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AGENDA REPORT 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

 June 6, 2013 
 
SUMMARY
 
A request by Collegiate Housing Partners, LLC to rezone approximately 1.25 acres from R-3 (Medium 
Density Multiple Family Dwelling) to PUD-90 (Planned Residential Development maximum 90 units per 
acre), to approve a PUD Development Plan to be known as “The Residences at 5th and Conley”, and to 
grant variances to maximum building height, minimum perimeter setbacks, minimum landscaping/open 
space, required parking, and required public right-of-way width on adjoining public streets.  The subject 
site is located on the northern half of the block bounded by Conley Avenue, 5th Street, Turner Avenue, 
and 4th Street.  (Case#13-79) 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Request Overview -  
 
The applicant is seeking approval to rezone 1.25 acres from R-3 to PUD 90 to permit construction of a 6-
story, 103-unit (maximum) student housing development.  The ground floor of the proposed construction 
would incorporate a parking structure capable of accommodating a minimum of 115 vehicle parking 
spaces and 90 bike parking spaces.  The proposed construction would have an on-site leasing office at 
the corner of 5th Street and Conley Avenue.  An on-site (rooftop) pool and student study deck are 
proposed as amenities for the development.   
 
The following variances are being sought in connection with this project: 
 

1.  A 35-foot variance in structure height. Applicant desires to construct a maximum 80-foot tall 
structure.  

2. A variance to the 25-foot perimeter setback.  Applicant requests 0-foot front and side setbacks 
and 4-foot rear setback (south property line).   

3. A 6% variance in the amount of required landscaping and open-space.  Applicant proposes to 
provide 9% landscaping/open space verses required 15%. 

4. A 134 space on-site parking variance. Applicant proposes minimum of 115 on-site vehicle 
parking spaces.  249 spaces are required (this includes 15-space bike parking credit). 

5. A variance to the required half-width road right-of-way upgrades. Applicant requests waiver of 
half-width right-of-way upgrades to all adjacent street.  (Eliminated through plan revisions) 

 
Site Context –  
 

• Urban and located on the southern edge of the Central City district 
• Improved with sidewalks (5-feet at back of curb) on 5th Street and Conley Avenue – no sidewalk 

on 4th street.  10-foot sidewalk (at back of curb) on 5th Street adjacent to Mark Twain Hall 
• On-street parking available on the west side of 4th Street only 
• Surrounded by mix of residential uses: 

 
North Mark Twain Hall and parking facilities 
Northeast Conley Avenue parking garage (4-stories) 
East University surface parking lot  
South  Two and three story multi-family residential, Lewis & Clark Hall (8 stories) & parking 

facilities (south of Turner Avenue) 
West Single-family residential 
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• The streets surrounding the development site are substandard.   
 
The applicant prepared a traffic impact study that has been reviewed by the City’s Traffic 
Engineers.  Based on staff review, the site plan has been modified from its original submission to: 

 
a) Provide required half-width upgrades on all adjacent streets  
b) Show an increase in the pavement width (to 28 total feet) on 4th Street and Conley Avenue 

which will ensure compliance with the “residential” street standards and offer the opportunity for 
potential on-street parking. 

c) Provide a 10-foot sidewalk along 5th Street and 6-foot sidewalks along 4th and Conley Streets. The 
sidewalk width on 4th Street and Conley Avenue, while smaller than requested by staff, is the 
maximum possible based on upgraded right-of-way and additional pavement width.  Sidewalks 
will be located along the back of the curb which is typical in the C-2 District.   

 
There are additional traffic study comments that have not been addressed through the revised site 
plan which require additional analysis by the Traffic Consultant.  The staff’s traffic study comments 
and the study itself attached.  The outstanding comments can be addressed prior to the final plat 
approval or issuance of building permits. 

 
Site Plan -  
 
The attached site plan illustrates the construction of an “urban” style building that: 
 

• Is located within the required 25-foot perimeter setback (variance requested) 
• Provides less landscaping/open space than required (variance requested) 
• Is  6-stories tall (maximum 80-feet) (variance requested) 
• Provides fewer parking spaces than required (variance requested) 
• Provides 75 more bike parking spaces than required 
• Will include a combination of 10 & 6-foot sidewalks on all frontages (adjacent to back of curb) 
• Provides required half-width upgrade on all adjacent streets and increased pavement width on 

4th Street and Conley Avenue. (Original variance no longer necessary)  
 
Variance to required 25-foot perimeter setback - 
 
The applicant is seeking no setbacks along the front and side property lines and a four-foot setback on 
the rear property line.  The establishment of the proposed setbacks would permit this site to develop in a 
similar fashion to other urban lots within the C-2 district.  The purpose of the perimeter setback for a PUD 
is to provide landscaping and buffering from less intense development similar to that surrounding the 
subject site.  
 
Given the desire to construct an urban-style development the requested reductions are understood; 
however, are inconsistent with the adjacent development.  Many of the surrounding structures are not 
compliant with the current zoning setbacks; however, are considered legal non-conformities.  
Additionally, while taller and more significant buildings (i.e. Lewis and Clark Hall, Mark Twain Hall, and 
Conley Avenue Parking Garage) are near the proposed development site they are also setback from 
the adjacent property lines.   
 
Considering the applicant has upgraded all the adjacent roadway half-widths and will improve the 
pavement width on 4th Street and Conley Avenue to meet the “residential” street standards, it is not 
possible to obtain the required 25-foot perimeter setback.  Staff finds that the provided upgrades and 
future urban frontage that will be created are not undesirable in this location.  The development plan 
clearly identifies a building envelope which, by default, creates setbacks.    
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Variance to required landscaping/open space -  
 
The requested reduction in the amount of landscaping/open space is influenced by two factors – the 
building design, and the increase in adjacent right-of-way and pavement sections.  As a result of these 
factors, the applicant’s ability to meet the 15% landscaping and open space standards has been 
diminished and necessitated the requested variance.  
 
Given the fact that urban-style C-2 development does not have a landscaping requirement and that 
the proposed construction desires to emulate that pattern, the reduction of the required landscaping 
and open space by 6% is not objectionable. Development within the same block is significantly 
impervious.  Most of the adjacent lots, due to their multi-family nature, are paved over.  Development 
on these sites occurred prior to the adoption of the existing landscaping regulations.   
 
Concern exists; however, that the existing tree canopy along the southern property line will be 
eliminated further increasing the impact on adjacent residential uses.  Furthermore, the setback 
proposed along this property line is questionable in its width to permit the replacement landscaping.  
Landscaping along this property line should consist of materials that, upon planting, will assist in 
reducing the visual disparities between the existing and proposed development and will, within four 
growing seasons, provide substantially similar screening that exists today.   
 
Variance to building height - 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a 6-story, 80-foot maximum, tall building on the site.  The proposed 
construction will be within 5.1 feet of the southeastern property line and will be approximately 12 feet 
from the closest adjacent structure.  The PUD district allows construction of buildings up to 45-feet tall 
“by right” when complying with the setback requirements.  For each additional foot of height above 
the permitted 45-feet one foot of additional setback shall be provided from all property lines.  As noted 
above the applicant is seeking to eliminate front and side setbacks and reduce the rear setback. 
 
The adjacent development within the immediate block consists of two and three-story structures on 
property sloping to the south and west. The proposed structure will be significantly greater in height than 
the immediately adjacent development; however, not greater than the height of similar adjacent 
buildings in the surrounding vicinity.  The site’s location between the taller Lewis and Clark Hall and Mark 
Twain Hall will allow the proposed structure to visually blend into the adjacent area.   
 
The mass of the building and its placement on the site is of greater concern than its overall height.  The 
taller structures surrounding the site will allow the proposed construction to blend more naturally into the 
neighborhood.  If greater setbacks were provided the public realm surrounding the building could be 
established which, in staff’s opinion, would better integrate the building into the neighborhood.  
 
Variance in on-site parking - 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a 134 space parking variance with this proposed development.  
The variance is based upon the ordinance requirement minus the SOI minimum parking to be provided.   
 
The parking requirements of Section 29-30 shall apply to all PUD requests; however, Section 29-10(d)(10) 
allows the applicant to request or the Planning Commission to recommend and Council to approve a 
lesser requirement.  The Commission’s and Council’s action to reduce parking shall consider “the 
availability of other parking in the area (including parking on public streets) and other relevant factors” 
in determining if a lesser requirement is appropriate. 
 
In meeting the above stated evaluation criteria, the applicant has provided a letter (attached) giving 
justification for the proposed parking variance.  If the variance is granted, the minimum parking to be 
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provided on-site would constitute 46% of that required by the code.  The development plan; however, 
shows that approximately 50% of the required parking is being provided.  The applicant has indicated 
that it desires to build a project that is more transit and multi-modal (i.e. bike or shared-car service) 
supported.   
 
The attached letter shows the applicant’s innovation and diligence in investigating options to support 
the reduction in parking.  However, concern exists that several of the suggested reasons to support the 
variance are not based on directly applicable comparisons, binding agreements, or actual data that 
can be verified.  Below are the staff’s concerns with the justification that was provided. 
 

• The development comparisons from other university towns does not take into account the 
nature of the metropolitan environments that those projects are located in nor the available 
transit services. 

• There is no binding agreement between the City and the applicant related to the 50 additional 
parking spaces.  Such agreement, at the time of report preparation, was being prepared by the 
City Law Department. 

• Provision of only 100 bus passes for 354 potential residents appears to be leaving a gap in 
providing alternative transportation services.  If 174 (124 on-site and 50 off-site) of those 354 
residents brought and parked vehicles that would leave 80 residents with no public transit 
option. The applicant reserves the sole discretion to cease the purchase of bus passes. 

• No evidence has been supplied support the effectiveness of “shared vehicle” services in markets 
similar to Columbia’s or in developments similar to that proposed. 

• The ability to obtain “economically feasible” parking off-site for students has not been supported 
by any documented evidence.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Considering the location of the proposed site and the desire to support increased density within the 
Central City district this proposal presents several challenging issues. As a location for student housing, 
this development is considered well-suited given its proximity to the University’s campus and access to 
future services.   
 
While redevelopment of this site has several attractive aspects, there are issues with a building as large 
as proposed.  As discussed above, several variances will be needed to allow the proposed 
development to become a reality.  Future redevelopment of the immediate block and similar 
environments will ultimately be effected by the outcome of this request. Considering this, caution must 
be exerted to ensure that the impacts the proposed development will likely create do not overwhelm 
the surrounding area.   
 
The principal difference between development’s within the downtown core and that proposed is 
location and adjacent zoning.  Intense urban style development is seen as compatible within the 
downtown core; however, not within this particular location.   As such, staff believes that the proposed 
PUD zoning and Statement of Intent restrictions combined with the recommended variance actions, 
shown below, will ensure that the proposed development can be successfully integrated into its 
proposed environment. 
 
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the requested PUD 90 rezoning and PUD development plan, subject to 
their revisions as stated below as well as action on the five requested variances as stated below.  
 

1. Variance in the required number of on-site vehicle parking spaces. Denial. However, if the 
Commission supports the request is it recommended that: 

a. A parking space agreement be executed securing 50 additional parking spaces and the 
SOI be modified to specify that no less than 165 spaces will be provided in a 
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combination of on-site and off-site spaces. Such agreement to run with the land and to 
be finalized prior to 2nd reading at Council. 
 

2. Variance to the 25-foot perimeter setback. Denial. 
a.  Staff would support, based on infrastructure upgrades: 

i. 0- foot front (along Conley) 
ii. 1-foot side (on 4th Street) 
iii. 4-foot (on 5ht Street)  
iv. 5-foot rear (south property line)  

 
3. Variance in the amount of required landscaping and open-space.  Approval 

 
4. Variance in structure height. Approval 

 
5. Modification of the SOI to correct the maximum number of units based on the revised “net” 

acreage after right-of-way dedication.   
 

6. Building permits be withheld until additional pedestrian impact analysis has been provided to 
the City Traffic Engineer’s.   

 
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS (ATTACHED) 
 

• Aerial/zoning maps 
• Development plan 
• Response to comments letter 
• Statement of Intent 
• City Traffic Engineer comments and Traffic Impact Study 
• Correspondence 
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Area (acres) 1.25 acres 
Topography Sloping to the west with 16-feet of fall from 5th Street 
Vegetation/Landscaping Mostly paved/impervious; some landscaping 
Watershed/Drainage Hinkson Creek 
Existing structures 6 rental residential structures 

 
HISTORY
 
Annexation date 1826 (part of the original town of Columbia) 
Zoning District R-3 (Medium Density Multi-family District) 
Land Use Plan designation City Center 
Previous Subdivision/Legal 
Lot Status 

Legally platted as Lots 1-6 of  “A Plat of Broadhead Place” 

 
UTILITIES & SERVICES 
 
All City services are available to the site. 
 
ACCESS 
 

5th Street 
Location East side of site 
Major Roadway Plan Local residential (improved & City-maintained), requiring 50 ft of ROW.  40 ft 

existing ROW. 5 ft additional half-width required 
CIP projects None 

 
Conley Avenue 

Location North side of site 
Major Roadway Plan Local Residential (improved & City-maintained), requiring 50 ft of ROW.  35 ft 

existing ROW. 7.5 ft additional ½ width ROW needed. 5 ft provided. 
CIP projects None 

 
4th Street 

Location West side of site 
Major Roadway Plan Local Residential (improved & City-maintained), requiring 50 ft of ROW.  40 ft 

existing ROW. 5 ft additional ½ width ROW needed. 
CIP projects None 

 
PARKS & RECREATION 
 
Neighborhood Parks Flat Branch Park is north of site. 
Trails Plan No trails planned adjacent to site. 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan N/A 

 
Parks and Recreation Commission discussed this project at their meeting of May 16, 2013 and 
concluded that the project would create no impact upon their services.   
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
 
All property owners within 200 feet and City-recognized neighborhood associations within 1,000 feet of 
the boundaries of the subject property were notified of a public information meeting, which was held 
on May 14, 2013. 
 
Public information meeting recap Number of attendees: 8 

Comments/concerns: Public utility sufficiency, parking, 
multi-modal options 

Notified neighborhood association(s) None 
Correspondence received 1 letter in support (attached)  

 
 

Report prepared by: Patrick Zenner    Approved by Patrick Zenner 
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Van Matre, Harrison, Hollis, Taylor, and Bacon, P.C.
A Professional Corporation

Attorneys and Counselors at Law
1103 East Broadway

Post Office Box 1017

Columbia, Missouri 65201

Craig A. Van Matre (573)874-7777
Thomas M. Harrison Telecopier (573) 875-0017
ROBERT N. HOLLIS E-Mail robert@vanmatre.coni
Garrett S. Taylor Everett S. Van Matre

Bryan C Bacon* (1922-1998)
Casey E. Elliott •admitted in Missouri and Illinois

May 23,2013

Patrick Zenner, Development Services Manager
Community Development Department
City ofColumbia
701 East Broadway
Columbia, MO 65201
Via Hand Delivery and E-mail: przenner(a),socolumbiamo.com

RE: Collegiate Housing Partners (the "Applicant") / Fifth andConley / Rezoning/
PUD Plan Approval (Case No. 13-65)

Dear Mr. Zenner,

Please see the attached and revised PUD Site Plan for The Residences at Fifth and
Conley (the "PUD Plan"), as well as a written explanation of changes to the PUD Plan from the
Applicant's engineer, Crockett Engineering Consultants ("Crockett's Explanation"), a revised
legal description, and a revised Statement of Intent. This letter, Crockett's Explanation, the
changes shown on the PUD Plan, the revised legal description, and the revisions to the Statement
of Intent are intended to respond to Staffs comments on the rezoning application and PUD Plan.
Also, please see the attached letter of support from the owner of the property that is immediately
south of the property within the PUD Plan.

With respect to certain of those comments made by the "Planning Department", please
see the following:

1. Comment number 2 from the Planning Department suggests changes to the
parking calculations submitted with the rezoning application and PUD plan. Accordingly, the
number of total required spaces has been recalculated to 250 parking spaces. Crockett's
Explanation and the revised PUD Plan show in detail how 250 was reached in the recalculation.
In a manner related to comment number 2, the Applicant has increased the number of parking
spaces it will provide. The revised PUD Plan now shows 124 spaces actually being provided, as
opposed to 120 spaces previously shown.

2. With respect to comment number 5 from the Planning Department, although the
Applicant believes it would be prudent to refer to conditional uses when Section 29-10 requires
the ordinance approving the rezoning to "specify the uses allowed", the references to
"conditional use" have been removed from the Statement of Intent.

G:\Robert\ColIegiste HomingPartncrs\5th andConley\Ltr to PatZennerRERevised PUDPlan5 23.13docx
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3. With respect to comment number 6 from the Planning Department, the intent of
the project is to create an urban development. The PUD Plan has been modified to remove front
and side yard setbacks and the Statement of Intent has been clarified (see paragraph 4 below)
regarding front and side yard setbacks; therefore, the "vision clearance" requirements of Section
29-10(d)(8) no longer apply. That Section only applies to corner lots where a front or side yard
is required, which is not the case for the Property as proposed. Furthermore, even if the "vision
clearance" requirements applied to the site, they would not be warranted and should be waived
for a variety of reasons, to-wit: (i) there are no safety related reasons for such requirements to
apply; (ii) the current structures on the property do not comply with those requirements and there
are no apparent, negative effects (iii) there is ample vision clearance now and the proposed
structure will be located in nearly the exact same location as the current structure on that partof
the Property; (iv) the traffic at the intersection of Fourth Street and Conley Avenue (which
basically functions as a two-way intersection) is and will be slow moving; (v) the proposed plan
will be urban redevelopment to which such requirements are not intended to apply (there are no
such requirements for property within the C-2 zoning district); and, (vi) the requirements would
not permit development that is consistent with developments in the same vicinity (e.g., structures
which are partof the University of Missouri campus are not required to comply with the "vision
clearance" provisions).

4. As mentioned above in paragraph 3, the PUD Plan and the Statement of Intent
have been modified to permit minimum front and side yard setbacks of zero feet, which is a
decision left to the discretion of City Council by the Zoning Ordinances. A minimum of four
feet was previously shown on the PUD Plan, but the Applicant is not aware of any legitimate
reason why. In otherwords, four feet was shown because it was possibleto show that amountof
setback. Reducing that amount to zero feet changes nothing on the PUD Plan other than an
arbitrary line is almost imperceptibly moved on the PUD Plan. No buildings or structures or any
other proposed improvements will change. However, removing the requirement for front and
side yard setbacks merely eliminates the applicability of the "vision clearance" requirements,
which, as described above, serve no legitimate purpose and are not intended to apply to urban
redevelopments such as what the Applicant has proposed.

5. With respect to comment number 9 from the Planning Department, it is the
Applicant's intent to provide additional information to help City Council determine that a lesser
requirement for parking should be applicable to this site. While the Applicant does not agree
that it has not provided information supporting a lesser parking requirement (e.g., Applicant's
statements regarding its intentions employ strategies fostering a pedestrian friendly development
including, WeCar, FastCat, ample bicycle facilities, etc.), the Applicant appreciates the request
for more information and a better explanation with regard to such information.
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6. The Applicant's single largest contribution to supporting a pedestrian friendly
development and lessening the need for parking spaces is the choice of location for a student
housing development. The location is a factor sufficient enough on its own to support a lesser
parking requirement. It is virtually located on the campus of the University of Missouri. The
residents will be University of Missouri students who will not need an automobile to have
convenient access to the University's facilities. Moreover, as residential development has
continued around campus and in the downtown area, goods and services that the residents will
consume are becoming more readily available without the need to have an automobile. In
addition to the foregoing, the following are important factors that further justify a lower parking
requirement:

a. Students do not need and are not willing to pay for parking spaces for this
type of development. The Applicant has studied other student housing developments
adjacent to campuses where similar ratios of parking spaces were provided. As
examples, the Applicant is listing three of such developments: 8 Vi Canal in Richmond,
VA, Stadium Village Flats in Minneapolis, MN, and University View in College Park,
MD. Parking spaces per bed percentages provided at those developments are 52%, 32%,
and 31% respectively. The Minneapolis, MN development (52%) has had to lease
parking spaces to non-residentusers because the demand by residents of the development
for parking is significantly less than the number of on-site spaces provided. Obviously,
the most important common factor among the three aforementioned developments and
the proposed development is the close proximity ofeach ofthem to college campuses that
their residents attend.

b. There is additional parking available close to the Property that the
Applicant can access for its residents should the need arise. Althoughthe Applicant does
not foresee any need for additional parking, there are those that have shown concern
about the matter, which is why the Applicant has endeavored to identify additional
sources of parking spaces. The Applicant recently confirmed with the City Manager that
there is capacity available within the downtown City parking garages that the Applicant
can procure if necessary. In particular, the Applicant could lease up to 50 parking spaces
for its students in the City's downtown garages, which would increase the percentage of
parking spaces available for the site to approximately 70%. The Statement of Intent has
been modified to refer to such an arrangement should it become necessary.

c. The Applicant will participate in the "FastCat" program. In addition to the
benefits of utilizing FastCat in general, if downtown garage parking spaces become
necessary, FastCat would be an ideal mode of transportation between the Property and
the applicable garage. The Statement of Intent now includes a requirement that the
Applicant utilize the FastCat program.

G:\Robert\Coilegiatc HousingPartncrs\5th andConleyVLtr to PatZenner RE Revised PUDPlan5 23 13docx
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d. There will be at least one shared car available to the residents of the

Property that they can reserve and use should they choose driving an automobile as their
mode of transportation. The vehicle or vehicles will be obtained via an agreement
between the Applicant and a third-party, such as the car rental company, Enterprise. A
likely arrangement will be a program such as "WeCar" offered by Enterprise, which the
Applicant has thoroughly investigated and confirmed that it can provide. This has been
added to the Statement of Intent.

e. Also, in response to concerns that the Applicant has heard regarding
parking, the Applicant has investigated the possibility of securing "long-term" parking
spaces in locations where it would be economically feasible for students to store their
vehicles should there be such a need. On the outside chance that there is a demand for

any parking spaces beyond those being provided, it would be for "long-term" parking
spaces for vehicles that students would only occasionally need to use. The Applicant is
confident that it could secure such parking based on its investigation into the matter.

7. With respect to comment number 15 by the Planning Department, the Applicant
has added two notes to the PUD Plan and requests that the rezoning ordinance include approvals
of the subject matter of such notes. The first note refers to the variance to be granted by City
Council with respect to the minimum 25 foot wide right-of-way half-width required by Section
25-43 for Conley Avenue. The variance will permit the Applicant to grant no more than 5 feet of
additional right-of-way along Conley Avenue, resulting in a 20 XA foot wide right-of-way half
width. The second note refers to utility easements that must be shown on a final plat. In
particular, the Applicant requests that the rezoning ordinance approve a variance permitting the
Applicant to grant no more than 5 feet for a utility easement along Conley Avenue in conjunction
with final plat approval for the Property. It is Applicant's intent that those two variances listed
on the PUD Plan be approved as part of the rezoning ordinance, such that the PUD Plan notes
can refer to said rezoning ordinance as approving the variances as suggested by City Staff in
comment number 15.

8. With respect to the City Surveyor comments, please see the attached and revised
legal description. An editable version has been or will be sent to you by e-mail.

Thank you for your attention to these matters and please let me know if you have any
questions, comments, or suggestions.

Sincerely,

Van Matre, Harrison, Hollis, Taylor, and Bacon, P.C.

By: yt^L^0f^ x
Robert N. Hollis

RNH/jae
Enclosures

CC: Timothy Teddy, Mike Matthes, Tim Crockett, and Brandt Stiles
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ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS
2608 North Stadium Boulevard

Columbia, Missouri 65202
(573) 447-0292

Pat Zenner

Building and Site Development
PO Box 6015

Columbia, MO 65205

Pat:

Herewith please find five copies of the revised PUD Plan for the Residence at Fifth
and Conley. I offer the following responses to staff's comments for this project.

Planning Department
1. Please see the revised plan.
2. Please see the revised plan.
3. Please see the revised plan.
4. A note has been added to the plan.
5. Please see the revised SOI.

6. This is understood. It is the intent of this development to be an urban
development with minimal setbacks. Given the location and intent of the
development, we feel that this requirement is not justified for a project of this
type.

7. The entrance in question is not an entrance to the parking structure but rather
access to the dumpster facility that is located within the lower level of the
building. This access will only be utilized by the solid waste department and
not by any residents of the development. Notes on the schematic as well as in
the note section have been added to the plan.

8. Please see comment above.
9. Additional information has been added with this submittal as well as in the SOI

to address this comment.

10.Additional landscaping materials have been added along the south side of the
development to help with transition.

11. Please see the revised plan.
12. Please see the revised plan.
13.The SOI has been revised to state that there will be no perimeter setback.

Given this revision no setbacks are being shown at this time.
14.1 have added off-site sanitary sewer lines to sheet 2.
15. Please see the revised plan.
16. Understood.

17. Understood.

www.crockettengineering.com



Public Works Department
1. Please see revised plan.
2. Please see revised plan.
3. Please see revised plan.
4. The traffic impact study is being completed. Submittal to the City should take

place in the very near future.
5. Please see revised plan.
6. Please see revised plan as well as item 7 under the Planning Department

comments.

7. The percentage of proposed landscaping has been increased to a minimum of
12%. Applicant would like to draw attention to the exterior common areas (ie.
Pool deck and study deck) where additional landscaping will be installed, which
is not included in the landscaping calculation.

8. Understood.

City Surveyor
Please see the revised description.

Water and Light Department
A note has been added to the plan with regards to undergrounding the existing
overhead electric lines. It is understood that these lines need to be relocated
and appropriate easements granted prior to construction of the full building.

Please review the revised plan and should you have questions, please feel free to
contact me.

Sincerely,

Crockett Engineering Consultants, LLC

'/RC
Tim Crockett, PE

I

www.crockettengineering.com



JOB #130083-00

BROADHEAD PLACE LOTS 1 THROUGH 6

DESCRIPTION FOR PUD PLAN - COLLEGIATE HOUSING PARTNER

APRIL 29, 2013
REVISED: 5/16/13

A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 13,
TOWNSHIP 48 NORTH, RANGE 13 WEST, COLUMBIA, BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI
AND BEING PART OF THE LAND DESCRIBED BY THE WARRANTY DEEDS

RECORDED IN BOOK 3831, PAGE 110, BOOK 2800, PAGE 99, BOOK 1071, PAGE 640,
AND THE TRUSTEE'S DEEDS RECORDED IN BOOK 2683, PAGE 160, AND BOOK 3508,
PAGE 40, AND BEING ALL OF LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6 OF BROADHEAD PLACE
RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 2, PAGE 45 AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY

DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE SURVEY RECORDED IN BOOK

316, PAGE 547, AND WITH THE NORTH LINE THEREOF, N 81028'55"W, 380.14 FEET TO
THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SURVEY AND THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE

OF FOURTH STREET; THENCE LEAVING THE LINES OF SAID SURVEY AND WITH
SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, N 5°47*00ME, 120.66 FEET; THENCE 22.99 FEET
ALONG A 15.00 FOOT-RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT, SAID CURVE HAVING A
CHORD N 49°41,05"E, 20.80 FEET; THENCE S 86°24'50"E, 86.94 FEET TO THE SOUTH
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF CONLEY AVENUE; THENCE LEAVING SAID EAST RIGHT-
OF-WAY LINE OF FOURTH STREET AND WITH SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, S
81°18'05"E, 286.16 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF FIFTH STREET;
THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF CONLEY AVENUE AND

WITH SAID WEST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, S 0o39'45"E, 9.10 FEET; THENCE S 9o23'00"W,
133.80 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 1.25 ACRES.

DAVID T. BUTCHER, PLS-2002014095

DATE

- 's .• *•—*» wo**
C^VDAVID THOMAS •. *£ "~
» CO ; BUTCHER

NUMBER .* or Z
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Van Matre, Harrison, Hollis, Taylor, and Bacon, P.C.
A Professional Corporation

Attorneys and Counselors at Law
1103 East Broadway

Post Office Box 1017

Columbia, Missouri 65201

Craig A. Van Matre (573)874-7777
Thomas M. Harrison Telecopier (573) 875-0017
Robert N. Hollis E-Mail robert@vanmaire.coin
Garrett S. Taylor Everett S. Van Matre
BRYAN C BACON* (192Z-199S)

Casey E. Elliott •admitted in Missouri and Illinois

May 23, 2013

Tim Teddy, Director Pat Zenner
Department of Planning & Development Department of Planning & Development
City of Columbia City of Columbia
701 E Broadway 701 E Broadway
Columbia, MO 65201 Columbia, MO 65201
Via Hand Delivery Via Hand Delivery

RE: Statement of Intent / Application for Permanent Rezoning and Planned Unit
Development Plan / Collegiate Housing Partners, LLC (the "Applicant")

Dear Mssrs. Teddy and Zenner,

The following is intended to satisfy the requirements of Section 29-10(e)(2) of the City's
Zoning Ordinances:

a. The uses proposed for the site are all uses permitted in Section29-10 of the City's
zoning ordinances, which specifically includes, without limiting the foregoing, a sales and
leasing office:

b. The types of dwelling units shall be: Multiple-Family, including, without limiting
the foregoing, 1,2, 3, and/or 4 bedroom units.

c. The maximum number of dwelling units shall be 112 units and maximum density
shall be 90 units per acre.

d. The maximum building height proposed for the Property is 80 feet measured from
the highest curb elevation adjacent to the Property.

e. The total number of parking spaces proposed is 115 and the proposed parking
ratio per dwelling unit is 1.026 (115/112); however, the actual number of parking spaces and
parking ratio shall be determined by an approved PUD plan for the Property.

f. The minimum percentage of the site to be maintained in open space shall be 12%
in landscaping and 0% left in existing vegetation.
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g. A swimming pool is proposed as an amenity.

h. The PUD Plan is generally described as a plan containing Multiple-Family 1, 2, 3,
and 4 bedroom units and any combination of same. There shall be no minimum lot size. Units
may be contained on a single zero lot line lot, a single family lot, or on a large lot containing
several units. There shall not be any minimum front or side yard setback requirements; however,
there shall be a minimum setback from the south property line of 4 feet. There shall be no
minimum setbacks from perimeter or interior streets or between buildings.

i. Should the Applicant reasonably determine that demand for parking from
residents of the Property substantially exceeds available parking and should the City have
capacity within its downtown parking garages, the Applicant shall lease up to 50 spaces from the
City in such garages for use by residents of the Property. The Applicant shall be charged by the
City for such spaces no more than the average monthly rate of the then current rates charged by
the City for corresponding parking spaces within the parking garages owned by the City and
within the downtown area of the City. Such spaces shall be reserved by the City for the
exclusive use of same by the residents of the Property. The City and the Applicant shall
memorialize any such arrangement by executing documentation as may be reasonably required
to implement the foregoing general obligations.

j. Following the completion of construction of the project and students taking
residence on the Property, the Applicant shall purchase a minimum of 100 FastCat transit system
bus passes, at a price of $62.50 per pass, for each fall and spring semester session of the
University of Missouri. The Applicant shall continue to purchase FastCat bus passes, so long as
the FastCat system is providing transit services that are reasonably useful to the residents of the
Property at a commercially reasonable price.

k. The Applicant shall make available to the residents of the Property at least one
shared car for the residents to use for transportation purposes (e.g., WeCar offered through an
arrangement with Enterprise Car Rental).

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Van Matre, Harrison, Hollis, Taylor, and Bacon, P.C.

RNH/jac

By:
RofJert N. Hollis '
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26 April 2013

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Iam writing this letter in support of the student housing project on West campus that is proposed by
Collegiate Housing Partners (CHP). Ihave owned properties on this side ofcampus for over eight years
and Iam quite familiar with its particular features.

Eight years ago, the neighborhood that lies between Providence, Turner, Sanford, and Conley, and the
campus ofthe University ofMissouri was a quiet neighborhood, known to fewer students. Altogether
this neighborhood provided housing for no more than 150 students (in my best estimate). Typically
West campus attracted more mature students from the very competitive health science programs at
Lewis and Clark Hall, Engineering School, and Business and Finance Schools. All ofthese programs are
located in buildings thatborder West campus. In recent years, thedemand for housing in this
neighborhood skyrocketed dueto the increase in student population and, in particular, the increase in
the student population ofthe neighboring professional programs. In a typical year, say for housing
starting in August 2013, leases are signed by November 2012, and from December 2012 until July 2013,
hundreds of requestsfor housing are simply turneddown.

West campus is in an ideal location to develop student housing. It is closer to the heart ofcampus than
most dormitory buildings oncampus. The site is ideal for a pedestrian campus housing project, because
it is not separated from the heart ofthecampus by any major street (such asCollege or Providence). The
addition of new units inthisarea will provide much needed space forstudentswho wish to live at an
easywalking distance to majordepartments on campus.

The advantage ofsuch a project is clear toanyone who has dealt with student housing on West campus.
In my opinion, there is also an equally important benefit to the housing situation in Columbia, in general.
In recent years, because weare notable to accommodate the housing requests for hundreds of
students who come to us inquiring about campus housing, we have been directing this traffic to houses
that are centrally located in Columbia, that are also atawalking orbiking distance from campus or
downtown. Itis now clear that students are occupying many ifnotmost ofthe houses in the Benton-
Stevens area and, more recently, the area west of Providence, by West Ash, N. Garth, and Worley.
Houses in these areas provide affordable housing for low income families. Their location at proximity to
schools, the public library, and hospitals, make them ideally suitable for families, especially low income
families. Many of these houses are now occupied by students who are willing to pay rents that atypical
low income family cannot afford. This is creating a housing crisis and a shortage of affordable housing
that isgetting worse by the day.



Unlike other recent student housing projects, the development of West campus will not take away a
single unit from the housing market for the general public, because West campus is only known to
students. Quite thecontrary, by developing West campus, we may be able to attract students back to
campus and away from areas that are more suitable forfamily housing.

On the architectural side, CHP shared details oftheir site plan with some property owners on West
campus. As one ofthe property owners who reviewed the plan, Ifound it to be very suitable and fitting
for the neighborhood. In particular, the height of the buildings and the setbacks seemed very
appropriate. In fact, the project offers a nice transition from the tall dormitory buildings on Conley and
the restof the campus, starting with the old Chancellor's mansion to the East on Sanford.

As a 25 year (daytime) resident ofColumbia, Isupport the students' projects near campus for the
support the project.) In addition, Irecently had the chance towork with Collegiate Housing on the
purchase ofthe Niedermeyer Building in downtown Columbia, Iwas impressed by the priority that CHP
placed on doing what is right for Columbia and the residents ofColumbia. Ihave every reason to believe
thatCHP will dowhat is ultimately in the best interest ofthe City and the students.
Respectfully,

M.A^-
, " >7
Nakhle Asmar

709 Sherwood Drive

Jefferson City, Missouri 65109

Cellphone: 573-673-0567

Email: nakhle5@mchsi.com
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