MAUMELLE PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 2020
6:30 PM
VIRTUAL MEETING
WWW.MAUMELLE.ORG/VM

Agenda
Maumelle Planning Commission
Virtual Meeting
April 23, 2020; 6:30 pm
www.Maumelle.org/VM
Call to order
Announcements
Approval of minutes from February 2020
Public comments on non-agenda items
Open of public hearing
OLD BUSINESS
NEW BUSINESS
1. Final Plat of Lots 1,2, & 3 Holsted Commercial Addition in the Maumelle
Extraterritorial Jurisdiction. DEFERRED
 Quick Trip Corporation, Applicant
2. Revised Site Plan for Cypress Cold Storage
 Cypress Cold Storage, LLC, Applicant
3. Revised Landscape Plan for Cypress Cold Storage
 Cypress Cold Storage, LLC, Applicant
4. Revised Commercial Building Design for Cypress Cold Storage
 Cypress Cold Storage, LLC, Applicant
5. Request for amendment to Maumelle Master Land Use Plan for Maumelle Water
Plant from “OS” (Open Space) to “SUR” (Special Use Residential).
 Central Arkansas Water, Applicant
6. Request for amendment to Maumelle Zoning Map for Maumelle Water Plant from
“OS” (Open Space) to “PRD” (Planned Residential District).
 Central Arkansas Water, Applicant

Close public hearing
City Council Liaison Reports





March 2 – Commissioner Ramsey
March 16 – Commissioner Todd
April 6 – Commissioner Johnson
April 20 – Commissioner Greene

City Council Liaisons for May:



May 4– Commissioner Smith
May 18 – Commissioner Fisher

Adjournment

MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING
CITY OF MAUMELLE PLANNING COMMISSION
February 27, 2020; 6:30 PM
CITY HALL
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT
David Gershner
Mike Fisher
Adrian Greene
John Todd
Scott Smith
Craig Johnson
COMMISSION MEMEBERS ABSENT
Hall Ramsey
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
Lawren Aycock, Project Coordinator
Caleb Norris, Mayor
Melissa Krebs, Madam City Attorney
Scott Grummer, Chief of Staff and Interim Planning & Zoning Director
OTHER STAFF MEMBERS ABSENT
Mizan Rahman, City Engineer
Dwight Pattison, Planning Consultant
Jim Narey, Planning Director
Chairman Gershner called the meeting of the Maumelle Planning Commission to order at 6:30pm.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
Delayed to end of meeting.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Chairman Gershner asked for comments and/or changes to the minutes as submitted.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.
Commissioner Todd seconded the motion and the motion passed, 6 in favor, 1 absent.
PUBLIC COMMENT
Chairman Gershner opened public comment at 6:31pm.
OLD BUSINESS
1)

Revised Preliminary Plat The Im at White Oak Crossing
Mr. Grummer stated the request was tabled from last month’s meeting, and the Staff comments
that remained to be satisfied were: Final Plat approval would be contingent upon review and
approval from the Planning Commissioners, Madam City Attorney approval of the Bill of
Assurance, the installation of current required controls, and a filed access easement for Kim
Drive.
Mr. Grummer stated the recommendation from Staff would be approval contingent upon any
required variances, satisfaction of all Staff comments, and meeting City Engineer,
Commissioner, and Fire Department requirements including Kim Drive must meet weight and
access requirements for emergency vehicles prior to filing of the Final Plat.
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Commissioner Todd stated that on the Plat and Development Plan notes, there were references
to common areas as tracts.
Mr. Grummer stated a correction to the Plat, Plan and Bill of Assurance were received by Staff
after packets were released which added the term “Tracts” to Common Area for maintenance.
Commissioner Todd asked if before the 31st lot was built, the secondary emergency access of
Kim Drive would be useable.
Mr. Grummer stated yes that the completion of Kim Drive would be a requirement of the Fire
Department and of Staff.
Commissioner Fisher asked if the number of units that could be built before the secondary
access was provided was 30 per city code and asked if that should be a note on the Plat.
Jess Griffin, applicant’s representative, stated no Certificate of Occupancies would be issued
until the Final Plat was approved and that the applicant agrees to comply with Fire Department
requirements.
Jess Griffin, applicant’s representative, stated there would not be any buildings occupied without
Final Plat approval from the Planning Commission.
Mr. Grummer stated that the requirement for Kim Drive to be built out in full was also a
requirement of City Staff.
Commissioner Fisher stated he agreed no note was required in light of the verified information
from the applicant’s representative and City Staff comments.
Commissioner Johnson asked the applicant’s representative if the intent of the developer was to
move forward with the construction of the emergency secondary access as shown in Phase 1,
and asked if the Fire Department was requiring the access during Phase I of the proposed
development.
Mr. Griffin stated yes, as there would be more than 30 units in Phase I.
Commissioner Johnson asked applicant what type of approval had the applicant obtained
through the City of North Little Rock regarding access to Kim Drive.
Mr. Griffin stated there was no approval at that time and added the North Little Rock Fire
Department would not be servicing the development.
Mr. Grummer stated it was a phased process, and North Little Rock had not dedicated Kim Drive
at the time because it was still in the preliminary phase. Mr. Grummer stated that allowing the
access easement would make certain the Im development has access to the future road. Mr.
Grummer stated the completion of Kim Drive must meet the requirements of the Fire Department
so when the time comes for North Little Rock to dedicate Kim Drive it will automatically be
public. Mr. Grummer stated because developments of Country Club of Arkansas and Im
development are happening in unison the process was different.
Mr. Griffin stated Eric Holloway met the Fire Department on site for approval and they
determined Kim Drive as a gravel drive was an acceptable condition.
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Mr. Grummer stated the comment from City Staff was that Kim Drive must meet weight and
access requirements for emergency vehicle standards prior to filing the Final Plat.
Commissioner Johnson stated access easement should be parallel all the way up to Maumelle
so our City would never be restricted.
Mr. Griffin stated the property line was the North Little Rock and Maumelle City line and it
extends another 60 feet as an easement, and if the development were abandoned Im would be
responsible for Kim Drive or no Certificates of Occupancy permits would be given.
Mr. Grummer stated any further phases would be up to the Planning Commissions to approve.
Commissioner Fisher stated the plat shows rear access ally at 22 feet with a 44-foot right-ofway, and in the notes on the plat, it showed 24 feet, and asked what was correct.
Mr. Griffin stated there was a typo and should read 24-feet with curb and gutter.
Mr. Grummer stated Staff would make sure to require the change to reflect corrected information
in the notes on the Plat.
Commissioner Johnson stated if for any reason Kim Drive was not dedicated would Maumelle
require a dedicated easement parallel to the West property boundary up to White Oak Crossing.
Mr. Griffin stated the applicant had already filed that and added there were three initiates using
Kim Drive as an access.
Mr. Grummer stated part of the statement for construction of utilities was to require the 60 foot
easement onto Kim Drive as shown on the Preliminary Plat for Im at White Oak Crossing for
emergency vehicle access before approval.
Commissioner Johnson asked applicant if the easement was north to south.
Mr. Grummer stated yes, it followed Kim Drive and was supposed to be shown.
Commissioner Johnson asked for the easement, North to South, to be shown on the Plat.
Mr. Grummer stated Staff would require an access easement with full connection.
Commissioner Johnson stated the reference to the variance was incorrect on the Plat.
Madam City Attorney stated it should state 70-132 (c) and needed to be corrected.
Mr. Griffin stated the applicant would comply.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to approve the revised Preliminary Plat The Im
at White Oak Crossing contingent upon satisfaction of all City Staff, Fire Marshal, and
Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 in favor, 1 absent.
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2) Revised Preliminary Development Plan for The Im at White Oak Crossing
Mr. Grummer stated Staff recommended for a do-pass recommendation to the Maumelle City
Council contingent upon satisfaction of all Staff comments to include compliance with all Fire
Department comments, City Engineer comments, and any Commissioner comments. Mr.
Grummer stated the corrections to the plan notes were corrected prior to the meeting but after
packets were distributed regarding the “common area and tracts”.
Commissioner Johnson stated his comments were the same for the Preliminary Development
Plan as they were for the Preliminary Plat.
Commissioner Fisher stated his comments were the same for the Preliminary Development Plan
as they were from the Preliminary Plat regarding alleys.
Commissioner Johnson asked Madam City Attorney when she would complete her review of the
Bill of Assurance.
Madam City Attorney Krebs stated the code section 94-454 stated the bill of assurance was to
be in the preliminary form at the preliminary plat stage, and at the point the final plat will be filed
the bill of assurance will be reviewed prior to any approval.
Commissioner Johnson asked if this would be complete prior to the issuing of Certificates of
Occupancy.
Mr. Grummer stated that was correct.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to make a “do-pass” recommendation to the
Maumelle City Council the revised Preliminary Development Plan The Im at White Oak
Crossing contingent upon satisfaction of all City Staff, Fire Marshal, and Commissioner
comments.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 in favor, 1 absent.
NEW BUSINESS
ELECTION OF OFFICERS
Chairman Gershner asked for any nominations.
Commissioner Fisher made a motion to reinstate all existing positions for the next term.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed, 6 in favor, 1 absent.
Maumelle Planning Commission Officer Positions are as follows:
Chairman David Gershner
Vice- Chairman John Todd
Secretary Hall Ramsey
3) Proposed amendment to the Maumelle Master Land Use Plan, from “SUR”, (Special
Use Residential) to “COMM”, (Commercial).
Mr. Grummer stated a Staff zoning analysis was preformed, and even though PRD allows
for C-1, the applicant is requesting an increase. Mr. Grummer stated with the current
zoning of PRD a developer could by right propose any allowable C-1 use or even
multifamily up to an R-3 density. Mr. Grummer stated by changing to a C-3 zoning it would
allow for C-1, and C-2 uses but not allow multifamily developments. Mr. Grummer stated
that there had been citizen calls to include 5 against, 2 in favor, and 1 no opinion regarding
the proposed land use and zoning change.
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Sonya Rainey, 208 Marie Jeanne Drive, stated she wanted a safe place to raise her son
and she was not in favor of commercial development in her neighborhood. Mrs. Rainey
stated her desire for a residential neighborhood feel, and that there are other commercial
properties in the area that are not occupied that might be considered by developers.
Jennifer Gunderman, 321 Corondelet, a 23 year resident of Maumelle, stated the new exit
is helping the community, and that there was a Facebook page for “The Quarters”
neighborhood where 25 other citizens voted not in favor of the land use and zoning
change. Mrs. Gunderman stated her views against the proposed land use and zoning
change to include compromising the safety of the citizens, decrease property values, and
lead to greater traffic congestion.
Commissioner Todd stated PRD allows for commercial and multifamily and added the
property is not ideal for residential development and stated the maximum density of R-3 is
35 units per acre that could potentially be 80 apartments in the proposed 2.6-acre parcel.
Commissioner Todd stated there were 36 lots under development, another 52 lots on a
property next to it, another 74 that are soon to be before the Planning Commission for
review, plus in North Little Rock off Kim Drive there are potentially 741 single family
homes.
Mark Redder, applicant’s representative, stated he felt the zoning was transitional and it
would lend to the idea of work, live, and play in Maumelle. Mr. Redder stated the new exit
had changed things for the area, the zoning change would create more revenue for the
City of Maumelle, and that even though traffic has always been an issue for the City there
are improvements being made.
Mr. Grummer stated the property already allows for commercial development however if
the land use and zoning changes were made, the Planning Commission would have more
control over what type of development could be placed on the property. Mr. Grummer
stated the City had hired an engineering firm to perform a traffic study in this area and that
Staff recommended for a “do-pass” recommendation to the Maumelle City Council.
Commissioner Johnson stated he agreed with the Staff recommendation and added this
would also require the approval from the City Council.
Madam City Attorney read the review process from the Maumelle City Code Section 54-79
(7).
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to make a “do-pass” recommendation to the
Maumelle City Council the amendment to the Maumelle Master Land Use Plan, from
“SUR”, (Special Use Residential) to “COMM”, (Commercial).
Commissioner Todd seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 favor, 1 absent.
4) Proposed amendment to the Maumelle Master Zoning Map, from “PRD”, (Planned
Residential District) to “C-3”, (Commercial Service)
Mr. Grummer stated the Staff comments were the same from the previous agenda item.
MOTION: Commissioner Todd made a motion make a “do-pass” recommendation to the
Maumelle City Council the amendment to the Maumelle Master Zoning Map, from “PRD”,
(Planned Residential District) to “C-3”, (Commercial Service)
Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 favor, 1 not in
favor, and 1 absent.
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PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED AT 7:24 pm.
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS
 February 3, 2020 – Commissioner Fisher stated there were no items pertaining
to the Planning Commission.
 February 18, 2020 Tuesday – Chairman Gershner stated there was the
reappointment of Commissioners Fisher and Smith.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
Mr. Grummer made a statement in honor of the recently deceased Jim Narey Director of Planning
and Zoning for 17 years and his service to the City of Maumelle.

MOTION: Commissioner Todd made a motion to adjourn.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed, 6 in favor, 1 absent.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:35pm.
Approved:
_______________________________
Chairman David Gershner, March 26, 2020
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AGENDA ITEM

2-4
CYPRESS COLD
STORAGE

CYPRESS COLD STORAGE SITE PLAN & COMM.BLDG CHECKLIST
Complies

Does Not
Comply

APPLICATION PROVISIONS
X

Paid site plan review fee.

X

Site Plan Review Application

X

Proof of a public notice being published one (1) time seven (7) days prior to the Planning
Commission’s public meeting.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
X

1 A site plan is to be submitted on white paper no larger than twenty-four (24) inches by thirty six (36)
inches, and no smaller than twelve (12) inches by twenty-four (24) inches, including:

X

2 Graphic scale.

X

3 Proposed lot lines if applicable

X

4 Existing and proposed vehicular and pedestrian circulation systems including streets, alleys,
walkways, service areas and loading street parking areas and all points of vehicular ingress and
egress.

X

5 Proposed perimeter treatment of the property, indicating screening materials to be used including
fences, walls, and plant materials.

X

6

X

7 Location and dimension of all existing and proposed utility drainage, and street easements and all
existing public improvements within the site.

X

8 Proposed location of structures and structural dimensions, dimension of distances between buildings,
and distances from structures to property lines.

Schematic landscape plan showing proposed treatment of the areas designated as private common
open space.

DRAINAGE PROVISIONS
X

9 Engineering drawings with pertinent location, dimensions and capacity of surface drainage in
conformance with at least the minimum requirements of the City's subdivision Regulation Ordinance
Sec. 70-139. - Storm drainage.

X

9.a Every residential, commercial and industrial subdivision shall make adequate plans and provisions to
accommodate, control and dispose of stormwater by means of drains, sewers, catch basins, culverts,
detention facilities and other facilities as deemed necessary by the planning and zoning department,
public works department and the city engineer, and as required by city ordinance.

X

9.b Facilities for storm drainage and detention of stormwater shall be designed and constructed so as to
maintain the rate of stormwater runoff onto adjoining property or downstream systems to that which
existed prior to the development.

X

9.c On-site detention facilities or other appropriate and approved means to control the increased runoff
from development, based on a one in ten-year storm design frequency shall be incorporated into the
subdivision drainage plans. Except in single-family detached residential development, on-site
detention facilities shall be maintained by the subdivider, owner of record or property owners
association.

X

9.d Stormwater may not be diverted from one major watershed to another.

X

9.e If any area or lot is within a designated floodplain or floodway, the final plat shall have a floodplain
statement indicating the panel number, date and 100-year floodplain contour and/or floodway limit
of the flood insurance rate map (FIRM) applicable to the area. Floodways, as defined by the current
FIRM, or as modified by a detailed engineering analysis accepted by the Army Corps of Engineers,
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and city staff, shall be either designated on the
plat as a drainage easement, or at the option of the landowner, dedicated to the public.
X

9.f Facilities for storm drainage shall be of adequate capacity, and designed in accordance with not less
than a one in ten-year storm design frequency for single-family detached residential subdivisions,
and one in 25-year storm design frequency in multifamily, commercial and industrial subdivisions
(except in the city center commercial area, where one in 50-year design will be used).

X

9.g A professional engineer licensed in the state shall prepare all such calculations. Provisions shall be
made for stormwater emergency overflow in subdivisions having enclosed systems. This system shall
be an aboveground system consisting of swales or other drainage mechanisms with the capacity to

carry excess water, to an approved drainage facility, not carried by the underground system. This
system shall have the capacity for a one in 100-year storm design frequency.
X

9.h In determining a drainage plan for a development, the project engineer shall assume a fully
developed watershed in calculating the stormwater runoff. The engineer shall refer to city zoning
maps to determine the classification of development planned for the undeveloped area in determining
a "C" factor. The minimum runoff coefficient ("C" factor) for single-family detached residential
areas is 0.50.

X

9.i All open drainage ditches shall conform to the requirements of the master drainage facilities plan,
and section 70-141 for open ditches in industrial subdivisions when the ditch is within the street rightof-way. Open drainage ditches along lot lines of residential property shall not be permitted unless
approved by city staff, and only then in extraordinary circumstances.

X

9.j The minimum allowable pipe size shall be 18 inches in diameter unless otherwise approved by the
director of the department of public works or the city engineer. Reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) shall
be a minimum type III classification and shall be used for all drainage facilities at street crossings.
Coated metal pipe (CMP), high-density polyethylene (HDPE) and reinforced concrete pipe (RCP)
may be used in underground drainage facilities which are not located at a street crossing.

X

9.k No head water or head pressure will be allowed in determining flow capacity of pipe culverts and
box culverts that may cause a flooding condition. All pipe culverts and box culverts shall have
concrete headwalls at the inlet and outlet ends or flared end sections with concrete paved or grouted
riprap slope protection.

X

10 Statement of proposed use of land and structures.

X

11 A topographical cross section map of the site and the location of the 100 year flood elevation if
involved on the parcel of land. Quantitative data including the following information:

X

12 Parcel size.

X

13 Proposed building coverage of principal and accessory buildings.

X

14 Proposed floor area of principal and accessory buildings.

X

15 Proposed number of parking spaces.

X

16 A registered land survey showing the exact property or boundary lines, including a legal description
of the total site(s) proposed for development, including a statement of present ownership.

X

20 The proposed site plan is complete or contains or reveals no violations of applicable zoning
regulations which the applicant has not, after written request, failed or refused to supply or correct.

X

21 The proposed site plan complies with the minimum height and bulk and area or density regulations
applicable to the zoning classification for which the site plan has been requested.

X

22 The proposed site plan does comply with the minimum screening and landscaping requirements of
the City of Maumelle as determined by the Department of Planning and Zoning, Planning
Commission or City Council.

X

23 The proposed site plan does not interfere unnecessarily with easement, road-ways, utilities, and other
public or private rights-of-way.

X

24 The proposed pedestrian and vehicular circulation systems incorporated in the site plan do not
subsequently create hazards to safety on or off the site.
X

X

25 The proposed site plan does conform to the minimum drainage requirements.
26 The proposed site plan does not violate the basic intent of chapter 94 and complies with those
conditions which were stipulated at the time of zoning designation. The purpose set forth in Sec. 942 is to: Promote the health, safety and the general welfare of the citizens of the city; Provide efficient
and economical means for civic development; Secure safety from fire and panic; Control
overcrowding of land; Sec. 94-2 (cont.) Provide adequate light and ventilation; Avoid concentration
of population; and Facilitate ease of provision of transportation, parks, utilities, schools and other
public requirements.

I-1 INDUSTRIAL PARK Sec. 94-411. - Purpose and intent.
The I-1 industrial park district is designed to provide a parklike development for industry with controls based upon industry
performance as well as type. Part of the effectiveness of this control provides for a 50-foot buffer strip along the Maumelle
Boulevard right-of-way, which is now generally tree covered, and if carefully landscaped, tailored and groomed, can allow
occasional glimpses of the facilities beyond, but generally shields the resident and visitor to the city from the industries of the
area. The provisions of this division will provide an efficient operating environment for industries and protect them from the
encroachment of commercial and residential uses adverse to their operation and expansion.

Complies
X

Does Not
Comply

Sec. 94-412. - District restrictions.
27 (a) Hazard restrictions and performance standards. It is the intent of this section to prevent

land or buildings from being used or occupied in any manner to create any dangerous,
injurious, noxious or otherwise objectionable condition related to fire, explosion, radioactivity,
noise or vibration; smoke, dust, odor or other forms of air pollution; electrical or other
disturbance; glare or heat, liquid or solid hazardous wastes or any dangerous or objectionable
elements in a manner or amount to adversely affect the surrounding area.
X

28 (b) Visual restrictions. All permitted uses and accessory activities shall be confined within

completely enclosed buildings with the exception of off-street parking spaces, off-street
loading berths, accessory or fuel storage and employee recreational facilities. In addition, no
goods, equipment, supplies or other materials shall be stored in the open except on the rear
two-thirds of any lot, and then only when such open storage is no higher than six feet and is
fenced with a screening fence at least six feet in height.
X

29 (c) Application. All proposals for development and uses of land and buildings are subject to site

plan review submitted to and approved by the planning commission. In addition, the applicant
shall submit a description of the proposed operation, including machinery, processes and
products. The applicant will include specifications for the mechanisms, techniques and
operations in sufficient detail so that the planning commission can determine or have
determined whether the industrial pursuit meets the criteria of subsections (a) and (b) of this
section.

Sec. 94-413. - Use regulations.
X

30 (a) Permitted uses. Use complies with Permitted uses in the I-1 Industrial Park Zone

Proposed use is:_________________________

Sec. 94-414. - Bulk and area regulations. (a)Required yards and landscaped areas. In the
I-1 district:
X

31 (1) No principal or accessory building, parking area, loading or maneuvering area shall be

located:
a. Less than 15 feet from any lot line.
b. Less than 50 feet from the boundary of any residence lot or from the boundary of any lot
used for an educational institution.
c. Less than the following minimum distances from the street right-of-way line or proposed
street right-of-way of the following types of streets or highways as designated on the
master street plan:
Class II ..... 75 feet
Class III and IV ..... 75 feet
Class V and VI or a private way within the industrial park ..... 50 feet
X

32 (2) The required yards set forth in subsection (a)(1) of this section shall be landscaped in

accordance with a plan approved by the planning commission. Landscaping shall mean the
planting of grass, shrubs, trees and other comparable groundcover. To the maximum extent
possible, driveways within such landscaped areas shall cross the areas by the most direct line;
and all planting screens or walls required shall be located adjacent to parking areas rather than
on the periphery of the lot. Such landscaped areas shall be maintained at all times.
(b) Street access and frontage.
X

33 (1) Each lot shall have a minimum frontage of 100 feet on a street or private way; however, the

planning commission may approve a lesser frontage to a minimum of 60 feet for lots located
on culs-de-sac or on street curves or having other extraordinary characteristics. Vehicular
access shall be permitted only to one of the following types of streets:
a. Class II.
b. Class III or IV.
c. A class V or VI or private way connecting only with class II, III or IV street.

X

34 (2) The designation of any street or highway as to type shall be in conformance with that

shown on the master street plan.
X

35 (c) Building height limit. No building or other freestanding structure shall exceed a height of 50

feet at the building line. Building heights greater than 50 feet must be set back from the
building line at a rate of three feet for each additional one foot of building height. Example: A
building line has a maximum allowable building of 50 feet. If a building height of 55 feet is
required, the new building line would be an additional 15 feet.
X

36 (d) Lot coverage. Not more than 50 percent of the area of the lot may be covered by buildings,

including accessory buildings.
X

37 (e) Spacing between buildings. No building other than an accessory building shall be located

closer to any other building than a distance equal to the height of the higher building, and in
no event less than 30 feet from the other building.
(f) Off-street parking
X

38 (1) Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with the provisions set forth in article IV,

division 3 of this chapter; except that for an industrial or manufacturing establishment or
warehouse or similar use, the minimum requirement shall be one parking space for each 1½
employees, or one for each two employees on combined major and second shifts, and in
addition one visitor parking space for every ten employees; except that the planning
commission may authorize fewer visitor parking spaces if found that a fewer number will be
sufficient for the operation anticipated. In addition to the foregoing, one parking space shall be
provided for each company-owned or leased truck, passenger car or other vehicle located or
principally based on the premises
X

39 (2) No parking spaces may be located within required front yards; except that an area

equivalent to not more than 30 percent of the total area of all required parking spaces may be
located within a required yard for use as parking space for visitors, selected personnel and
minor deliveries. Off-street parking spaces may be grouped in facilities serving more than one
lot or establishment.
X

40 (3) When the lot on which parking spaces are located abuts the rear or side lot line of or is

across the street from any residential land, a wall, fence or evergreen planting shall be
maintained so as to screen substantially the parking lot from view from the nearest residential
property. The screening shall be maintained in good condition at all times. In parking lots of
one acre or more, at least five percent of the area of the parking lot shall be devoted to
landscaping within the interior of the parking area.

Staff Comments:
9.f, 9.g, 9.h., and 25) Comply

Staff Recommendations: Staff recommends for approval contingent upon City Engineer approval of drainage
plans and any further Staff or Commissioner comments.

Scott Grummer
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Payne
Monday, April 20, 2020 9:20 PM
Scott Grummer
Scott Eaton; Tim Bullard; Gerald Ezell
Cypress Cold Storage expansion

Scott,
After reviewing the revised plan for Cypress Cold Storage’s all weather emergency access road, I have no reason for the
project not to move forward.
John W. Payne, EFO
Fire Marshal/ Division Chief
Maumelle Fire Department
2000 Murphy Dr.
Maumelle, Ark. 72113
501-851-1337 Ex. 202
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Scott Grummer
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Payne
Wednesday, April 22, 2020 9:26 AM
Scott Grummer
Scott Eaton; Tim Bullard; Gerald Ezell
Re: Cypress Cold Storage expansion

Mr. Grummer,
After reviewing the correspondence from Baker Refrigeration Systems contained in the Planning and Zoning package for
the month of April, I have the following comments.
1. The original construction of the refrigeration system (2003) was constructed with expansion in the mind of the
original designer.
2. The system will be brought up to the current code.
3. The filling of the additional refrigerant lines will constitute the bulk of added refrigerant.
4. During the operation of Frostyaire and now Cypress Cold Storage since 2003 the fire department has not made any
hazardous material responses dealing with refrigeration leaks.
In summary, I believe the plants refrigeration system will be safer due to the upgrade and will still be operating as it was
originally designed.
John W. Payne
Fire Marshal
Sent from my iPad
On Apr 21, 2020, at 8:07 AM, Scott Grummer <sgrummer@maumelle.org> wrote:
Chief Payne,
Can you provide comments concerning the refrigeration units and upgrades proposed to this project. A
letter was provided in the packet from the refrigerant contractor. Some commissioners mentioned
concerns with the ammonia based system, so any comments you may have would be appreciated.
Thanks
Scott

Scott Grummer
Chief of Staff
<image001.jpg>
550 Edgewood Drive, Suite 590
Maumelle, AR 72113
P: (501) 851-2500
C: (501) 517-7376
F: (501) 851-6738
www.Maumelle.org
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CITY OF MAUMELLE
OFFICE OF THE CITY ENGINEER
Review Comments

Project: Cypress Cold Storage
Project Engineer: White Daters & Associates, Inc.
Date: April 20, 2020
From: Mizan Rahman, P.E., City Engineer
____________________________________________________________________________
My comments are as follows:
General Layout:
Not Applicable
Streets:
Not Applicable
Detention:
1. Underground Detention is provided on the South East corner of the existing
building.
2. Detention and underground storage calculations are included in the submittal.
The computations were prepared by ADS StormTech.
3. The detention volume provided is in conformance with Maumelle ordinance.
Drainage:
Internal drainage is not reviewed.
Lot Drainage:
Not Applicable
Pathway:
Not Applicable
Site Erosion Control:
1. Erosion control plan is not included in the construction set. A plan is required.
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(88,337 SF)

CYPRESS COLD STORAGE LANDSCAPE CHECKLIST
Complies Does Not
Comply
X

1.

Peripheral Coverage
1.

Landscaping strip(s) shall be located between the vehicular use area and the abutting
property lines and shall be at least six (6) feet in width beyond vehicular encroachment. For
small or irregular shaped lots, the Planning Commission may grant a variance to not less than
four (4) feet in width;

X

2.

One tree for each thirty (30) linear feet shall be located in the landscaping strip(s). Where
peripheral landscaping areas abut, the spacing of trees shall be staggered;

X

3.

One shrub for each five (5) linear feet shall be planted in the landscaping strip(s), and
appropriate ground covers, grasses, or earth berm shall complete landscaping in the strip(s);

X

4.

All vehicular use which abuts property zoned residential, or is currently used for residential,
shall have a six (6) foot wall or screen. If the distance between the vehicular use area and the
residential property line is at least fifty (50) feet then a hedge no less than two and one-half
(2 1/2) feet and no more than six (6) feet or a wall or other durable opaque landscape barrier
of no less than four (4) feet and no more than six (6) feet shall be allowed. Any approved wall,
hedge or fence shall extend the entire length of the strip for the purpose of visual
separation. In addition, a minimum of one (1) shrub or vine for each five (5) feet of fence or
wall shall be planted between the barrier and the vehicular use area.

Street Coverage
X

5.

5.

Landscaping strip(s) shall be located between the vehicular use area and abutting right-ofway and shall be at least eight (8) feet in width beyond vehicular encroachment;

6.

Concrete curbing or other approved material shall be provided around the base of each
planter area or landscape strip;

X

7.

A planting screen or durable landscape barrier (30" in height measured from adjacent
vehicular use grade) shall extend the entire length of the landscaping strip(s). Breaks in the
barrier may be incorporated for aesthetic or security purposes. If a barrier is of a non
living material, its height, design and location must be approved by the Commission;

X

8.

One shrub or vine for each five (5) feet of non living durable barrier shall be planted between
the barrier and the vehicular use area. These planters need not be spaced five (5) feet on
center, but rather, except for freestanding specimen plants, may be planted in groupings of
three (3) or less. The remainder of the landscape strip(s)‚ shall be improved with grass,
ground cover, shrubs, or other landscape treatment excluding paving and sand;

X

9.

Trees shall provide an eight (8) foot height limb clearance except multi-trunked species which
shall be so installed and maintained as not to create obstructions to vehicular and/or
pedestrian traffic.

X

Interior Coverage
X

X

10.

Six (6) percent of the interior of a vehicular use area shall be landscaped. Each planter area
shall contain at least eighty (80) square feet, or portion thereof, based on percentage
calculations. Shrubs, ground covers and trees shall be included in each planter area. There
shall be at least one hardwood shade tree in each planter

11.

Concrete curbing or other similar approved materials shall be provided around the base of
each planter area, to separate such area from adjacent contiguous property

X

12.

Industrial yards and compounds used for storing materials, manufactured products,
equipment, truck loading and unloading, may be excluded from interior coverage
requirements.

Irrigation Requirements
X

13.

Automatic irrigation shall be required for all landscaped areas except upon obtaining a
variance from the Planning Commission

Landscape Plan Submission Requirements
X

14.

North Point and scale

X

15.

All dimensions and property lines

16.

Existing and proposed lighting, parking spaces, access aisles, driveways, sidewalks, wheel
stops, curbs, and other vehicular use controls

X

17.

The location of curb cuts on adjacent property, median openings on abutting streets, related
buildings, and adjacent land uses

X

18.

Existing traffic controls, parking meters, utilities, fire hydrants, building exits, and
storm sewers located on public right-of-way abutting the property

X

19.

The location, species and size of all existing isolated trees six (6) inches or more in caliper and
the outline of all tree masses. Significant shrub masses which are to be preserved should be
shown. Trees or tree masses to remain under the proposed development should be
designated as such

X

20. 20.

X

21.

An exterior elevation and a wall section for any decorative screen indicated on the plan

X

22.

Existing and finished grade spot elevations and/or contour lines

23.

Irrigation plan with spray radii.

X

24.

A letter of intent to appear before the Planning Commission including The name, address and
telephone number of the owner, the developer and the designer shall be submitted with the
landscape plan.

X

25.

No tree planting shall be permitted that will conflict with traffic control devices or parking
meters nor be in conflict with fire protection requirements; and no trees shall be planted in
front of required knockout panels, exits, etc. These conditions must exist prior to any permit
being issued by the city.

X

X

The location of all proposed plant materials. The botanical and common names, together
with the quantity, spacing and size of all such materials

Staff Comments:
6, 11, and 16) Comply
13 & 23) Irrigation plan must comply during permitting and inspection process
Staff Recommendations: Staff recommends for approval contingent upon satisfaction of all Staff
and any Commissioner comments.

PLANT_SCHEDULE
TREES

SHRUBS

GROUND COVERS

QTY

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CONT

3

ILEX X ATTENUATA `FOSTERI` / FOSTER`S HOLLY

2" CAL. 8` HT. MIN.

5

LAGERSTROEMIA INDICA / CRAPE MYRTLE

MULTI-TRUNK 6`-8` HT.

9

PINUS ELLIOTTI / SLASH PINE

2"-2 1/2" CAL. 8-10` HT.

QTY

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

SIZE

98

ILEX VOMITORIA `NANA` / DWARF YAUPON

5 GAL. 18" HT. MIN.

QTY

BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME

CONT

19,992 SF

CYNODON DACTYLON / BERMUDA GRASS

SOLID SOD

20,710 SF

ERAGROSTIS CURVULA / WEEPING LOVEGRASS

SEE SEED MIX SCHEDULE
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BAKER REFRIGERATION SYSTEMS, INC.
3931 NORTH ARKANSAS AVENUE
RUSSELLVILLE, AR 72802
(479) 967-9850
Fax: (479) 967-7308
www.baker-ref.com

April 16, 2020
Mr. Scott Grummer
City of Maumelle, AR
Subject: Proposed Refrigeration Changes for Cold Storage Addition at the Maumelle, AR facility
I wanted to put together this letter to hopefully help communicate and summarize the changes that will
have to be made to the existing refrigeration system to accommodate the Cypress Cold Storage
Expansion Project.
The existing refrigeration need is supplied by a 2-stage ammonia system. It includes multiple
compressors, accumulators, evaporators and condensers to support the various temperature and capacity
requirements for this particular warehouse. It is obvious when the original system was designed and
installed that the owner made allowances to accommodate a future expansion. During our initial surveys
of the facility we noticed that there were key valves and structure already in place that will be very
helpful once the expansion project gets underway. Once our design work began we discovered that the
accumulator vessels were significantly oversized for the current capacity requirements which means
they were selected with future expansion in mind as well. With all of this in mind the expansion of this
facility will not require major changes to the existing engine room other than the addition of enough
compressor and condenser capacity to accommodate the additional 85,000 square feet or so of new
refrigerated space. No new ammonia tanks are required for the rooftop or outside of the facility. One
new accumulator will be added to the existing engine room to help gain a more efficient operation and
will be located inside and adjacent to the existing original accumulators. The new holding freezer, cooler
and dock spaces will be refrigerated using a combination of penthouse and ceiling hung evaporators.
They will be connected to the engine room equipment by simply extending the existing piping system on
the roof over to the expansion once it’s in place.
The original facility was designed and built in 2003 and has undergone very little change since its
original installation. Although the system has been maintained some of the components that control and
monitor the operation of the system are no longer available for replacement by their particular
manufacturers. This situation can make repairs difficult at times because replacement parts are not
available. Within this expansion Cypress plans to bring all of these control systems up to the current
safety standards. Enhancements will be made to the ammonia detection system, ventilation system,
equipment monitoring and control systems and safety relief systems. Ammonia refrigeration systems
design and installation are governed by a stringent set of codes and standards. We have summarized the
codes and standards that are applicable for the Cypress Expansion Project in the following list.
The following codes and standards (most current edition) are used for design and installation:



ANSI/IIAR 2 – Standard for Safe Design of Closed-Circuit Ammonia Refrigerating Systems
ANSI/IIAR 4 – Installation of Closed-Circuit Ammonia Refrigerating Systems
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BAKER REFRIGERATION SYSTEMS, INC.
3931 NORTH ARKANSAS AVENUE
RUSSELLVILLE, AR 72802
(479) 967-9850
Fax: (479) 967-7308
www.baker-ref.com







ANSI/ASHRAE 15 - Safety Standard for Refrigeration Systems
ASHRAE RP-185 - Refrigerant Line Sizing
ASME B31.5 - Refrigeration Piping and Heat Transfer Components
ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code – Section VIII, Division 1 & Section IX
IIAR - Ammonia Refrigeration Piping Handbook

Materials of Construction
All refrigerant equipment, pipe, fittings, valves and other system components provided are of the best
quality and are designed and rated for the duty for which they will serve. All piping and welds are
coated to inhibit rust formation. All insulation materials employed are consistent with industry
standards and are installed using generally-accepted procedures.
Welding
All welders are rigorously tested and certified by Baker Refrigeration's on-staff inspector, who is
certified by the American Welding Institute. All welds are performed according to the codes and
procedures set forth in Section IX of the ASME Boiler and Pressure Vessel Code. Procedure
Qualification Records (PQR), Welding Procedure Specifications (WPS), and Welding Operator
Qualification Tests (WPQ) are included in our standard contractor’s information package, provided for
all contract jobs or on request.
Safety
Baker Refrigeration’s safety department stays informed on all codes applicable to the types of work we
perform and coordinates employee safety training. This ensures that our field employees work in a safe
and professional manner. Written copies of the safety programs employed by Baker Refrigeration are
available upon request.
I hope the information contained in this letter is helpful. If there are any questions that I might be able to
help answer please feel free to reach out to me any time.

Best RegardsBrent Bartlett
Vice President / Engineering
Baker Refrigeration Systems, Inc.
M: 479-964-2618

Page 2 of 2

LEFT BLANK
ON PURPOSE

AGENDA ITEM
5-6
CYPRESS COLD
STORAGE

ZONING/LAND USE ANALYSIS: MAUMELLE WATER TREATMENT PLANT
DEMAND: This is a Re-submission by the applicant (previously pulled from agenda in 2018) to
re-zone from Open Space (O-S) to Planned Residential Development (PRD), and a Land Use
Change from Open Space (O-S) to Special Use Residential (SUR).
CONFORMANCE WITH MUNICIPAL PLANS: Request is reasonable.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: The Property has been cleared of most structures used for the
previous use as a Water Treatment Plant, including holding ponds. Per the applicant, a Phase I
Environmental Study has been performed, indicating no contamination. Property is located in
the middle of an Open-Space Land Use area Private Golf Course.
NEIGHBORHOOD POSITION: As of 4/17/2020, there were two public comments: 1 For, and 1
Apprehensive. The Apprehensive comment came from the Maumelle Country Club, concerning
impacts to the Golf Course operations. The favorable comment was interest in additional
housing around the golf course.
PUBLIC SERVICES: An increase in traffic is anticipated if developed for the proposed residential
use. Future developers would be required to upgrade public access to meet Fire, Sanitation
and Street Standards.
PUBLIC FINANCES: New Maumelle residences would bring additional tax revenue to the City of
Maumelle and the Pulaski County Special School District. Additional residences would also
generate more business for shops, restaurants, and local businesses.
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/REASONABLENESS: Existing Access Easement connects the subject
property to Public right of way approximately 1000 feet away, running across Maumelle
Country Club. Potential updates to Access Easements or ROW dedication may be needed, as
well as Bill of Assurance coordination for future maintenance responsibilities between parties.
Request is Reasonable.
QUALITY CONTROLS: Fire Code compliance is set by the Fire Marshall and any development
plans for the site would require Planning Commission and City Council approval. In addition, the
size of the development will be limited due to the size and type of future proposed road
improvement to support the development, which will require coordination with Maumelle
Country Club.
TRAFFIC AND STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY: Previous use as a Water Treatment Plant had light
commercial traffic usage. Current Private Access Easement to the property is 50’. The current
built road width varies from 18’ to 24’ until it reaches Public ROW approximately 1000’ from
the subject property. Access to the property exceeds the 750’ minimum for private streets, so a
variance from Planning Commission may be needed as part of any future improvement to the
property if the road will be private. An increase in traffic is anticipated with future
development. The amount of increase will be dependent upon the density of the development,
which development would limited to six (6) units per acre or below if access remains a private
access easement (Sec. 70-132(a)(4)). Additional requirements may be imposed by the Planning
Commission for road improvements during future development applications. For residential

density greater than six (6) units per acre, road improvements for the access easement could
require upgrade to Collector Standards (Sec. 70-132(a)(4)), unless otherwise approved by
Planning Commission. Road improvements would require speed mitigation strategies to limit
conflicts with golf course cart and pedestrian traffic.
ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY: The applicant is requesting to change the Land Use from Open
Space (O-S) to Special Use Residential (SUR), and rezone the property from O-S to PRD. The
applicant has a buyer interested in developing a residential development, contingent upon
successful rezoning. The subject property is surrounded by O-S zoning with scattered residential
having Single Family to Multi-Family Land Uses, and some SUR. These scattered site residential
areas have densities ranging from 5 to 7 units per acre, and would be considered comparable
type developments to what has been suggested by the applicants buyer. The applicant and City
met with representatives from Maumelle Country Club (MCC) at the site. MCC raised concerns
to impacts on their operations as well as safety to pedestrian and cart traffic. They were not
opposed to a residential use, but wanted to know more about how the road would be
improved. The applicant was willing to work with the MCC representatives to figure out
possible scenarios for the road improvement, but prefer to work out those details during
development review processes. MCC representatives were unwilling to state whether they
would or would not support a land use and zoning change.
The applicant has indicated the current zoning is affecting their ability to sell the property.
Furthermore, the applicant’s buyer has stated they are limited in the amount of investment
they wish to invest in designs without support for a Land Use and Zoning change on the
property. If re-zoned, all future development would require both Planning Commission and City
Council approval based on a PRD Zone. In addition, the Access Easement is located on MCC
property, and would be a shared use, so any improvements would require collaboration for
future maintenance between the parties. Preliminary review of the access appears that
sufficient upgrades could be made within the current access easement to accommodate a
private drive capable of low density development, on the subject property, but further detail in
the form of Engineering drawings would be needed to determine compliance with city and fire
code.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends for a “do-pass” recommendation to the
Maumelle City Council.
ZONING SUMMARY
OWNER:
APPLICANT: Central Arkansas Water
REQUEST: To rezone a property from “OS” (Open Space) to “PRD” (Planned residential district)
PURPOSE: To accommodate single family housing development with less than 30 units.
EXISITING ZONING: “OS” (Open Space)
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Refer to Survey filed
LOCATION: 100 Club Manor Drive in Maumelle AR
SITE CHARACTERISTICS:

EXISITING LAND USE: “OS” (Open Space)
ABUTTING LAND USE AND ZONING:
NORTH: Land Use: “OS” (Open Space)
Zoning: “OS” (Open Space)
SOUTH: Land Use: “OS” (Open Space)
Zoning: “OS” (Open Space)
EAST: Land Use: “OS” (Open Space)
Zoning: “OS” (Open Space)
WEST: Land Use: “OS” (Open Space)
Zoning: “OS” (Open Space)
ZONING HISTORY: This is the 2nd zoning request on file. This rezoning was previously on the
Maumelle Planning Commission agenda in October of 2018, but removed due to concerns
related to the residual improvements on the tract from the former operation of the water plant.
These improvements have been made and a Phase I environmental assessment has been
performed showing no contamination.
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April 16, 2020

Mark A. Bingman
RPM Group
1501 N. University Ave - Ste 800
Little Rock, AR 72207
By email to mbingman@rpmgroup.com
Re: Easement for former Maumelle water treatment plant site
Dear Mark:
Thank you for your phone call yesterday about questions raised about the easement for the
former Maumelle water treatment plant site. The first question concerns the propriety of
Central Arkansas Water (“CAW”) as a transferee of that easement. The second question
concerns the extent to which the easement may be used. I am glad you called, and I am
pleased to provide a response to each question.
Regarding the question about the propriety of CAW as an appropriate transferee of the
easement, permit me first to provide background. In 1976, Maumelle New Town Water and
Sewer Suburban Improvement District No. 306 (“No. 306”) received the easement as
grantee. The easement instrument, which I am enclosing, provided ingress and egress to and
from the treatment plant site “for [the] District, its successors, assigns, employees, servants,
agents and contractors.” In 1979, Maumelle Suburban Improvement District No. 500 (“No.
500”) received as transferee the assets of No. 306 including title to real property interests
that it owned. In 2016, CAW received as transferee the assets of No. 500, which at the time
conducted business under the name “Maumelle Water Management,” including title to the
real property interests that No. 500 owned in the consolidation of No. 500 and CAW.
Arkansas law makes clear that a grantor’s explicit extension of an easement not only to a
grantee but to the grantee’s “assigns” causes the easement to transfer to future transferees
of the real property served by the easement. See Osborn v. Tennison, 2014 Ark. App. 175, 434
S.W.3d 1 (2014). In the law, this occurrence is commonly known as an easement’s “running
with the land.” Notably, the easement instrument states that it “shall not terminate and shall
run with the land.” Given Arkansas law and the use of clear language in the 1976 easement,
the 1976 easement properly transferred to No. 500 in 1979 and thereafter to CAW in 2016.
CAW is the lawful and rightful owner of the easement.

Mark Bingman
April 16, 2020
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Regarding the question about the extent to which the easement may be used, CAW relies on
an Arkansas case that involved very similar circumstances to the current situation: Bishop v.
City of Fayetteville, 81 Ark. App. 1, 97 S.W.3d 913 (2003). In Bishop, a landowner granted an
easement to the water department of the City of Fayetteville to permit access to its water
facility. Id. at 4, 916. In part, the easement instrument permitted ingress and egress to the
City of Fayetteville’s real property “for the purpose of constructing, inspecting, maintaining
and repairing said lines, manholes, driveway and appurtenances of Grantee above described,
and the removal, renewal and enlargement of such at will, in whole or in part.” Id. at 5, 916.
Thereafter, the City of Fayetteville began using its real property for purposes that the grantee
believed exceeded this scope, and the grantee sued the City of Fayetteville. Id. at 5, 917. The
trial court, however, found that the easement instrument’s scope included the additional
activities. Id. at 6, 917. The Court of Appeals affirmed. Id. at 10, 920.
The current situation involving the Maumelle easement is even more simple and
straightforward than Bishop. The Bishop easement instrument involved clear restrictions,
and, although the court found that the restrictions permitted the City of Fayetteville’s
activities, it nonetheless had to resolve arguments about the extent of those limitations. The
easement instrument in the current situation, however, includes no language that limits use
whatsoever. Furthermore, Arkansas courts will not imply terms in an easement instrument
in the absence of an ambiguity. Id. at 8, 918. See also VanMatre v. Davenport, 2017 Ark. App.
703, 5, 537 S.W.3d 287, 290 (“We will not resort to rules of construction when a deed is clear
and contains no ambiguities.”), citing Barton Land Servs., Inc. v. SEECO, Inc., 2013 Ark. 231,
428 S.W.3d 430. Therefore, CAW or its assignee’s may use and access the easement to the
water treatment plant site for the currently contemplated purpose.
Thank you for all of your help with this important undertaking. Please let me know if you
have additional questions.
Sincerely,

David E. Johnson
General Counsel
DJ/
Enclosure

