intensity development.     
 
STAFF COMMENTS: 
 
1. The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property from an R-SF, Single 
 Family Residential District and a GR, General Retail District with Conditional 
 Overlay District No. 6 to a GR District with Conditional Overlay District No. 99.  
 The intent of this request is to add the property at 1764 and 1770 South 
 National and to revise the existing Conditional Overlay District to facilitate 
 development of the property.        
 
2. If approved, this request will modify the requirements of the existing Conditional 
 Overlay District by allowing some uses that are normally permitted within the 
 GR District but were prohibited with Conditional Overlay District No. 6 and 
 change the hours of operation that were established in Conditional Overlay 
 District No. 6.  The applicant is requesting to allow drive-in, pick-up and drive-
 through restaurants, package liquor sales and taverns and cocktail lounges.  In 
 addition to the uses being requested, the applicant is requesting to modify the 
 hours of operation that were established with Conditional Overlay District No. 6.  
 Currently, the hours of operation for retail uses is limited to 6:00 a.m. to  



 10:00  p.m.    As part of this application, the hours of operation for retail uses 
 would be modified to the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m.  The uses requested 
 are normally permitted in the GR district and are appropriate given the 
 requirements established in the Zoning Ordinance for GR zoning.  The subject 
 property is located at the corner of National Avenue and Sunshine Streets, 
 both primary  arterial roadways.  This is an appropriate location for the types of 
 uses permitted in GR and will provide goods and services to serve and 
 complement the existing medical and office uses to the south as well as provide 
 services for the residential development to the north and west.   
 
3. All additional requirements of the existing Conditional Overlay District No. 6 are 
 included in proposed Conditional Overlay District No. 99 including the 
 dedication of right-of-way and construction of sidewalk on Sunshine Street 
 and maximum floor area limitation for development.  This proposed  Conditional 
 Overlay District contains some additional requirements including the dedication 
 of right-of-way for National Avenue, the closure of the existing driveway 
 approach on National and the completion of a traffic study at the time of 
 development based on the actual use of the property.  If the results of the traffic 
 study determine that improvements are required, then they must be constructed 
 prior to building permits being issued for the property.                        
 
4. If the rezoning is approved, it would have to comply with Section 4-3100, 
 General Retail District, the Zoning Ordinance and any other applicable city 
 codes.  
 
5. Upon development of the property a bufferyard is required along the north 
 property line adjacent to the R-SF, Single Family Residential zoned property.  
 The normal bufferyard required between GR and R-SF zoning would be a 
 Bufferyard "Type F" at least twenty (20) feet wide with a six foot solid wood 
 fence, masonry/brick wall or evergreen hedge.  The subject property 
 qualifies for a shallow lot exemption because it is less than 200 feet deep.  
 Therefore, the bufferyard can be reduced to a minimum fifteen (15) foot wide 
 bufferyard with plantings.  For each one-hundred (100) linear feet of bufferyard, 
 there must be one (1) canopy tree, one (1) understory tree, two (2) evergreen 
 trees and ten (10) shrubs.  The applicant has included a requirement in the 
 proposed Conditional Overlay District that shrubs planted as part of the 
 bufferyard requirement shall have a minimum mature height of six (6) feet within 
 4 years of planting.   
 
6. The proposed rezoning was reviewed by City departments and comments are 
 contained in Attachment 1.        
        
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING: 
 

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on September 17, 2015 regarding 
the request for GR, General Retail zoning with Conditional Overlay District No. 
99.   A summary of the meeting is attached (Attachment 2). 
 

 



PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Thirty (30) property owners within one hundred eighty-five (185) feet of the 
subject property were notified by mail of this request.  Staff has received 
several phone calls from adjacent property owners regarding this request.  The 
main concerns expressed have been regarding storm water and possible 
impact of the additional uses on the adjacent residential properties.  Staff also 
received a letter from an adjacent property owner (Attachment 4).   
   

CITY COUNCIL MEETING: 
 
 October 26, 2015 

 
 
 

STAFF CONTACT PERSON:    
Alana D. Owen, AICP 
Senior Planner 
864-1831 

 
 
 
  



ATTACHMENT 1 
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

ZONING CASE Z-33-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 99 
 
BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS: 
 
Building Development Services does not have any objections to this request.   
     
PUBLIC WORKS TRAFFIC DIVISION COMMENTS: 
 
Public Works Traffic Engineering does not have any objections to this request.   
 
STORMWATER COMMENTS: 
 
1.  There are no stormwater issues with re-zoning this property.  Please note, 
 however, that development (or re-development) of the property will be subject 
 to the following conditions at the time of development:  
 a. The proposed percent of impervious surfacing must not exceed the maximum 
 impervious surfacing allowed for site by zoning, platting, and/or previous 
 stormwater reports.  
 b. Any increase in impervious surfacing will require the development to meet 
 current detention and water quality requirements. Existing impervious surfaces 
 currently in good condition can be credited as existing impervious surface. 
 Existing gravel surfaces meeting the above definition are eligible for 50% credit. 
 c. If a detention basin was previously constructed to serve the development, it 
 must be shown that any new development proposed is in conformance with the 
 design criteria of the existing basin.  If runoff from the proposed development 
 exceeds the original design criteria, then, additional detention must be provided 
 based on current requirements.  Water quality will need to be provided. 
 
2.  Concentrated points of discharge from these improvements will be required to 
 drain to the regional detention basin. 
 
  CLEAN WATER SERVICES COMMENTS: 
 
1.  No objection to rezoning. 
 
2.  Public sewer is available in Sunshine but it may take further public 
 improvements to get it onsite. It may not be feasible to make multiple lateral 
 connections into the main in Sunshine.  
 
CITY UTILITIES: 
 
 City Utilities has no objection to the requested rezoning.  There is no impact on 
 City Utilities.   
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550 St. Louis Street TEL 417.890.8802 
Springfield, MO 65806 FAX 417.890.8805 www.olssonassociates.com 

August 31, 2015 

Dear Property Owner: 

We have submitted a rezoning application to the City of Springfield for the 3.65-acre property 
located at the NE Corner of Sunshine Street and National Ave.  The owner of the property to be 
rezoned – as illustrated in the enclosed map – is requesting to rezone from General Retail (GR) 
with Conditional Overlay District (COD) # 06 to GR with a COD to modify the current restrictions 
contained with COD # 06.   

Representatives from Olsson Associates will be available to speak with neighbors and answer 
any questions you might have about the rezoning application on Thursday, September 17th, 
2015 from 4:30 – 6:30 p.m. at the Towne Place Suites (Marriott Hotel).  Located at 2009 S. 
National Ave., Springfield, MO 65804.  Signage for directions to the meeting room will be 
placed at the front desk of the Hotel. Maps indicating the affected property as well as the 
meeting location are attached to this letter. 

This case is scheduled to be heard before the City of Springfield Planning and Zoning 
Commission on October 8, 2015 @ 6:30.  Please plan to attend.  If you should have any 
questions please feel free to contact our office at (417) 890-8802. 

Sincerely, 

Jared Rasmussen, PE 
Olsson Associates 

Attachments: 
Meeting Location Map 
Exhibit B - Rezoning Map 
City of Springfield Notice 



ATTACHMENT 3 
CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT PROVISIONS 

ZONING CASE Z-33-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 99 
 

The requirements of Section 4-3100 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance shall be 
modified herein for development within this district. 
 
A. USES The following uses are prohibited within this district: 

 
1. Automobile part and accessory stores, entirely within enclosed building and 

with service and repair as an accessory use, when located as part of a 
shopping center complex. 

2. Commercial amusement, including bowling alleys, dance halls, video game 
arcades, billiard parlors, roller skating and ice skating arenas, motion picture 
theaters, and drive-in theaters. 

3. Commercial off-street parking lots and structures. 
4. Convenience stores with or without gas pumps. 
5. Funeral homes, mortuaries and crematoriums. 
6. Hotels, motels and inns. 
7. Household resources recovery collection centers, screen from all residential 

districts and public rights-of-way in conformance with Section 6-1000. 
8. Pawn shops, second-hand stores and flea markets entirely within enclosed 

buildings. 
9. Self-service laundromats. 
10. Photo processing with drive-thru facilities. 
11. Police and Fire stations 
12. Private clubs and lodges 
13. Public and private parks, playgrounds and golf courses, included 

miniature golf courses and driving ranges. 
14. Recording studios 
15. Seasonal outdoor sales and related storage 
16. Taxidermists 
17. Tower other than wireless facilities, less than one hundred (100) feet in 

height and related facilities. 
18. Television and radio studios. 
19. Water reservoirs, water standpipes, and elevated and ground level water 

storage tanks. 
20. Tier I, Tier III, Tier IV, and Tier V wireless facilities 
21. Satellite rental car offices limited to administrative functions related to the 

rental car business, drop off and pick up of rental cars, and on-site parking 
for not more than fifteen (15) rental cars and vans. 

22. Automobile service garages 
23. Automobile service stations 
24. Automobile washing businesses, including automatic, coin operated, and 

moving line facilities 
25. Self-service storage facilities 
26. Residential uses on the first floor frontage of a building 



B. Use Limitations – The following improvements/conditions are necessary to 
accommodate the proposed development of this property: 

 
1. Dedicate additional right-of-way for Sunshine Street and National Avenue as 

required by the Administrative Review Committee (ARC), but no greater than 
the following: 

a. Sunshine Street – 50 feet north of the established section line or 
street centerline used for previous right-of-way requirements. 

b. National Street - 50 feet east of the street centerline used for previous 
right-of-way requirements. 

2. No access is permitted within five-hundred-fifty (550) feet measured from the 
centerline of National Avenue. 

3. Assure that all lots have access either by combining lots or by providing a 
cross access easement across all lots and including all driveways between 
the cross access easement and the right-of-way for Sunshine Street from 
the west lot to the east property line. 

4. Provide an internal ingress-egress easement from and including the eastern 
driveway to the east property line for a future cross access with the property 
to the east. 

5. Construct sidewalk along Sunshine Street. 
6. Provide an internal pedestrian system that connects the front doors of each 

building with one another and the public sidewalk. 
7. The existing driveway approach on National Avenue shall be closed. 
8. Hours of operation for retail uses shall be limited to 6:00 am to 12:00 am. 

 
C. Bulk and Intensity of Use Restrictions:  Development within this district shall 

adhere to the following requirement: 
 

1. Maximum floor area ratio: 0.38 
2. A traffic study shall be submitted at the time of development/redevelopment 

based on the actual use of the property.  The traffic study shall be based on 
an internal private layout of the development. If the results of the traffic study 
determine that improvements are required, then they must be constructed 
prior to building permits being issued.  ARC approval shall be required if 
modification of the layout is proposed after approval of the traffic study. 

 
D. Bufferyard: 

1. Shrubs planted as a part of the bufferyard requirement shall have a minimum 
   mature height of six (6) feet within four (4) years of planting. 
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From: Jim Doran
To: Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Subject: Fw: Property at Sunshine and National Re-Zoning Request
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 4:26:48 PM

zoning@springfieldmo.gov

On Wednesday, September 23, 2015 3:19 PM, Jim Doran <jrd4@att.net> wrote:

Mr. Bob Hosmer, AICP
Principal Planner
City of Springfield

Re: Proposed Rezoning of 3.65 - acre property at the NE Corner of Sunshine Street and
National Avenue (Hearing Before Commission October 8, 2015 @ 6:30)

Dear Mr. Hosmer:

 Lois Marriott Doran owns the property located at 1234 E. University, Springfield, MO 65804.
She and I resided  at this residence for several years and moved to a new location and it
became a rental. We received notice of the proposed rezoning from Olson Associates and I
attended the Neighborhood Meeting scheduled at 4:30 - 6:30 P.M on September 17, 2015..
Because of the broad scheduling time, I only made contact with one neighbor couple. It did
appear many persons had signed in before I got there and I suspect many signed in after I left.

A few years ago, rezoning of the property was requested by the owner. I believe there were
three appearances before the Commission and two Neighborhood Meetings. Basically, the
neighborhood favored only office usage and the owner proposed an extensive retail usage. With
the help of the Commission and City Staff, adjustments were made to the rezoning which I
thought basically provided for light retail. In meeting with the representative form Olson
Associates, the present owner basically wants to change the closing time required from 10 PM to
12 Midnight; permit drive through facilities such as restaurants; permit bars and allow liquor
stores. I believe these changes were all eliminated in the earlier proceeding.

We are now back basically having to go through the same process. Each one of these activities
will reduce the value of abutting properties and I am sure increase traffic at the already busy
intersection with frequent gridlock at Sunshine and National. The Mercy Hospital Emergency
Room is located at his intersection.

The later hours will expand noise levels and their times significantly . While in School, I worked
on occasion at a bar and I know even after it closed filling dumpsters, employees taking smoke
breaks outside, etc. continued on for another couple of hours   Persons living at the opposite
end of the street at that time confirmed this time period for close down of the restaurant behind
them. It closes well before Mid-Night.

This is an improving neighborhood. Many properties have been up-graded in the time I have
been familiar with it. We have been able to get decent rents and persons such as  MSU
professors, Business Managers, etc. as tenants. Much hard work by many people will be lost if
the rezoning is allowed.  After the last recent rezoning situation, it was to go before City Council,
The neighbors concluded that after the adjustments they were not satisfied but could put up with
it. As far as i know, no  one appeared to oppose the rezoning. I even received calls from City

ATTACHMENT 4
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Council members asking why after they had reviewed the case. 

I believe there is a new property owner of the tract. However, they bought it "as is" and should
not be allowed to make addtitional zoning changes and potential profits at the expense of the
property owners. The Olson Associates representative told me the present owner was not
interested in amending their request. For all of the above reasons, Lois Doran and myself
strongly oppose any changes to the present zoning.

Jim Doran
jrd4@att.net
417-894-6523
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- Area of Proposal

Development Review Staff Report
Planning & Development - 417/864-1031
840 Boonville - Springfield, Missouri 65802

Z-34-2015 w/ Conditional Overlay District No. 100
Location: 624 & 634 E. Walnut Lawn Street
Current Zoning: R-TH, Residential Townhouse District
Proposed Zoning: R-LD, Low-Density Multi-Family 
Residential District w/ COD #100



DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STAFF REPORT 
ZONING CASE Z-34-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 100 

REPORT DATE: September 30, 2015 

LOCATION: 624 & 634 East Walnut Lawn St. 

APPLICANT:  Luke Warmwater Construction, Inc. 

TRACT SIZE: Approximately 4.93 acres 

EXISTING USE: Single-family residential uses 

PROPOSED USE: Multi-family residential uses  

FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

1. The Growth Management and Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan
identifies this as an appropriate area for low-density housing. The R-LD District is
intended to serve as a transition between lower density and higher density
residential districts.

2. Supports the following Field Guide 2030 goal(s):  Chapter 6, Growth
Management and Land Use Major Goal 4:  Develop the community in a
sustainable manner. Objective 4a, Increase density in activity centers and transit
corridors.

3. The request is consistent with the adjacent duplex and multi-family densities and 
zoning to the west along Walnut Lawn and Arrowhead Street. The Transportation 
Plan classifies Walnut Lawn and Kimbrough as collector roadways which 
supports the proposed land use.

4. The proposed conditional overlay district will mitigate the potential impact of the
multi-family development by requiring street improvements along Kimbrough
Avenue including sidewalks, a lot combination, and will require the development
to conform to the proposed site plan and elevations. The development
requirements in the R-LD District are adequate for mitigating any other potential
impacts of the proposed development on the adjoining properties.

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends approval of this request 



SURROUNDING LAND USES: 

AREA ZONING LAND USE 

North R-SF Single-family residences 

East R-SF Single-family residences 

South R-SF Kickapoo High School 

West R-TH & R-LD Church, two-family and multi-family residential uses 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

1. The Growth Management and Land Use Comprehensive Plan designates this
area as appropriate for low-density housing uses. The plan encourages a variety
of housing types that would enable developers to compete more effectively and
provide greater choices for residents. Appropriate design standards as required
by the Multi-Family Location and Design Guidelines can assure compatibility of
different housing types and densities with existing neighborhoods. These
properties are located near the James River Freeway and National Avenue area
which is identified as a Community Activity Center. This area recommends
greater intensity of land development. The Transportation Plan classifies Walnut
Lawn and Kimbrough as collector roadways which supports the proposed land
use.

STAFF COMMENTS: 

1. The applicant is proposing to rezone the subject property from an R-TH,
Residential Townhouse District to an R-LD, Low-Density Multi-Family Residential
District with Conditional Overlay District No. 100. The proposed rezoning will
facilitate the development of this property for a gated multi-family apartment
complex. The Conditional Overlay District Provisions (Attachment 3) will require
street improvements along Kimbrough Avenue including sidewalks, a lot
combination, and the development must conform to the site plan and elevations
(Attachment 5).

2. The R-LD District is intended to accommodate multi-family developments at 
densities up to approximately eighteen (18) units per acre and is intended to 
serve as a transition between lower density and higher density residential 
districts. The applicant is requesting a maximum of 17 units per acre. The request 
is consistent with the adjacent duplex and multi-family densities and zoning to the 
west along Walnut Lawn and Arrowhead Street. The Transportation Plan classifies 
Walnut Lawn and Kimbrough as collector roadways which supports the proposed 
land use. The R-LD district is intended to have all vehicular access from a 



collector or higher classified street without traversing minor streets in adjoining 
residential neighborhoods. With improvements to Kimbrough Avenue, staff 
believes that this location is appropriate for a multi-family development since 
Walnut Lawn and Kimbrough are classified as collector roadways and access 
will only be allowed from Arrowhead and Kimbrough. 

3. A traffic study was not required by Public Works Traffic Division since the
rezoning from R-TH to R-LD will not generate a significant amount of additional
traffic. Based on National ITE Trip Distribution guidelines, rezoning 4.9 acres
from R-TH to R-LD will add an additional 270 daily trips, an additional 18 trips in
the AM peak and an additional 22 trips in the PM peak. Kimbrough Avenue is a
substandard street and is required to be widened to City standards.  This will
require 37 feet of pavement for a collector street classification.  Street
improvements will include curb and guttering which will improve traffic circulation
along Kimbrough and sidewalks.

4. Arrowhead Street is not required to be constructed through the development. It
would be too close to the future extension of Powell Street which provides more
functionality as a through street as it connects to Campbell Avenue. Based on
feedback from the neighborhood meeting, the developer requested gated access
to Arrowhead Street instead of two access points to Kimbrough. Traffic is in
support of this request as long as a turnaround is provided at the gated access
on Arrowhead. The portion of Powell Street that fronts this property is not
required to be constructed. The property is not accessing Powell Street, it is a
very small portion of Powell Street, the likelihood that the remainder of Powell
Street will be constructed with future redevelopment of surrounding property is
not very high as Springfield Public Schools fronts the southern portion and
existing residential fronts the northern portion.

5. The property to the north, east and south of the subject property is zoned R-SF,
Single Family Residential. There are no bufferyard requirements when public
streets or right-of-way separate residential districts; however, all structures shall
remain below a forty-five (45) degree bulk plane as measured from the
boundaries of any R-SF district. The property to the west is zoned R-TH,
Residential Townhouse and R-LD. The minimum bufferyard required between
the R-LD zoning and the adjacent R-TH zoned property is a 15 foot wide
landscaped bufferyard (Bufferyard B) as shown on the attached site plan. All
other applicable zoning requirements such as lighting, noise, landscaping shall
be met.

6. This proposal required a Multi-Family Location and Design Guidelines
assessment. The request is consistent with the Revised Multi-Family
Development Location and Design Guidelines as approved by the Planning and
Zoning Commission and City Council (see Attachment 3). As part of the multi-
family development, the developer is proposing 8 studio units, 4 one-bedroom



units, 68 two-bedroom units and 3 three-bedroom units for a total of 83 
apartments. The proposed development will also include a clubhouse with 
exercise room, an internal walkway system with connections to the public 
sidewalk, park benches, and covered parking. As shown on the site plan, the 
developer is proposing to provide more off-street parking spaces than required 
by the Zoning Ordinance and two gated driveway accesses onto Kimbrough and 
Arrowhead. The development must substantially comply with the site plan 
(Attachment 5).  

7. The subject property is within walking and bicycling distance of Kickapoo High
School, several medical clinics including Cox Hospital and bus stops. In addition
there is a sidewalk system along Walnut Lawn, greenways and marked bike
routes in the area.

8. The proposed rezoning was reviewed by City departments and comments are
attached (Attachment 1).

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING: 

The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on September 15, 2015. A summary 
of the meeting is attached (Attachment 2). In response to the neighborhood 
concerns, the developer has moved the development’s second access onto 
Arrowhead Street, rather than having two accesses onto Kimbrough Avenue. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

Thirty-five (35) property owners within one hundred eighty-five (185) feet of the 
subject property were notified by mail of this request. Correspondences 
submitted to staff are attached (Attachment 6). 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING: 

October 26, 2015 

STAFF CONTACT PERSON: 

Daniel Neal 
Senior Planner 
864-1036 



ATTACHMENT 1 
DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 

ZONING CASE Z-34-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 100 

BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS: 

1. Building Development Services does not have any issues to the proposed
rezoning.

TRAFFIC DIVISION COMMENTS: 

1. Arrowhead Street is not required to be constructed through the development. It
would be too close to the future extension of Powell Street which provides more
functionality as a through street as it connects to Campbell Avenue.

2. The portion of Powell Street that fronts this property is not required to be
constructed. The property is not accessing Powell Street, it is a very small portion
of Powell Street, the likelihood that the remainder of Powell Street will be
constructed with future redevelopment of surrounding property is not very high as
Springfield Public Schools fronts the southern portion and existing residential
fronts the northern portion.

3. Kimbrough Avenue is a substandard street. It is required to be widened to city
standard which is 37 feet of pavement with curb & gutter for a street classified as
a Collector. This will require Public Improvement Plans.

4. Sidewalks are required along the property frontage of Kimbrough Avenue.

5. Kimbrough is classified as a collector which requires 30 feet of right of way from
the centerline. It appears adequate right of way exists.

6. Rezoning from R-TH to R-LD will not generate a significant amount of additional
traffic to warrant a traffic study. Based on national ITE Trip Distribution
guidelines, rezoning 4.9 acres from R-TH to R-LD will add an additional 270 daily
trips, an additional 18 trips in the AM peak and an additional 22 trips in the PM
peak.

7. Based on feedback from the neighborhood meeting, the developer requested
gated access to Arrowhead Street instead of two access points to Kimbrough.
Traffic is in support of this request as long as a turnaround is provided at the
gated access on Arrowhead.

STORMWATER COMMENTS: 

1. Need to show the existing and proposed amount of impervious surfacing.



2. For any increase in impervious surfacing, current detention and water quality
requirements must be met.

3. A payment in lieu of construction of detention facilities is not an option for this site
due to existing downstream flooding problems.

4. Concentrated points of discharge from these improvements will be required to
drain into a certified natural surface-water channel, public right-of-way, or
drainage easement.

5. Based upon City contour and sinkhole information, it appears the site is within a
sinkhole watershed, therefore a hydrologic sinkhole evaluation must be
completed by a qualified professional engineer or geologist for this site.

6. Provide the location of all existing stormwater collection facilities immediately
adjacent to the site including any existing public stormwater system within
adjacent right-of-ways or easements.

7. Drainage improvements serving only the subject property must be constructed,
inspected, approved and operational prior to issuance of building permit.

8. Connect private drainage facilities to public drainage system whenever possible,
which will require a public improvement plan or excavation permit.

CLEAN WATER SERVICES COMMENTS: 

1. No objections to rezoning. Tract is currently served by public sewer.

2. Public sewer and service lateral currently available however the sewer crosses
the north third of the property. Given the length of the property, additional sewer
connections may be required for some of the buildings. Multiple connections may
require public improvement plans to extend sewer onsite from different locations.
If public improvements are desired, submit plans for review via ProjectDox.

CITY UTILITIES: 

1. No objection. There are no utility capacity issues with the rezoning.



September 17, 2015 

Daniel Neal 
City of Springfield Zoning Department 
840 Boonville Avenue Springfield, MO 65802 

Re:  Neighborhood Meeting Summary for Rezoning Request at Walnut Lawn & Kimbrough 
Zoning Case #Z-34-2015 

Mr. Daniel Neal, 

Please find below a summarization of the neighborhood meeting on the above referenced zoning case: 

1. Request to change zoning from:
R-TH Residential Townhome to R-LD-CO Low-Density Multi-Family Residential with a Conditional Overlay

2. Meeting Date & Time:
Tuesday, September 15th 2015 from 5:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.

3. Meeting Location:
The Library Center- Community Room A
4653 S. Campbell Avenue
Springfield, MO 65810

4. Number of Invitations that were sent: 162

5. How was the mailing list generated: City of Springfield Zoning Department

6. Number of neighbors in attendance: Approximately 25-30 (See attached sign-in sheet)

7. List the verbal comments and how you plan to address any issues:
The two main concerns verbalized during the meeting had to do with Stormwater and Traffic concerns.

Stormwater: Many comments were questioning how the existing flooding in the area would be handled. It
sounds like Kimbrough collects a lot of storm water run-off and floods currently at the end of Jewett. We
explained how our project will require public improvements along the entire west side of Kimbrough Avenue
which will include new curbing, storm sewer boxes, and sidewalks. On site, all new impervious surface will
have to be collected on site and directed to the onsite detention basins as shown on the site plan exhibit
before leaving the site.

Traffic: The biggest unified concern from the neighbors seemed to filter back to traffic concerns. It was
reported to us that the current traffic on Walnut Lawn backs up in both directions and there’s a fear that new
traffic generated from this development would try to consistently cut through their neighborhoods seeking
quicker routes. They asked why Arrowhead could not be utilized as the secondary access point to our project
in lieu of the one we showed on Kimbrough.  We explained to them that we had an earlier version with
Arrowhead extended all the way through our site to Kimbrough which would have filtered even more traffic
through there. The question was asked several times: “Why can’t we put our secondary gated entrance at
Arrowhead in lieu of Kimbrough” which would give our tenants an alternate relief route without allowing

Attachment 2



additional traffic from the west to drive through our site?” We told them that we had approached traffic with 
that question earlier and believed it was discouraged due to the principal that traffic does not like to dead 
end public streets into private developments. Since Arrowhead will dead end regardless, it does seem to 
make some sense to utilize that as a secondary access. We told them we have no objection to making the 
change but it would be up to the Traffic Department and we would see what they would say.  

8. List or attach the written comments and how you plan to address any issues:  No written comments received.

The meeting ended at 6:30 p.m. and we have received one additional phone call from a gentleman that 
requested a copy of the site plan in which we sent via e-mail. Please let me know if you receive any inquiries so 
that we may address prior to the deadline for Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing.  

Attachments: Attachment A:  Neighborhood Meeting Sign-In Sheet - 1 page 





ATTACHMENT 3 
MULTI-FAMILY MATRIX ASSESSMENT 

ZONING CASE Z-34-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 100 

According to the Multi-Family Location and Design Assessment Matrix, the proposed 
development has attained 10 points, thus permitting a multi-family housing density of 
17 dwelling units/acre. The applicant is requesting 8 studio units, 4 one-bedroom 
units, 68 two-bedroom units and 3 three-bedroom units for a total of 83 apartments 
which equates to approximately 17 dwelling units per acre. Below is an analysis of 
the five categories used to calculate the Matrix score. 

A. Land Use Accessibility (2/3 points) 
Two points were given for land use accessibility. There is a recreational-
park/greenway (Gillenwaters Tennis Complex), medical/dental (CoxHealth), 
employment concentration (CoxHealth) as well as a neighborhood retail 
mixture within ½ mile of the subject property.    

B. Connectivity Analysis (3/5 points) 
Three out of a maximum of five points were given for connectivity. The 
proposed development received scores for its proximity to transit, sidewalks, 
roadways, greenways and bicycle paths.   

C. Road Network Evaluation (2/2 points) 
A maximum of two points were given for the road network evaluation. 

D. Design Guidelines (3/6 points) 
Three points were given for design guideline criteria.  Below are some of the 
design considerations that have been incorporated into the proposed 
development. 

1. Pedestrian Amenities - Pedestrian amenities shall include benches placed
near walkways at appropriate locations throughout the development.
Pedestrian-scale lighting shall be provided within the development.
Lighting sources or luminaries that do have a cutoff shall not exceed a
maximum of 30 feet in height.  All lighting shall be glare-free and shielded
from the sky and adjacent residential properties and structures, either
through external shields or through optics within the fixture.  A site lighting
and photometric plan shall be submitted conforming to these requirements
for building permits.

2. Building Scale and Articulation -   Street facing walls that are greater than
50 feet in length shall be articulated at least each 25 feet with bays,
projections or recesses.  Articulation means a difference in the vertical
place of the building at least 18 inches or more.  This project shall be in
compliance with the attached site plan and elevations



3. Building Orientation and Interior Landscaping – Because the buildings do
not address Walnut Lawn Street or Kimbrough Avenue, the applicant does
not receive a design point for this element.  Landscaping and open spaces
shown shall be provided with approved ground cover and/or plantings per
required city ordinances and zoning requirements.  Landscaping islands
with plantings shall be located throughout the parking lot. There shall be a
15 feet wide Type B bufferyard located along the western property and 10
feet of perimeter landscaping when off-street parking is located within 50
feet of the right-of-way per the site plan.  A landscaping plan shall be
submitted conforming to these requirements for building permits.

4. Avoidance of Blank Walls along pedestrian circulation areas -  Facades
that face public streets or connecting pedestrian frontage that are greater
than 25 feet in length shall be subdivided and proportioned using at least
one or more of the following features distributed along the façade at least
once every 25 feet:  windows; entrances; arcades; arbors; awnings (over
windows or doors). This project shall be in conformance with the attached
site plan and elevations.

5. Internal Connectivity – Internal sidewalks shall connect internally and to
the public sidewalk system in accordance with the attached site plan.

6. Shared Driveways – Shared driveways were not utilized between the
applicant and adjacent properties along Walnut Lawn Street or Kimbrough
Avenue so the applicant did not receive a design point for this element.

7. Useable Recreational Area/Facility – Benches will be located throughout
the common areas providing for useable tenant amenities in accordance
with the attached site plan; however a minimum of 20% useable open
space is not provided so the applicant does not receive a design point for
this element.

8. Amenity Calculation – The following amenities shall be provided:  A
resident clubhouse with an exercise room per the site plan.

9. Preservation of Trees –All existing trees of 6” caliper or greater shall be
preserved or replaced with 2-inch caliper trees in accordance with the
attached site plan and the city ordinance.

10. Water Quality and Detention – As noted on the attached site plan, storm
water detention areas that meet city requirements are located in the
northwest and southern portions of the proposed site plan.

11. Maximum density (du/acre) shall not exceed maximum 17 units per acre
per R-LD zoning with Multi-Family Matrix Location and Design Standard
scores as indicated on the attached site plan.



Property Location: 
Score

Land Use Accessibility 
ITEM Total 1/4 mile 1/2 mile Comments

Public Schools-including colleges 0
Recreational-Parks/Greenways 1 x

Neighborhood Retail Mixture 1 x
Supermarket 0

Employment=1000 1/4 + 2500 1/2 1 x
Hospital/Medical/ Dental 1 x

Public Library 0
TOTAL 4 0 4 2

Connectivity Analysis 
ITEM 1/4 mile Comments

Bicycle 
Roadway

Sidewalks
Transit 200

Greenways 0
Potential Connectivity (including site)

TOTAL 200 455.75 3

Road Network Evaluation 
TOTAL 16 2

Design Guidelines 
Pedestrian Activity
Circulation System

Natural Environment
TOTAL 3

10

12-14 dwelling units per acre
15-17 dwelling units per acre 
18-20 dwelling units per acre
21-24 dwelling units per acre
25-28 dwelling units per acre
29-32 dwelling units per acre
33-40 dwelling units per acre

Density Category

1. How much higher density exists or is planned/approved for area?

6. Is the site near a university/college or other use that could generate the need for additional higher density residential development
that may augment the land use accessibility analysis?

5. If private recreational facilities within the proposed project are made available and accessible to the public, non-commercially, then
they may be counted as a complementary land use in the Land Use Accessibility Criteria. (This may include a recreational facility 
provided as part of the development if it meets the definition of meaningful and usable open space and includes more than one of the 
required amenities listed in accordance with the design guidelines). 

Bonus Density (Dwelling Units/Acre Increases) (no points)

7. Is the proposal for age-restricted senior living?

4. Is the proposal a small site “sandwiched” between higher intensity uses?

2. Does proposal support redevelopment/revitalization goals?
3. Is the proposal internal to an established neighborhood developed at a lower density than the proposal?

Points Needed: 16

Points Needed: 12

Points Needed: 14
Points Needed: 13

Points Needed: 10
Points Needed: 11

9. Are there physical or other natural barriers within ½ mile of the site?
8. Is the site located within a ¼ mile of a transit route with more than two stops served by three or more buses per hour?

Points Needed: 9

1/2 mile

40

48.75
0

75
0

92

High 25 or more segments=2pts, Medium 24-13 segments=1pt and below 12=0pts

All items=6pts; 1/2 items=3pts, no items=0pts
14

Total Assessment Criteria Score

Other Opportunities or Constraints (Comments no points)

255.75

Met more than half of the design requirements for this category.
Met more than half of the design requirements for this category.

Met half of the design requirements for this category.

Multi-Family Location and Design Assessment Matrix
624 & 634 E Walnut Lawn
Assessment Criteria

600=5pts; 500-599=4pts; 400-499=3pts; 300-399=2pts; <300=1pt

2 in 1/4 and 3 in 1/2=3pts; 3 in 1/2=2pts; 1 in 1/2=1pts

Must be different complementary use 
in order to be counted



ATTACHMENT 4 
CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT PROVISIONS 

ZONING CASE Z-34-2015 & CONDITIONAL OVERLAY DISTRICT NO. 100 

The requirements of Section 4-1200 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance shall be 
modified herein for development within this district. 

1. The subject properties at 624 & 634 E. Walnut Lawn Street must be
administratively combined prior to building permits being issued.

2. Public improvements are required along the entire length of subject properties
adjacent to Kimbrough Avenue to widen and improve to City standards for a
collector street classification consisting of curbing, sidewalks and 4 foot planting
strip between the sidewalk and curb.

3. Kimbrough Avenue is classified as a collector which requires 30 feet of right-of-
way from the centerline. If adequate right-of-way does not exist, then additional
right-of-way shall be dedicated during the public improvement plan process.

4. The development of the subject properties shall be in substantial conformance to
the site plan (Attachment 5). All other requirements are noted or shown on the
multi-family development site plan.
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From: Nathan Thomas
To: Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Subject: Recommendation for Planning and Zoning Commission
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2015 10:35:59 AM

I am writing this email in regards to the development that is going in at Walnut Lawn and Kimbrough.  I am a
 homeowner on Jewett near the corner of where they are planning to put this entrance on Kimbrough to this
 development. I have several concerns with this.  First, I feel the main entrance to the apartment complex needs to be
 on Walnut Lawn. The amount of traffic this is going to bring to our neighborhood I can’t even imagine. Kimbrough
 is a buffer and preserves our neighborhood.  Second, We have several kids that ride bikes and play in our streets.
 We do not have sidewalks. We have runners that are constantly using this area in their route and I have a great
 concern of safety for them. I am asking that consideration please be made to  move the entrance to walnut lawn and
 allow our neighborhood to remain as quiet and safe as possible.  Third, I am concerned that as traffics gets backs
 up, my street will them become a quick route to use as a different alternate. This is a lot of residents and cars for
 this area.  I ask that you please take in consideration for our concerns. This is our neighborhood. My husband and I
 work hard for our home, to keep it nice. This neighborhood is quiet.  No one comes in our neigborhood unless
 needed. This is what protects our neighborhood.  Please consider moving the entrance to the main street of Walnut
 Lawn. It belongs there.

Thank you,
Pam Thomas
716 E Jewett St
Springfield, MO 65807
417-844-7803

Address of Correspondence :  The 5 acre property at the corner of Walnut Lawn and Kimbrough
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Development Review Staff Report
Department of Planning & Development - 417-864-1031
840 Boonville - Springfield, Missouri 65802
Master Sign Plan - BMW
LOCATION: 3500 East Sunshine Street
CURRENT ZONING: HC, Highway Commercial
PROPOSED ZONING: N/A



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

MASTER SIGN PLAN – BMW 

DATE:  September 28, 2015 

PURPOSE: To approve a Master Sign Plan for BMW. 

BACKGROUND: 

LOCATION:   3500 East Sunshine Street 
APPLICANT:  Vincel Capital Management LLC 
TRACT SIZE:  Approximately 12.08 acres   
EXISTING USE:   Audi and BMW car dealerships 
PROPOSED USE:  Same 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The request be approved. 

FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

1. This application meets the requirements for establishment of a Master Sign Plan.

2. Approval of this application will allow each business on this parcel to have a sign to help
identify the “campus” of the two car dealerships.

CONDITIONS: 

1. The approval of a Master Sign Plan application shall not authorize the erection, placement,
reconstruction, structural alteration or moving of any sign, but shall merely authorize the
preparation, filing and processing of applications for any permits or approvals, which may
be required by the codes and ordinances of the City, including, but not limited to, a
building or sign permit.  The signs shall be required to have a separate permit.

2. All provisions of Section 5-1411 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance shall be met.

STAFF CONTACT PERSON: 
Alana D. Owen, AICP 
Senior Planner 



MASTER SIGN PLAN – BMW 

APPLICANT’S PROPOSAL: 

The applicant seeks to establish a Master Sign Plan for the Audi and BMW dealerships.   The 
intent is to allow each business to have a free standing sign.       

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS: 

A Master Sign Plan application may be approved for the purpose of establishing consistent, 
logical and equitable signage for:  Multiple uses on a single lot; a building group of a single 
use or multiple uses that may involve multiple properties; or a large tract that contains a single 
use with multiple services. 

The main intent of a Master Sign Plan is to provide clarity of communications regarding 
tenants and services to users of the premise or building group. A Master Sign Plan is not 
intended to provide special or additional signage allowance in terms of total effective area than 
would otherwise be permitted by Section 5-1400 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS: 

Building Development Services does not object to the proposed Master Sign Plan. 

STAFF ANALYSIS: 

1. The applicant is seeking to create a Master Sign Plan for the Audi and BMW dealerships on
the subject property.  There is currently one sign on Sunshine Street advertising the Audi
dealership and the applicant is proposing a second sign on Sunshine to advertise the BMW
dealership.  There are two other existing signs along U.S. Highway 65 on the subject
property.

Each premise with frontage on any street is permitted to have one (1) permanent detached 
sign.  Premises which have more than 425 feet of frontage along a primary arterial, 
expressway or freeway street, where the first sign is located, may have one (1) additional 
detached sign for each additional 425 feet of frontage provided a minimum of 300 feet of 
separation is maintained between all signs on a given premise.  The subject property has 
425 feet of frontage on Sunshine Street and is therefore only allowed one detached sign 
under the normal requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant is requesting an 
additional free-standing sign to advertise the BMW dealership.   The BMW sign will be 
as shown on Exhibit B with a maximum height of 25 feet and 1 1/8 inches and a maximum 
effective area of one-hundred-fifty (150) square feet.  The existing Audi sign is twenty 
(20) feet in height and has approximately one-hundred-thirty (130) square feet of effective 
area.  There will be three-hundred (300) feet between the existing Audi sign and the 
proposed BMW sign.  Both the existing sign and proposed sign are significantly under the 
maximum size and height allowed for one sign on the site.  The subject property is located 
within an Interstate Highway Commercial Sign District which would permit a sign on the 
property to have up to six-hundred (600) square feet of effective area and be up to seventy 
(70) feet in height.



2. Approval of this Master Sign Plan does not constitute approval of a sign permit.  Prior to
the placement and/or modification of the signs, a sign permit must be obtained and all other
applicable codes and ordinances met.



EXHIBIT 1 
REQUIREMENTS FOR MASTER SIGN PLAN – BMW 

Signage is permitted in conformance with Exhibits A and B: 

A.  Site plan of premise and location of existing and planned signage and distance between 
signs. 

B. Proposed detached sign for BMW.  Sign shall have a maximum height and effective area 
as shown on Exhibit B. 



EXHIBIT 2 
STANDARDS FOR MASTER SIGN PLAN 

BMW 

NOTE:  See Exhibit 3 for the Applicant’s response to the following. 

An application for a master sign plan shall be granted only if evidence is presented which 
establishes the following: 

1. The proposed Master Sign Plan will be consistent with the adopted policies in the
Springfield Comprehensive Plan;

2. The proposed Master Sign Plan has the potential to improve the safety and convenience of
the motoring public and of pedestrians using the property and the area immediately
surrounding the property;

3. The location, lighting and type of signs proposed and the relationship of signs to traffic
control is appropriate for the property;

4. The proposed signs will be constructed , arranged and operated so as not to dominate the
immediate vicinity or to interfere with the development and use of neighboring property in
accordance with the applicable district regulations;

5. The proposed signs, as shown by the application, will not destroy, damage, detrimentally
modify or interfere with the enjoyment and function of any significant natural topography
or physical features of the site;

6. The proposed signs will not result in the destruction, loss or damage of any natural, scenic
or historic feature of significant importance;

7. The proposed signs, as shown by the applicant , will not interfere with any easements,
roadways, rail lines, utilities and public or private rights-of-way; and

8. The proposed signs will not have any substantial or undue adverse effect upon, or will lack
amenity or will be incompatible with, the use or enjoyment of adjacent or surrounding
property, the character of the neighborhood, traffic conditions, parking, utility facilities,
and other matters affecting the public, safety and general welfare.



EXHIBIT 3



EXHIBIT A



EXHIBIT B



DEVELOPMENT REVIEW STAFF REPORT 
Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area 

DATE: September 29, 2015 

PURPOSE: To approve the Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC 
Redevelopment Area. 

LOCATION: The southwest corner of the intersection of East Elm Street and South 
Florence Avenue (1124 and 1130 East Elm Street). 

APPLICANT: Lantz 1124, LLC 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends the Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment 
Area be approved.  

FINDINGS: 
The Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area is in 
conformance with the Springfield-Greene County Comprehensive Plan, which identifies 
this area as an appropriate location for medium- or high-density housing. 

STAFF CONTACT: 
Matt D. Schaefer 
Senior Planner 
417-864-1100 

ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment A: Background Report 
Exhibit I: Legal Description 
Exhibit II: Location Map 
Exhibit III: Redevelopment Plan 



ATTACHMENT A 
Background Report 

Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area 

Applicant’s Proposal: 

Lantz 1124, LLC has filed an application requesting approval of a redevelopment plan 
pursuant to Sections 99.300-99.660, RSMo, the Land Clearance for Redevelopment 
Authority Law, for a redevelopment project located at the southwest corner of the 
intersection East Elm Street and South Florence Avenue (Exhibits I&II).  The Planning 
and Zoning Commission is required by Statute to review the proposed Redevelopment 
Plan (Exhibit III) for conformance with the City’s general plan for the development of the 
City as a whole. 

The purpose of the Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area 
is to clear blight and redevelop the area to accommodate a new house for a Missouri 
State University fraternity.  The Redevelopment Area consists of two parcels of land 
(0.38 acres) that are currently occupied by two vacant residential structures.  The 
Redevelopment Plan proposes to demolish the existing structures and construct a new 
three-story fraternity house that will serve as the residence for approximately 30 
students, as well a location for chapter meetings and activities. 

Comprehensive Plan: 

1. The Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Springfield-Greene
County Comprehensive Plan designates the land located in and around the
Redevelopment Area for Medium- or High-Density Residential Housing.  The
Growth Management and Land Use Element also mentions urban growth inside
Springfield should be compact and contiguous.  This serves to promote efficient
land use, continued investment in older areas, pedestrian activity and increased
use of transit and bicycling, and stronger neighborhood cohesiveness.

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

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

Staff Comments: 

1. The proposed Redevelopment Plan is one component of the applicant’s request
to obtain partial real property tax abatement pursuant to the Land Clearance for
Redevelopment Law (“Chapter 99, RSMo”).  Chapter 99 tax abatement is an
economic development incentive used to encourage redevelopment within
blighted areas through partial real property tax abatement.  Within Council-
approved redevelopment areas, the Land Clearance for Redevelopment
Authority may authorize partial real property tax abatement for projects that
conform to an approved redevelopment plan.  Real property tax abatement is
based on 100% of the assessed value of qualified new construction or
rehabilitation for 10 years.
The applicant is required to submit an application that includes a redevelopment
plan, as well as a blight report if the redevelopment area is not currently declared
a blighted area.  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.

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

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

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

5. The location of the proposed fraternity house development will offer its tenants
convenient access to public transit and designated pedestrian and bicycle routes.
The Redevelopment Area is located within 300 feet of two Missouri State
University Bear Line Shuttle stops and two City Utilities bus stops.  The
Redevelopment Area is also served by sidewalks and located adjacent to a City-
designated bicycle route along East Elm Street that connects with the Missouri
State University Bikeway.
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EXHIBIT I 
Legal Description 

Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area 

Tract I (1124 E. Elm) 
Lot Thirteen (13) in Hutler’s Subdivision with the exception of the West ten (10) feet of 
Lot Thirteen (13), according to the recorded plat thereof AND all of Lot Twelve (12) in 
Hutler’s Subdivision and the East Seven (7) feet of the West Thirty (30) feet of the North 
One Hundred Ten (1100 feet of Lot Six (6) in S.H. Horine’s Addition, all in the City of 
Springfield, Greene County, Missouri, according to the recorded plat thereof. 

Tract II (1130 E. Elm) 
All of Lot Eleven (11) in Hutler’s Subdivision all in the City of Springfield, Greene 
County, Missouri, according to the recorded plat thereof. 
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EXHIBIT II 
Location Map 

Redevelopment Plan for the Lantz 1124, LLC Redevelopment Area 
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EXHIBIT III
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