MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
OF THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
OF THE CITY OF SUNSET HILLS, MISSOURI
HELD ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 2019
BE IT REMEMBERED that the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of
Sunset Hills, Missouri met in regular session in the Robert C. Jones Chambers of City
Hall, 3939 S. Lindbergh Blvd., in said City on Wednesday, September 25, 2019. The
meeting convened at 7:00 P.M.
The meeting began with those present standing for the reciting of the Pledge of
Allegiance.
ROLL CALL
Present:

Terry Beiter
Roger Kaiser
Mike Svoboda
Brian VanCardo
Rich Gau
Frank Pellegrini
Steve Young
Michael Hopfinger
Todd Powers
Bryson Baker
Robert E. Jones
Lynn Sprick

-Chairman
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-Member
-City Engineer
-City Attorney
-City Planner

Absent:

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

Copies of the minutes of the August 14, 2019 Planning and Zoning Commission
meeting were distributed to the members for their review. Mr. Powers made a motion to
approve the minutes as submitted. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.

P-22-19

Petition for a Conditional Use Permit, submitted by Beer Sauce SH LLC,
for a restaurant as part of a retail establishment at 3880 South Lindbergh
Boulevard.

Ms. Sprick stated the petitioner is proposing a restaurant as part of a retail
establishment. All restaurants require a Conditional Use Permit. Most of their business
will be retail, but food and drinks can be ordered. Staff recommends approval with the
condition that all necessary approvals are received prior to issuance of a business
license and a Sunset Hills occupancy permit.
Daniel and Jeffrey Gustafson were present. Mr. Gustafson stated the business
will be mostly retail. They will sell mostly local beers, whiskey, sauces, and rubs. They
will also offer award winning BBQ, by a local company named KPToo. Their hours of
operation will be Monday through Saturday 11:00 AM to 10:00 PM and Sunday 11:00
AM to 6:00 PM. They do not plan to have a bar atmosphere; they are targeting more
retail than anything. They will also hold events, classes, and competitions.
Ms. Sprick asked if they will manufacture anything on site.
Mr. Gustafson replied no.
Ms. Sprick asked if they would ever be utilizing the courtyard area in front of the
store.
Mr. Gustafson stated they have thought about it, but nothing is planned at this
time.
Mr. Beiter asked if there is adequate parking for the establishment in the plaza.
Mr. Gustafson stated there are over 100 spots in the parking lot. They expect an
average of 4 to 5 people spending 15-20 minutes in the establishment at a time. 15-20
people would be the maximum that they would expect to have at one time.
Mr. Beiter stated he counted 46 seats on the floor plan total.
Ms. Sprick stated parking has never been an issue in the plaza. There is ample
parking.

Mr. Gau made a motion that P-22-19 Petition for a Conditional Use Permit,
submitted by Beer Sauce SH LLC, for a restaurant as part of a retail establishment at
3880 South Lindbergh Boulevard be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for

approval with the conditions that all necessary permits by issued by the City, County,
and Fire District prior to issuance of a business license and City Occupancy Permit. Mr.
VanCardo seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.

P-17-19

Petition for a Conditional Use Permit, submitted by Jim Keras Automotive
Group, for an automobile and light truck sales dealership at 10100 and
10150 Watson Road.

Ms. Sprick stated the plan that had previously been recommended with
conditions by the Commission has been revised. Due to this, they will need a variance
from the landscaping requirement. They would like to re-design and expand the parking
lot, as well. Along the south end of the parking lot, they plan to add parking parallel all
the way across to add 65 additional parking spaces. The car wash is being moved, but it
still exceeds the setback requirements. The proposed six foot, privacy fence is shown
and it will be located ten feet from the southern end of the parking lot. Some of the
variances that are required are for existing conditions. The front setback for the existing
building being used will need a variance from 30 feet to 25 feet. The front setback for
the existing parking lot will need a variance from 10 feet to 0 feet. The side setback on
both the east and west will need a variance from 5 feet to 0 feet. They would like to vary
the drive aisle from 24 feet to 22 feet and they are requesting to vary the lighting
standards. The lighting on the front of the property will be bright and there will be no
lighting in the back. They are asking to vary the required trees from 12 to 5 in the
landscaping area along the front property line. Moving the sidewalk is causing them to
have to remove eight trees and Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDot) does
not allow landscaping in the right of way. Staff recommends approval with the conditions
that all variances be approved by the Board of Adjustment or the non-conforming issues
be brought into compliance, the drive aisle needs to be approved by the fire district, a
sign needs to be placed prohibiting customer traffic in that aisle, and the existing pole
signs on both properties must be removed.
Mark Harriman, of BFA Engineering and Surveying, was present and stated the
changes made are to make sure the plan will last for the longevity of the business. They
will be consolidating the two properties into one for a total of 5.5 acres. The Smugala’s
building will be demolished and the Johnny Mac’s building will be renovated. The
building being used does not meet the current setback requirements, so variances are
necessary. They are trying to keep the carwash as far away from Watson Road as
possible. MoDot does not want landscaping in their right of way, but there is room for
landscaping throughout other areas of the property. The biggest change to their plan will
be a ramp that will allow service technicians to drive vehicles down into the service area

of the building. Subaru required the ramp for their approval. The original plan showed
one light pole that he pointed out is no longer going to be there due to a retaining wall.
Most of the landscaping will be along the back of the property to allow an adequate
buffer for neighboring, residential properties. They are over the maximum lighting
requirements at Watson Road and excessively under along the back of the property.
Ms. Sprick asked if there will be grass between the sidewalk and the curb along
Watson Road.
Mr. Harriman replied yes.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-17-19 Petition for a Conditional Use Permit,
submitted by Jim Keras Automotive Group, for an automobile and light truck sales
dealership at 10100 and 10150 Watson Road be recommended to the Board of
Aldermen for approval with the conditions that the Board of Adjustment approve all
necessary variances, Mehlville Fire District must approve the drive aisle width on the
east side of the building, and a sign prohibiting customer traffic be installed. The existing
pole signs must be removed prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, as well. Mr. Gau
seconded the motion and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Beiter stated there has been some concern about the notification process for
the Zoning Map. He asked Mr. Jones to address them.
Mr. Jones stated the Zoning Map change requires 1,409 properties to be rezoned. State law requires a public hearing and a notice to be published in the
newspaper 15 days before the hearing date. The City Ordinance has the same
requirements. The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting on September 25, 2019
was not a statutory meeting. The required public hearing will be held in front of the
Board of Aldermen. The Ordinance requires notice to be posted on the property in
question. Individual posting of each property affected is not required. The Zoning
change has been presented by the City. A notice was posted at City Hall in regards to
all of these re-zoned properties. There is no applicant, so the posting requirement does
not exist in the State statute. 1,409 signs would tax City resources tremendously.
Individual, detailed Notices and postcards were sent to each property owner. The City
has been consistent with how they handle a Text Amendment. A Text Amendment
affects many properties and property posting is not required by State law. He
recommends a motion to waive the posting requirement for each individual property. He
asked Mr. Beiter if he would entertain that motion.
Mr. Beiter stated he would entertain that motion.

Mr. Pellegrini stated he would like to hear what the residents have to say about
the notification process and the motion being made. Some residents received a notice,
but not a postcard and vice versa. The Notice that was sent out was confusing and did
not have a day and time of the meeting. Residents should have more time to review the
changes. He is concerned with the changes that were made to the map at the last
minute. He feels the information is incomplete and he is not ready to vote.
Mr. Jones stated the notices were very detailed and the postcards showed the
day and time of the meeting.
Mr. Pellegrini stated the postcards were dated September 18, 2019, which is not
15 days before the meeting. He asked where in the Code it is listed that a public hearing
has a different notification process than a Planning and Zoning Commission meeting.
Mr. Jones stated the 15 day requirement applies to the Board of Aldermen public
hearing. Section 12.1 explains notice of a public hearing, which is consistent with
Section 89.050 which requires a 15 day notice of a time and place of a hearing before a
legislative body. Section 12.2 explains posting a notice for the Commission meeting. It
is not practical to physically post on each property. Individual notice is much more
effective.
Mr. Hopfinger disagreed with Mr. Pellegrini and feels that his point was to
purposely misinform the community. He agrees that the residents need to feel that the
Commission and the Board of Aldermen will always be differential. He also agrees with
having residents come forward before the meeting to respond about the postcards and
the notification process.

Mr. Pellegrini made a motion to allow public comment in regards to the
notification process. Mr. Hopfinger seconded the motion and it was unanimously
approved.
Cathy Friedmann, of 9515 Country Club Green Drive, stated she did not receive
a notice because she lives in the R-1 district where the zoning is not being changed.
She referred to Section 12.2, which she believes pertains to the situation. She agrees
that it is impractical to post each property, but she feels there is no reason a notice
could not have been sent 15 days before the meeting providing the day and time of the
hearing. No time or place was given on the notice. Mr. Sterman stated because posting
each site was impractical, the official notice was posted at City Hall. The letter and
postcard were additional information. The City Hall notice board is not practical or clear.

The postcard should have been mailed 15 days in advance or the day and time should
have been listed on the notice.
Joel Samuels, of 12114 Bridle Trail Lane, asked if the notices were mailed to
only the affected parcels or to every Sunset Hills property owner.
Mr. Jones stated they were not sent to every resident. Only to those affected by
the change.
Frank Hardy, of 421 Rayburn, stated his property is being re-zoned and he
received no mailing or notice at all.
Mr. Beiter asked if City staff has a list of the mailing addresses.
Mr. Baker replied yes, and a third party was used to send the mailings.
Gary Vincent, of 9456 Sunny Creek Lane, recited Section 12.2. He stated an
Ordinance cannot be waived by the Planning and Zoning Commission. If a Text
Amendment affects zoning, a notice should be sent. The City needs to comply with the
Ordinance, which requires posting of notices 15 days before a hearing. The postcard
was dated September 18, 2019.
Mr. Beiter stated there will there be a public hearing in front of the Board of
Aldermen and the notice will be sent 15 days before the meeting.
Mr. Vincent stated the Sunshine Law Statute applies to any government entity,
which means Planning and Zoning is the same as the Board of Aldermen. The same
rules apply to each and both have to abide by these statutes.
John Stephens, of 7 Kahlia Way Court, asked if the affected individuals filed a
complaint with the Missouri Attorney General and they found that the City did not follow
the correct procedures, would the zoning changes still be valid.
Mr. Jones stated the notification process is not part of the Sunshine Law and
even so, all procedures have followed the Sunshine Law.
Daryl Oberkfell, of 15 Kennerly Manor Drive, stated he did not receive a notice or
a postcard, but his neighbor did. The map showed his lot was being changed from
residential to the Professional Office district, but it was addressed and fixed.

Paul Haupt, of 11 Kennerly Manor Drive, received a postcard and the map online showed two houses in his subdivision being zoned in the Professional Office
district. A mistake was made, but it has been corrected.
Mr. Hopfinger wanted to make sure it was clear that the mistake was
acknowledged and corrected.
Mr. Gau stated a wrong map was sent out and an error was corrected, but he
never received the most recent map.
Mr. Baker stated the original map is on the website, along with the updated map.
The Commission can vote on either version.
Mr. Gau stated every Sunset Hills resident should have been notified and he is
unhappy with the constant changes being made.
Mr. Baker stated the Commission has the option to make recommendations to
approve the original map, with changes to these parcels.
Mr. Gau stated the new map should be sent out with time for review before a
vote is made and there is no rush. He asked Mr. Jones why anything has to be waived.
Mr. Jones stated his comments were strictly limited to the posting requirement,
since adequate notice was given and the procedures were consistent with the City’s
practice.
Mr. VanCardo stated only 40 people out of the 1,409 that received the notice
were present. The bigger issue is not proper notice, it is misinformation.
Mr. Hopfinger stated the City has made it’s best endeavors to inform the
residents.
Mr. Beiter stated no matter how many times it is delayed, it will never be the
perfect document. It is an extensive, detailed, complex document that will never be
100% accurate. As they go through the process, errors will be found and adjustments
will be made.
Mr. Pellegrini stated he never intended to imply that what City staff has done was
intentional. Commission members receiving a corrected map at the last minute and the
website information not being correct caused confusion.

Mr. Gau stated there are so many changes, it is hard to follow.
Mr. Beiter stated he is disappointed that at the last minute a new map has been
released, but each item changed will be shown and explained.
Mr. Baker stated if an error is found a year from now, the map will be changed. It
happens on a regular basis.
Mr. Beiter stated the map is updated every time there is a zoning change, as
well.
Sandra Schnaidt, of 10744 Forest Path Drive, asked for clarification about the
two floods in less than two years that affected her property. She stated with the way the
lots are currently zoned they are half acre lots. She asked if the properties will be
bought out and two houses will be put on each lot.
Mr. Baker stated the subdivision is currently zoned as the NU district with a three
acre minimum lot size, but most of the lots are only 20,000 to 30,000 square foot. Some
are less than that. It is being proposed to change them to R-2 and there will be a 15,000
square foot minimum. The side setbacks will be 10 feet and the front will be 30 feet. If
something happened to one of those homes and they wanted to rebuild on the property,
they would not be able to with the current setbacks. This change is making it easier for
them to be able to make use of their property.
Mrs. Schnaidt stated she is concerned her property value will decrease and that
they will not be able to sell their home due to flooding.
Mr. Baker stated now there will be proper zoning for their parcel’s size, so that
will not change property value. As of now, the structure is not in the floodplain, so there
should not be any problems with selling the home.
Mr. Gau asked if a home in the NU district today is one acre, when it is re-zoned
to R-2, if a lot split could be done and two houses be built on the parcel.
Mr. Baker stated yes, but there are a very small amount of parcels in the City that
could be split and turned into two. Most have nice houses on them already and it is
extremely rare for this to happen.

Mr. Jones stated the motion would be to waive the physical posting of each
affected property since adequate notice has been given to each property owner.

Mr. Young made a motion for the Planning and Zoning Commission to waive the
posting requirement from Section 12.2 on individual properties for the Zoning Map
change. Mr. VanCardo seconded the motion and a roll call vote was taken.
Terry Beiter
Roger Kaiser
Mike Svoboda
Brian VanCardo
Rich Gau
Frank Pellegrini
Steve Young
Michael Hopfinger
Todd Powers

-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Nay
-Nay
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye

With seven aye votes and two nay votes, the motion passed.

The following petitions were heard unanimously, but voted on separately.
P-23-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from C-1
Commercial, R-1 Single Family Residential, PD-LC(C) Planned
Development-Limited Commercial and PD-BC Planned DevelopmentBusiness Commercial to GC General Commercial District for several
properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map.

P-24-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from C-1
Commercial, R-3 Single Family Residential, R-4 Single Family Residential,
PD-LC(A) Planned Development-Limited Commercial, PD-LC(B) Planned
Development- Limited Commercial, PD-LC(C) Planned DevelopmentLimited Commercial and PD-BC Planned Development-Business
Commercial to LC Local Commercial District for several properties in
conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map.

P-25-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from NU NonUrban, R-1 Single Family Residential, C-1 Commercial, and PD-LI
Planned Development-Light Industrial to LI Light Industrial District for
several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map.

P-26-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from R-1
Single Family Residential, PD-BC Planned Development-Business
Commercial and PD-LC(C) to PO Professional Office District for several
properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map.

P-27-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from NU NonUrban, R-1 Single Family Residential, R-2 Single Family Residential, R-4
Single Family Residential, C-1 Commercial, PD-MXD Planned
Development-Mixed Use and PD-LI Planned Development-Light Industrial
to POS Parks & Open Space District for several properties in conjunction
with the adoption of a new zoning map.

P-28-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from NU NonUrban and R-2 Single Family Residential to R-1 Single Family Residential
District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new
zoning map.

P-29-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from NU NonUrban, R-1 Single Family Residential, R-3 Single Family Residential, PDRC Planned Development-Residential/Cluster Homes, PD-MXD Planned
Development-Mixed Use, PD-R Planned Development-Residential and
PD-LC(B) Planned Development-Limited Commercial to R-2 Single Family
Residential District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption
of a new zoning map.

P-30-19

Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the City of Sunset Hills, from R-2
Single Family Residential, R-4 Single Family Residential, R-5 Single
Family Residential, PD-LC(C) Planned Development-Limited Commercial,
PD-MXD Planned Development-Mixed Use and PD-LS Planned
Development-Lifestyle to R-3 Single Family Residential District for several
properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map.

John Houseal, with Houseal Lavigne Associates, was present and stated it
seems like there is a lot of activity going on at the end of this process, but it has not
been rushed. Any mistakes on the maps are being reconciled and some of them could
have been on the maps for decades. The changes being made are not to proactively
have the City re-develop, subdivide properties, or decrease property values. These
updates are happening nationwide. The current Zoning Map has nine residential and
commercial districts and nine Planned Development districts. Collectively, there are 18
different governing districts, which is complicated for a City of it’s size. The challenge
with the Planned Development districts is that there is no underlying zoning. There were

a lot of non-conforming lots throughout the City. The company tried to accustom the
zoning regulations to fit with what is actually on the ground now. This decreases the
amount of necessary variances. There were a lot of existing conditions in the City that
did not align with the Code and a lot of properties are burdened by regulations that they
cannot comply with.
Mr. Gau asked if there are underlying zoning districts assigned to the current
Planned Developments.
Mr. Jones stated many communities use an overlay zoning, but Sunset hills did
not. The Planned Development designation was set as an actual zoning district.
Mr. Gau asked if a current Planned Development district being re-zoned to
commercial will lose it’s Planned Development characteristics.
Mr. Houseal stated they will not lose their characteristics, if the use does not
change. If the use changes, the property will be governed by the commercial standards
set forth by that district.
Mr. Gau asked if this would apply, if the property owner wanted to make changes
to their property.
Mr. Houseal stated the property owner would have to come back for a public
hearing, unless they meet the underlying zoning requirements. The new district
standards are much stricter than they previously were. Four residential districts, four
commercial districts, and a new Parks and Open Space (POS) district are being
proposed. The R-1 district will have a one acre minimum lot size and be made up of
some NU and R-2 properties. There are a minimal amount of properties that could be
subdivided. The R-2 district will have a 15,000 square foot minimum lot size and a
minimum lot width of 80 feet. A frontage requirement, such as this, eliminates chances
of subdividing, in most cases. The R-2 district will be composed of some NU, R-1, R-2,
R-3, and some Planned Development districts with very few properties that could be
subdivided. Currently, the properties are governed by regulations that do not work well
for their parcel. They cannot meet standards that are written for lots that are 2-3 times
the size of what they are. The character of the neighborhoods and their property values
will not decrease. The R-3 district will consist of very few lots that can be subdivided, as
well. It will have a 7,500 square foot minimum lot size and a 50 foot minimum lot width.
It will be made up of some R-2, R-4, R-5, and some of the residential Planned
Development parcels. The R-4 district has not changed, but it was previously labeled as
R-6. All of the residential districts will still be single family, detached homes. Developers

cannot construct townhomes, cluster homes, or apartments without a public hearing and
a Planned Unit Development (PUD) process. There are four commercial districts being
proposed. The biggest challenge was that the same regulations were being used for
small, family owned businesses as large shopping centers. The new Local Commercial
district has been made to accommodate for small businesses. The new General
Commercial district has been made for bigger properties. The Professional Office
district reflects what is currently there and the regulations are written for that type of
development. The Light Industrial district is consistent with the plan. Most communities
do not have a POS district, but they are proposing one for Sunset Hills. Often, parks are
zoned along with what the surrounding properties are zoned. Zoning them as a POS
district safeguards them.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if the only difference between General and Light commercial
is property size.
Mr. Houseal stated there are some requirements and use differences, as well.
The trigger for differentiating them was frontage and size of the property.
Mr. Hopfinger asked if the controversial areas throughout the City need to be
addressed, directly.
Ms. Sprick stated when the process began, she was concerned about the
potential number of lot splits. As the process progressed, the non-conforming analysis
showed that the lots being brought into conformance far outweighed the number of
potential lot splits being created.
Mr. Houseal stated a diagnostic report was done for every parcel and every
zoning district. They used the highest number of conforming lots with the least amount
of potential lot splits for each district.
Ms. Sprick asked if they stopped at the largest lot size that would eliminate nonconformities, but not add potential lot splits.
Mr. Houseal stated that is correct, they did not want to change the character of
the neighborhoods. They wanted to maximize the elimination of non-conformities to
make it easier for people to invest in their properties without needing to seek zoning
relief and variances because the standards are more accurate for their properties.
Ms. Sprick asked if any potential residential districts would allow cluster homes
as a permitted use.

Mr. Houseal stated no, they are all single family, detached residential districts.
They do not allow cluster homes, townhomes, or apartments, as of right.
Ms. Sprick stated if a developer wanted to build them, they would have to do a
PUD process and submit a Development Plan, similar to the process that is currently
used.
Mr. Jones stated this situation would not be a change of zoning to a PUD district.
There would be an underlying, residential zoning district. The proposal would have to be
very descriptive and if passed, it would be adopted as an overlay and made into an
Ordinance.
Mr. Houseal stated the PUD requirements are robust and an underlying zoning
district is necessary as a baseline. The developer is required to have a meeting with the
neighbors and provide proof of that before they can even apply. The City can also
review architectural materials and development standards, which is not being done now.
Mr. Hopfinger stated the protest provision language has been enriched.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if the administrative revisions of the protest provision were
made.
Mr. Baker stated Section 8 is the PUD section and that is where the protest
provision would be added.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if there is a formula shown for calculating the number of
residents needed on the petition.
Mr. Jones stated the formula language was added as “the 30% threshold
required for a protest is determined by computing a ratio of the total area contained in
the protesting lots, divided by the area contained in all lots within a 185 foot radius of
the subject parcel.”
Mr. Pellegrini stated an example should be shown.
Mr. Jones stated there will be a graphic.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if there is a protest provision in the documents for
commercial developments.

Mr. Houseal stated if the provision is in the PUD Section, it covers commercial.
Mr. Gau stated in the PUD section, on page 92, number 1c states that the
applicant may request a waiver of any application requirements. This would be reviewed
and waived by the City Administrator.
Mr. Houseal stated an applicant can petition for anything, but the City does not
have to accept it. Some requirements may not apply for every development. For
example, a detailed traffic analysis does not apply for a small lot, but it would for a large
development.
Mr. Beiter asked if the Commission can put conditions that these requirements
still be met during their review.
Mr. Houseal stated if the Commission disagrees with the waiving of a
requirement, they can do that.
Bill Johnson, of 12645 Gravois Road, stated the zoning change will make his
property a non-conforming lot. He has 5.5 acres and is a car collector. He met with the
previous Mayor and had to have two Ordinances passed to be able to build his lot the
way it is. He has a detached garage that is over the 1,200 square foot limit and an
attached garage that is in excess of the 50% footprint requirement that R-1 allows. He is
not pleased with the change because if something happens to his house or the
detached garage, he would not be able to re-build them as they were.
Mr. Baker stated the NU district worked perfectly for him and his concerns are
valid. He asked Mr. Houseal if he could do an overlay for his property.
Mr. Houseal stated structures are different than properties. The creation of nonconforming structures can be addressed directly, so that they can be replaced, if
damage was done to them.
Mr. Jones stated they would have to be addressed in the non-conforming
section. He would suggest identifying all parcels that would be affected in such a way
before the change is made.
Mr. Beiter stated an investigation should be done to see how many of these
situations there are.

Ms. Sprick stated the burden of proof would be on the property owner.
Mr. Houseal stated the language could be easily crafted.
Mr. Gau stated this would apply to all structures affected by the changes being
made.
Mr. Beiter stated when the motion is made, this needs to be included in the
recommendation for approval.
Mr. Jones stated this would need to be included in the recommendation of the
Code; not the map.
Sandra Jo Ankney, of 12938 Baalkbek Drive, stated Lynstone Park should be in
the POS district. She asked if Andre’s Banquet Facility should be zoned POS, as well.
Ms. Sprick stated it is currently a Planned Development district, so their
Development Plan still dictates the use. If it is zoned POS, the use can remain until the
business closes, then it would go back to POS.
Mr. Baker stated, if it was zoned commercial and the banquet center closed, it
would stay commercial. This way it will go back to POS.
Mr. Houseal stated a banquet facility could be listed as a conditional use for the
POS district.
Mr. Jones stated the Planned Development approval process allows all of the
aspects of a Conditional Use Permit process. Once the business is gone, the underlying
zoning applies.
Ms. Anckney stated there is a public right of way access road on the Andre’s
property that has changed on the new map from an L shape to a T.
Mr. Baker stated that is just the way the City’s GIS map showed it. It is not
shaped that way.
Ms. Anckney stated it should be fixed.
Mr. Svoboda stated there is a section of Watson Trail Park that needs to be
shown as part of the POS district.

Joel Samuels, of 12114 Bridle Trail Lane, stated as a trustee of the Bridle Trail
Meadows subdivision, he would like the subdivision indentures and zoning to match.
The indentures state that all lot sizes have a minimum of one acre. They would like to
stay R-1 because they all currently have one acre lots. Lot splits may be unlikely, but
they are possible.
Mr. Jones asked if there are any lots in the subdivision that are less than one
acre.
Mr. Samuels replied no and added that not all of the houses on the street are in
the subdivision.
Mr. Hopfinger asked if the subdivision’s zoning can be considered.
Mr. Young supported it.
Mr. Baker showed the subdivision on the map and verified that all lots are
approximately one acre.
Ms. Sprick stated there are enough lots in the subdivision for it to not be
considered spot zoning.
John Stephens, of 7 Kahlia Way Court, asked what changes were made to the
map that was released that same day.
Ms. Sprick stated there were a few properties at the northwest corner of Highway
270 and Highway 44 that were proposed to be in the POS district, but they should be
residential. At the southwest corner of Highway 30 and Highway 270, there are three
residential properties to the south that were shown as Professional Office district, but
they should be residential.
Mr. Baker stated Lynstone Park and the pool at Watson Trail Park were
incorrectly shown as residential, but they should be in the POS district.
Ms. Sprick stated the two park properties have not been changed, but they will
be made as a condition for the recommendation.
Mr. Stephens stated when reducing lot sizes, the problem lies within open lots
that will eventually be developed into substantially smaller lots. He listed the St. Lucas
Church property and The Moore property, as examples. There is opportunity for smaller

lots once the use is gone. Existing lots, such as these, should be preserved to be
consistent with the surrounding neighborhoods. Six residential classifications are not
cumbersome and the design guidelines are subjective. The current standards allow for
protest, but the new standards eliminate the need for Text Amendments and zoning
changes, which creates a loss of opportunity for protest.
Mr. Hopfinger asked Mr. Stephens to elaborate on his concern with the protest
clause.
Mr. Stephens stated Text Amendments and zoning changes can be protested,
but the new PUD process makes them unnecessary.
Mr. Baker stated in the current Code, Text Amendments and zoning changes can
be protested. Mr. Stephens is concerned that the PUD process will eliminate the need
for these. Mr. Pellegrini would like to add the protest provision to the PUD section,
which would appease this situation. There is a public hearing in front of the Board of
Aldermen for every PUD. Public hearings are not required for Planning and Zoning, but
the City allows them.
Cathy Friedmann, of 9515 Country Club Green Drive, stated opening up wide
lots and green space to more homes will change the character of Sunset Hills’
neighborhoods. Mr. Houseal was firm in saying the districts would only allow single
family residential, but Section 8 opens the door for development. She asked why there
are several red-lined versions of the new Code on the website, but not one of Section 8.
Mr. Baker stated it is a new section, so there is no original to red-line.
Mr. VanCardo asked if there were any revisions done to Section 8.
Ms. Friedmann stated the protest clause was added.
Mr. Hopfinger stated the protest clause is a recommendation to be changed, but
it has not changed yet.
Jeanine Rainey, of 9529 Country Club Green Drive, stated she agrees with the
two previous residents.
Gary Vincent, of 9456 Sunny Creek Lane, stated when the non-conforming
analysis was done, if a lot was even one square foot off of the requirement, it was
considered non-conforming. A residential mortgage broker stated that no loans are

denied due to non-conformities. Most variances that are requested are setback issues,
not lot size requirements, so there will be minimal impact on appeals to the Board of
Adjustment.
Frank Hardy, of 421 Rayburn, stated he agrees with the other residents’
concerns. He read an article from the St. Louis Post Dispatch in 1982 that stated open
lots and the fact that residents help control what goes on in it’s boundaries are what
attract people to Sunset Hills. He feels the City needs to listen to the residents’
concerns.
Kevin Bohn, of 9607 Sappington Road, stated his property was zoned R-4, but is
now showing that it will be a Local Commercial district.
Mr. Houseal stated there is a string of homes on Sappington Road that should be
residential.
Mr. Baker stated those will be changed.
Mr. Gau clarified that the lot sizes of the R-5 district that are being changed to R3 are 7,500 square feet, which remains the same. And the R-6 district that is changing
to R-4 has no changes being made at all.
Mr. Svoboda stated there are two homes off of Sappington Barracks Road that
are labelled General Commercial.
Mr. Baker stated they are currently zoned commercial.

P-20-17

Unified Development Ordinance, by Houseal Lavigne, to replace the
following sections of the current Code of Ordinances:
Appendix A, Subdivision Code;
Appendix B, Zoning Regulations; and
Appendix D, Sign Regulations

Mr. Houseal stated the new Code has 15 sections. The districts Use table has
been brought up to contemporary practices. The development standards relate to things
such as signage, parking lots, landscaping, and buffer screening requirements. The
landscaping standards for commercial properties have been improved. Signage was
addressed due to the Supreme Court case Reed v Gilbert. Use provisions have a higher
level of standards. The PUD section allows for a greater level of review by the City. It

has several different standards of review that have to be met. The underlying zoning is
the basis for which each development is measured against. Non-conforming situations
can apply to a property itself and structures, as well. All of the definitions are contained
in one section now.
Clifford Underwood, of 9342 Hazelridge Drive, opposes the ban on chain-link
fences.
Cathy Friedmann, of 9515 Country Club Green Drive, asked about townhomes
and Section 8.1.
Mr. Houseal stated townhomes are not permitted.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if that language can be added to Section 8.
Mr. Houseal stated they are not a permitted use. A developer would have to
apply for it as a PUD approval process.
Ms. Friedmann does not want PUD’s to be allowed in residential areas.
Gary Vincent, of 9456 Sunny Creek Lane, stated he opposes Section 8 and feels
it allows multi-family dwellings in every district.
Bruce Berger, of 9560 Sunny Creek Lane, concurs with the previous residents.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if PUD’s would be allowed in residential districts.
Mr. Houseal stated PUD’s do not allow certain things in certain districts; they set
up a process for proposals.
Mr. Pellegrini asked if there is language that can be added to prohibit them in
residential districts.
Mr. Houseal stated it is not a good idea, but the motion can be made. The protest
provision is not necessary in Section 8. It is not in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan
or with good practice. Desirable development is key.
Mr. Hopfinger stated the residents’ safe guard is the protest clause.

Mr. Jones stated the entire process of a Planned Development overlay is a safe
guard.
Mr. Hopfinger stated the protest clause is not necessary, but it is a safety net.
Mr. Vincent stated cluster homes should not be allowed in R-1 and R-2, in
particular.
Mr. Beiter asked City staff to explain revisions to the draft that can be part of the
recommendations when the Code moves forward.
Mr. Baker stated staff would like to prohibit sandwich board signs and any other
advertising devices that are not permitted. A definition for gross floor area needs to be
added. Aisle width requirements conflict with the diagram on page 16, so that needs to
be cleaned up. He asked if the Commission would like to address garage door height
requirements.
Ms. Sprick stated detached structures are limited to 1,200 square feet in the R-1
district. Setbacks, distance from the primary structure, and site coverage requirements
automatically restrict overall size.
All Commission members agreed with letting those requirements dictate the size
rather than having a square footage limit.
Ms. Sprick stated a graphic should be added to show how to calculate the square
footage of a sign. She asked if the height of a garage door needs to be limited.
Mr. Houseal stated he is inclined to go the route of eliminating the 1,200 square
foot garage structure limitation. The garage door height will not have an effect on
anyone. If it becomes an issue, then it can be addressed.
Ms. Sprick stated limiting the height of the garage, will limit the height of the door.
Mr. Baker asked for comments on the signage for Sunset Hills Plaza and the
Village Shoppes.
Mr. Houseal stated they could look at it from an acreage perspective on plazas
with multiple tenants. Appropriate signage is necessary to represent large
developments. It would be wise to accommodate for these few instances.

Mr. Gau stated the existing signs at those developments are considered pole
signs.
Mr. Baker stated the ordinance has already been passed to ban pole signs. If the
sign is not in use, it is required to be eliminated. Large developments will have an
exception written specifically for them.
Mr. Jones stated the conditions for approval of the new Code should be
described as the title of the two documents.
Mr. Pellegrini stated there are some things that need to be added to the
conditions.
Ms. Sprick stated there needs to be a graphic added to show how to calculate
sign square footage.
Mr. Pellegrini stated he would like to see the graphic for calculating the protest
provision before he votes and would like cluster homes to be addressed directly in R-1
and R-2 districts.
Mr. Gau asked if he is okay with cluster homes being placed in the R-3 and R-4
districts.

Mr. Pellegrini made a motion that the Ordinance be modified to preclude cluster
homes and multi-family developments in the R-1 and R-2 districts. Mr. Gau seconded
the motion.
Mike Svoboda
-Nay
Roger Kaiser
-Nay
Michael Hopfinger -Nay
Todd Powers
-Nay
Terry Beiter
-Nay
Brian VanCardo
-Nay
Rich Gau
-Aye
Frank Pellegrini
-Aye
Steve Young
-Nay
With 7 aye votes and 2 nay votes, the motion was denied.

Mr. Powers made a motion that petition P-20-17 Unified Development Ordinance,
by Houseal Lavigne, to replace the following sections of the current Code of
Ordinances: Appendix A, Subdivision Code; Appendix B, Zoning Regulations; and
Appendix D, Sign Regulations be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval
with the conditions that the “Administrative revisions to the draft of the Zoning
Ordinance” and “See below for proposed revision changes to the Ordinance”
documents be included. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and a roll call vote was taken.
Brian VanCardo
Mike Svoboda
Todd Powers
Roger Kaiser
Steve Young
Terry Beiter
Michael Hopfinger
Frank Pellegrini
Rich Gau

-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Nay
-Nay

With 7 aye votes and 2 nay votes, the motion passed.
Ms. Sprick recited the conditions that will be added to each motion below.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-23-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from C-1 Commercial, R-1 Single Family Residential, PD-LC(C)
Planned Development-Limited Commercial and PD-BC Planned Development-Business
Commercial to GC General Commercial District for several properties in conjunction
with the adoption of a new zoning map be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for
approval with the conditions that the pool parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone
Park both be zoned as a POS district, the right of way are shall be removed as shown
on the southeast side of the golf course, banquet centers shall be added as conditional
use in the POS district, Bridle Trail Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along
Sappington Road between Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R4, and the Delta Dental property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a
Professional Office district. Mr. Hopfinger seconded the motion, unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-24-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from C-1 Commercial, R-3 Single Family Residential, R-4 Single
Family Residential, PD-LC(A) Planned Development-Limited Commercial, PD-LC(B)
Planned Development- Limited Commercial, PD-LC(C) Planned Development-Limited

Commercial and PD-BC Planned Development-Business Commercial to LC Local
Commercial District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new
zoning map be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the conditions
that the pool parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned as a POS
district, the right of way are shall be removed as shown on the southeast side of the golf
course, banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in the POS district, Bridle
Trail Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along Sappington Road between
Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R-4, and the Delta Dental
property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a Professional Office
district. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-25-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from NU Non-Urban, R-1 Single Family Residential, C-1
Commercial, and PD-LI Planned Development-Light Industrial to LI Light Industrial
District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map be
recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the conditions that the pool
parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned as a POS district, the
right of way are shall be removed as shown on the southeast side of the golf course,
banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in the POS district, Bridle Trail
Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along Sappington Road between Highway 30
and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R-4, and the Delta Dental property at
Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a Professional Office district. Mr.
Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-26-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from R-1 Single Family Residential, PD-BC Planned DevelopmentBusiness Commercial and PD-LC(C) to PO Professional Office District for several
properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map be recommended to
the Board of Aldermen for approval with the conditions that the pool parcel at Watson
Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned as a POS district, the right of way are shall
be removed as shown on the southeast side of the golf course, banquet centers shall be
added as conditional use in the POS district, Bridle Trail Meadows shall remain zoned
R-1, houses along Sappington Road between Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will
be changed to R-4, and the Delta Dental property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will
be shown as a Professional Office district. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was
unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-27-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from NU Non-Urban, R-1 Single Family Residential, R-2 Single
Family Residential, R-4 Single Family Residential, C-1 Commercial, PD-MXD Planned
Development-Mixed Use and PD-LI Planned Development-Light Industrial to POS
Parks & Open Space District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a
new zoning map be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the
conditions that the pool parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned
as a POS district, the right of way are shall be removed as shown on the southeast side
of the golf course, banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in the POS
district, Bridle Trail Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along Sappington Road
between Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R-4, and the Delta
Dental property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a Professional
Office district. Mr. Hopfinger seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-28-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from NU Non-Urban and R-2 Single Family Residential to R-1
Single Family Residential District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption
of a new zoning map be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the
conditions that the pool parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned
as a POS district, the right of way are shall be removed as shown on the southeast side
of the golf course, banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in the POS
district, Bridle Trail Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along Sappington Road
between Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R-4, and the Delta
Dental property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a Professional
Office district. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-29-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from NU Non-Urban, R-1 Single Family Residential, R-3 Single
Family Residential, PD-RC Planned Development-Residential/Cluster Homes, PD-MXD
Planned Development-Mixed Use, PD-R Planned Development-Residential and PDLC(B) Planned Development-Limited Commercial to R-2 Single Family Residential
District for several properties in conjunction with the adoption of a new zoning map be
recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval with the conditions that the pool
parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be zoned as a POS district, the
right of way are shall be removed as shown on the southeast side of the golf course,
banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in the POS district, Bridle Trail
Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along Sappington Road between Highway 30
and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R-4, and the Delta Dental property at

Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a Professional Office district. Mr.
Young seconded the motion, and a roll call vote was taken.
Mike Svoboda
Roger Kaiser
Terry Beiter
Rich Gau
Brian VanCardo
Frank Pellegrini
Michael Hopfinger
Steve Young
Todd Powers

-Aye
-Aye
-Aye
-Nay
-Aye
-Nay
-Aye
-Aye
-Aye

With 7 aye votes and 2 nay votes, the motion passed.

Mr. Powers made a motion that P-30-19 Petition for a Change of Zoning, by the
City of Sunset Hills, from R-2 Single Family Residential, R-4 Single Family Residential,
R-5 Single Family Residential, PD-LC(C) Planned Development-Limited Commercial,
PD-MXD Planned Development-Mixed Use and PD-LS Planned Development-Lifestyle
to R-3 Single Family Residential District for several properties in conjunction with the
adoption of a new zoning map be recommended to the Board of Aldermen for approval
with the conditions that the pool parcel at Watson Trail Park and Lynstone Park both be
zoned as a POS district, the right of way are shall be removed as shown on the
southeast side of the golf course, banquet centers shall be added as conditional use in
the POS district, Bridle Trail Meadows shall remain zoned R-1, houses along
Sappington Road between Highway 30 and Lindbergh Boulevard will be changed to R4, and the Delta Dental property at Kennerly Road and Highway 30 will be shown as a
Professional Office district. Mr. Young seconded the motion, and it was unanimously
approved.

OTHER MATTERS DEEMED APPROPRIATE
Mr. Beiter stated Alderman Wong requested all information where there was any
descent be sent to him, directly.
Mr. Baker clarified that if there was anything that was not put into the conditions
that was of concern to them, it should be forwarded to Alderman Wong.
Ms. Sprick asked the Commission if they would like to have a meeting the
following week.

Mr. Gau asked if there was anything needing urgent attention.
Mr. Jones stated the applications have all been filed by permittees for medical
marijuana. He would like to have the Ordinance go to the Board of Aldermen for
consideration in November. It can be pre-published, so a November Planning and
Zoning meeting would suffice.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. Young made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 11:15 P.M. Mr. Pellegrini
seconded the motion, and it was unanimously approved.
Recording Secretary

Sarina Cape

