Agenda
Maumelle Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
SEPTEMBER 23, 2021; 6:30 pm
City Hall – Council Chambers, 550 Edgewood Drive, Maumelle, AR
72113
Call to order

Announcements
Staff Level Reviews and Recorded Plats
Approval of minutes
Public comments on non-agenda items
Open of public hearing

OLD BUSINESS
1) Code Amendment
 Amend 94-102 (Architectural Materials, C-4 in Commercial Building Design)
Location: 550 Edgewood Dr
City of Maumelle, Applicant Representative

NEW BUSINESS
2) Old Water Treatment Facility (MCC)
 Proposed Rezoning from PRD to PCD
 Proposed Land Use Amendment SUR to SU
Location: 99 Club Manor Dr (behind Maumelle CC Main Building)
Holloway Engineering, Applicant Representative
3) FontainBleau Centre
 Request for Waiver regarding Sec. 70-132(a)(4)
i. Filed Plat Attached – No Action required.
 Proposed Preliminary Development Plan
 Proposed Landscape Plan
 Proposed Commercial Building Design
Location: 221 Country Club Pkwy
Holloway Engineering, Applicant Representative
Close Public Hearing
City Council Liaison Reports
September 7 (TUES) – Commissioner Smith

September 20 – Commissioner Fisher

City Council Liaisons for October:
October 4 – Commissioner Gershner

October 18 – Commissioner Wnek

Adjournment

MINUTES
REGULAR MEETING
CITY OF MAUMELLE PLANNING COMMISSION
AUGUST 26, 2021; 6:30 PM
CITY HALL
COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT
Mike Fisher
Mary Wnek
Scott Smith
Hall Ramsey
David Gershner
Craig Johnson
COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT
Darrell Stephens
STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT

Lydia Dreher, Planning & Permits Technician
Melissa Krebs, City Attorney
Scott Grummer, Director Planning & Permits Dept.
Jason Lyon, Planner II
Chairman Gershner called the meeting of the Maumelle Planning Commission to order at 6:30 PM
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Scott Grummer welcomed Commissioner Mary Wnek to the Planning Commission, and stated there
were no staff level reviews and recorded plats for the prior month to report on. He provided an update
with the ongoing review of the Master Land Use Plan, with public comment happening in the month of
September and staff level recommendations of possible ordinance amendments following September.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
Chairman Gershner asked for comments and/or changes to the July 2021 minutes as submitted.
MOTION:

Commissioner Fisher made a motion to approve the minutes as presented.

Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
PUBLIC COMMENT
There were no public comment on non-agenda items.
Chairman Gershner opened the public hearing at 6:33 P.M.
1|Page

OLD BUSINESS
Chairman Gershner stated that the second item on the agenda in new business may have an impact
on the old business item, so he asked if the commissioners wished to amend the agenda or hear item
2 on the agenda out of order.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to consider item 2 of the agenda first.
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Chairman Gershner brought forth Agenda Item 2 for consideration
Chairman Gershner Convened the Board of Zoning Adjustments
NEW BUSINESS

2) Harris and Pfeifer Addition
Location: Commercial Park Dr
Holloway Engineering, Applicant Representative
a) Proposed Variance Request to Section 94-4
Mr. Grummer stated he would comment on both agenda items 1 and 2 to provide context. He stated
the revised plat is a combined preliminary of two previously approved preliminary plats, being Harris
Addition and Pfeifer Addition approved in the April and May 2021 Commission meetings, with the
purpose of the combined being to delineate the correct right of way for Commercial Park Drive that
was dedicated to the City in 2004 by ordinance 547. He stated the applicant was also seeking a
Variance to Sec. 94-4 to allow clearing and grading of Lot 1 & 2, Block 3, previously Pfeifer Addition,
in order to use this fill material in Blocks 1 & 2, previously Harris Addition. Mr. Grummer stated this
would reduce the transport of this material on the Boulevard, and thus reduce impacts to the City. Mr.
Grummer stated that staff agree this situation is unique to the individual property under consideration,
and that strict enforcement of this chapter would cause undue hardship on the owner/developer, as is
described in Sec. 94-66 part (2), under Board of Zoning Adjustment Functions. He stated that the
Commissioners were provided a copy of the code section, and that Commissioners may impose
conditions in granting the variance to ensure compliance and to protect adjacent property.
Mr. Grummer stated Commissioners were provided a list of (5) five staff recommended conditions to
be added to the Notes section of the Preliminary Plat for the Harris and Pfeifer Addition in granting of
the variance, which he offered to expound upon if needed. He stated all public notification
requirements were met, and (1) one public comment came in requesting that if approved, whether the
grading on the Pfeifer side could be limited to only the amount needed for the Harris side.
Mr. Grummer stated staff recommends approval of the Variance contingent on any further staff, City
Engineer and Planning Commissioner comments.
Chairman Gershner called up a Public Comment on this item.
Steve Mosley, 16 Riverwood Place, stated he has always been concerned with the tree canopy in
Maumelle, to preserve until a builder is ready to build. He stated he sponsored a Timber Management
Plan ordinance which would cause any removal in mass of trees to have to go before the Planning
Commission and City Council. He stated this variance would allow them to bypass the Timber
Management plan, and requested the Commissioners be careful in granting, as not to set a
precedence for other developments. He stated since only two Commissioners were present at the
sub-committee that they consider holding off until the following month, otherwise if they do consider to
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approve, he asked if the commission would leave the north and south side of the property untouched
to preserve the aesthetics.
Mr. Grummer reminded commissioners to look in their packets or in front of them for the staff
recommended conditions with the variance.
Mr. Roy Andrews, Holloway Engineering and applicant Ron Harris 6309 Southwind Dr., North Little
Rock came forward. Mr. Andrews stated this is a unique situation in that the owner owns both
properties and are directly across the street from each other. They are estimating 60,000 cubic yards
of fill material needed on the Harris side, which would equate to approximately 4500 truckloads,
which is approximately how much is available on the Pfeifer side that would need hauled out when
that property is ready to develop. He stated being able to use the material across the street would
prevent over 9000 dump truck loads of dirt going up and down the Boulevard for these two projects.
Commissioner Smith asked if they had any appropriations for the loads crossing Commercial Park
Drive. Mr. Andrews stated they would provide (1) one road for both directions to minimize
construction traffic and impacts.
Commissioner Johnson stated Commercial Park Drive would have to be dedicated, and Mr. Grummer
clarified that the road is already dedicated, and there is a staff note requiring this correction on the
plat, being the next agenda item.
Commissioner Johnson asked the applicant if he had done enough work to know what his cut to
balance is, and whether they would be in a surplus or deficit with material, as well as how this effects
leaving buffers as described in the previously approved plats. Mr. Andrews stated he has not yet
calculated the cut to balance. Mr. Andrews stated he believes it is about even, but they have not done
the full geotech yet. He also stated he is anticipating areas of undercut required on the Harris side
due to low lying swampy areas.
Commissioner Johnson asked about buffers on the Boulevard side and Industrial side, and whether it
was their intent not to disturb areas along these two sides in order to provide the intended buffers,
since they show the cut lines for fill along the entire eastern side of the property, which would take
those buffers away. Mr. Andrews stated staff recommended not to leave vertical cuts, and after
determining the amount of material needed, that to leave the buffers would require vertical cuts be
left.
Commissioner Fisher asked if both lots on the Pfeifer side would require leveling, and Mr. Andrews
affirmed they would need to grade both lots to get sufficient material, as there is not a lot of take from
the center, but mostly from the south and north due to slopes. Commissioner Fisher asked if they
planned on vegetating the property after the grading, and Mr. Andrews affirmed that everything they
disturb will have to be re-vegetate per ADEQ requirements, and Commissioner Smith affirmed that
ADEQ requires vegetation within 2 weeks of completion.
Commissioner Wnek asked how long it will take to restore the vegetation and whether they
considered the Timber Management Plan in their evaluation. Mr. Andrews stated they did consider
the Timber Management Plan, but to achieve the required 75 foot buffer of that plan, would require
leaving vertical cuts in the front and back, basically digging a pit. Commissioner Johnson stated
digging a pit were only if they were trying to go to balance, and if they could reduce how much they
take and truck the balance in from elsewhere. Mr. Andrews affirmed they could truck the balance in.
Commissioner Wnek stated the concern of taking material just to have to rebuild, then vegetate and it
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sit there long term undeveloped. She asked if the re-vegetation was with trees or simply just for
erosion control, and Mr. Andrews affirmed erosion control.
Chairman Gershner asked if they looked into the efforts required to remove all the vegetation required
to get to the dirt. Mr. Andrews stated they have not looked at that yet, but that would have to happen
regardless of when the grading happens, and per comments from staff would likely require hauling
rather than burning due to proximity to surrounding areas. Mr. Harris stated they do not feel they are
setting precedent due to the nature, ownership and location of the developments.
Chairman Gershner asked if the pending rezoning requests will have any impact on whether this
needs to moves forward or not, and Mr. Andrews said no.
Commissioner Johnson asked if this revision was a modification to the approved preliminary
development plan, and Mr. Grummer stated no, that it was only combining the two plats into one
development with Lots and Blocks, but the development plan stays intact. Commissioner Johnson
stated his concern is he does not want a borrow pit operation, and asked what prevents them from
changing this at some time in the future allowing them to continue using as a borrow pit. Mr.
Grummer referred the Commission to the list of staff recommended conditions, and suggested the
Commission add any conditions they wish. Mr. Grummer stated the list of conditions as follows:
1. Lot 1 & Lot 2 of Block 3 Grading allowed per approved Variance to Sec. 94-4 on 8/26/2021.
2. Final Development Plan and Plat must be approved prior to any Grading and Excavation on
Block 1 and Block 2.
3. Final Plat must be approved and Filed for Lot 1 and Lot 2, Block 3, prior to any Grading or
Excavation work.
4. An Approved Grading, Drainage and SWPPP Plan by City Engineer required prior to any
construction activity taking place on all Blocks.
5. All finish grades on Lot 1 & Lot 2 of Block 3 must be sloped with no visible cuts, and if a Site
Plan has not been submitted for review and approval prior to completion of grading work, all
graded areas must have all topsoils restored, and reseeded to control erosion, at a minimum.
Mr. Grummer added staff concerns over the impacts of having so many trucks running up and down
the Boulevard impacting infrastructure and causing inconvenience to citizens. He also stated staff did
look at using the Timber Management Plan as a means to regulate, but as mentioned, the 75 foot
buffer requirement would have caused significant vertical cuts to be left creating a bowl effect.
Commissioner Johnson said a scar on the side of a hill is long term, and referred to the hillside
behind Christian Brothers. He asked whether this would be developed in Phases, and whether they
intended to take just half the dirt or all at one time. Mr. Andrews stated that they would start from the
front and work their way back, and it would be prudent to take it all at once.
Commissioner Fisher asked about condition 5 whether they would need to haul topsoil in to restore,
and Mr. Andrews stated they would push the topsoil off, and spread it back out. Commissioner
Johnson asked if they could provide a 25 foot buffer all the way around the property, inclusive of Lot 2
Block 3, and Lot 1 Block 3, and have two to three outlets to move the dirt, while having a continuous
screen all the way around. Mr. Andrews stated that would limit the amount of fill they could bring out.
Commissioner Fisher stated this property has been ongoing all year, had once shown a site plan with
Apartments. Mr. Harris said that was just a rendering of what possibly could happen, but is not
definite. He also said they could do a 25 foot buffer if needed.
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Mr. Grummer clarified that one of the staff recommended conditions to be placed on the preliminary
plat includes the requirement of a final development plan must be approved on Block 1 and 2 prior to
any Grading and Excavation work on those Blocks and an approved Grading, Drainage and SWPPP
plan must be approved prior to grading and excavation on any. He stated the Final plan can’t happen
until after the Civil Plans are complete, so the Harris side will be shovel ready by the time they are
able to grade.
Mr. Harris also said there is an economic benefit to reducing lot prices by reducing the cost through
not having to truck material in. Mr. Fisher state he understands the benefit, but concerned about how
the Pfeifer side will look in the long term. Mr. Andrews stated it is not cost effective to leave the lot
unfinished, so their goal will be to pull the fill out, and re-vegetate the Pfeifer side as soon as the dirt
contractor is finishing up, utilizing his larger equipment while they can. He stated they would not have
the means to finish grade otherwise, so the re-vegetation will happen as soon as the dirt work is done
on the Harris side.
Commissioner Johnson asked staff if the current owner cuts the land down, then decides to sell the
property, would the owner be able to develop what they want that is by right in that zone, and Mr.
Grummer affirmed.
Commissioner Johnson stated he could live with it if a temporary 25 foot buffer/screen around both
lots, Harris and Pfeifer, were to be added to the preliminary plat as a condition of approval of the
variance, so it will transfer with ownership transfer. He clarified the following condition to be added as
a Commissioner comment to approval of the variance: No disturbance in the buffer/screen area
around the perimeter. No excavation activity to happen until Orange fencing is placed to protect the
25 foot buffer from disturbance. Mr. Andrews asked if the buffer requirement were just along the lot
lines abutting streets, or to include lot lines between lots. He stated to do that would create a bowl
effect. Commissioner Johnson agreed and asked for staff’s recommendation. Mr. Grummer stated he
could not see how they could preserve a buffer between lots without leaving vertical cuts and creating
a bowl effect. Commissioner Johnson understood, and conceded to the temporary buffer/screen
being only on the perimeter being the west, east and south boundary of lot 1 block 3 and west, north
and east boundary of lot 2 block 3. Commissioner Ramsey agreed that if a buffer were placed in
between the two lots, it would make it impossible to drain.
Commissioner Johnson stated the condition needs to be added to the plat: Only up to three entrances
allowed to lot 1 and 2 block 3 for removing fill.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to approve the Variance Request to Sec. 94-4 to
allow grading without a building permit on Lot 1 & Lot 2 of Block 3 of Harris and Pfeifer Addition
Preliminary Plat, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner
Comments.
Commissioner Ramsey seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Chairman Gershner closed the Board of Zoning Adjustment at 7:15 pm and reconvened the Planning
Commissioner
Chairman Gershner brought forth Agenda item 1.

1) Harris and Pfeifer Addition
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Location: Commercial Park Dr
Holloway Engineering, Applicant Representative
a) Revised Preliminary Plat
Mr. Grummer stated there was a checklist provided to Commissioners, and the purpose of the revised
preliminary plat was to delineate the right of way for Commercial Park Drive as well as being able to
apply for a Variance to Sec. 94-4 for Block 3 of the revised plat. He stated some of the checklist items
included showing the proper alley access easement on Block 1, Drainage easement on the south
side next to Commercial Park Drive needs to be better shown, relabeling the 70’ Access & Utility
Easement to a 70’ Right of Way per ordinance 547, and add the appropriate conditions to plat notes
per approval of the Variance.
Mr. Grummer stated staff recommends approval of the revised preliminary plat for Harris and Pfeifer
addition, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Johnson asked for clarification that no plat exists showing that dedicated right of way
for Commercial Park Drive, but an ordinance was recorded, so this revised plat will show the right of
way to clean that up. City Attorney Krebs affirmed, stating that if the map exists, they do not have it.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to approve the Revised Preliminary Plat for Harris
and Pfeifer Addition, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner
Comments.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Commissioner Gershner brought forth Agenda Item 3.

3) Centerpoint Training Facility
Location: 101 Bringler Dr
Baldwin Shell, Applicant Representative
Mr. Grummer stated the applicant submitted a building permit for the purpose of remodeling an
industrial building located on Bringler Drive, fronting Maumelle Boulevard. The initial application did
not trigger site plan review, but as the project progressed, additional requests were made to include
the addition of a perimeter fence for security reasons, and the installation of minor drainage
improvements on the site. He stated upon review by the Planning Director and discussion with the
City Engineer, it was determined that the drainage improvement was minor in nature, but the location
for the drain caused a reduction in the natural screen of the building. This work was shown not to be
in the required 50’ Natural Buffer between the building and Maumelle Boulevard, but increased the
visibility to the building when added with other site improvements along the corner and down Bringler
Drive. With the addition of the proposed security fence, staff triggered a requirement for an amended
Landscape Plan to the site, in order to accommodate these changes and in keeping with Sec. 94-411
of Division 4 – Industrial Park District. Mr. Grummer stated as noted n Sec. 114-14(e), Quasi-public
utility storage yards in the industrial park are excluded from the requirements of the fence ordinance,
and “a metal-type fence shall be deemed to comply, and shall not constitute a violation, if the fence is
vinyl-coated. He stated the code speaks to a minimum fence setback of 25 feet when abutting
residential property lines, but this property does not directly abut a residential property line, thus the
25 foot requirement does not apply. Mr. Grummer stated staff denied the fence due to the nature of
design needed to be considered with an approved Landscape Plan in keeping with the intent of Sec.
94-411 and its proximity to Maumelle Boulevard.
Mr. Grummer stated staff considers the “Powder Coat” black color to be comparable to “Vinyl Coat”
from a visual standpoint, and considers the design of the security fence, with its opaque nature and
6|Page

black color to comply with the broad description in the ordinance of “metal-type”. He further stated,
the exclusion does not state limits on fence height, which fences in the Industrial Park tend to be taller
due to the security needs of facilities. Mr. Grummer stated the combination of the fence and proposed
landscape apprears to be complimentary to one another, and appears to provide a significant
improvement over the previous landscaping. He stated staff feels the existing Natural Buffer of 50 feet
along the Boulevard when added to the proposed improvements together meet the intent of Section
94-411 providing a “carefully landscaped, tailored and groomed” environment, and “generally shields
the resident and visitor to the city from the industries”.
Mr. Grummer stated all public notification requirements were met, and no public comments were
received. He stated staff recommends approval of the proposed landscape plan to include approval of
the variance to Section 14-114 (e) to allow the proposed security fence as designed, contingent on
any further staff, city engineer and planning commissioner comments.
Mr. Grummer stated the applicant has worked very well to create a landscape plan that would be
complimentary to the proposed security fence. He also stated the facility is to be used by Centerpoint
Entergy for training and emergency response, which means they will have valuable equipment stored
on the premises, so the security fence is warranted.
Commissioner Johnson asked the City Attorney if the Commissioners were hearing these items
together. Mr. Grummer clarified that after consulting the City Attorney, the variance in Section 14 of
the fence ordinances states the Planning Commission approves the variance, and that Board of
Zoning Adjustments is meant for Sect. 94 of the Zoning ordinance. City Attorney Krebs clarified that it
will be separate votes, and Mr. Grummer affirmed, adding that if the variance is denied to allow the
fence, then it may impact the landscape plan. Commissioner Johnson asked for clarification on what
triggered the denial, whether it was the vinyl coating versus powder coating, and Mr. Grummer
affirmed, but also that the type of fence being proposed within close proximity to Maumelle Boulevard,
less than 200 feet in some areas, triggered the amended Landscape Plan, and need to confirm
proper landscaping to screen the fence from motorists on the Boulevard, in keeping with the intent of
the code pertaining to the industrial park District.
Commissioner Fisher stated that previous discussions before this was tabled dealt with the type of
fencing, and wanted to know why the fence had to come all the way around the building to Maumelle
Boulevard.
Christian Martin, applicant representative stated the northwest corner has brand new air handlers and
mechanical equipment, and stated the owner requested to provide complete security for the entire
facility, the fence needed to wrap around the northwest corner to cover that equipment and
emergency exits. Mr. Grummer added that the previous mechanical equipment at that location was
not screened, and this fence would provide that additional screening as required by ordinance.
Commissioner Fisher asked for clarification on the screening, and Mr. Martin indicated the blue on the
landscape plan indicates metal panel screening similar to the siding of the building, and the metal
fence ties in to that.
Commissioner Johnson asked whether the security was for theft, and Mr. Martin said it was for total
site security. Commissioner Fisher asked if the owner wanted total security, why wouldn’t they extend
the fence around the entire property, and Mr. Martin stated that is not needed as the fence ties into
the building on the northwest corner and then again on the south east corner of the building, leaving
just the building in view from the Boulevard.
Commissioner Smith asked if there is building access within the mechanical yard on the northwest
corner, and Mr. Martin stated there is an emergency egress on the second floor that exit through a
gate in the security fence at that location.
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Mr. Grummer asked staff Jason Lyon, Planner II, for any addition comments from his review.
Mr. Lyon stated the fencing ties into where the brick and the metal meet on the northwest area. He
stated they did tear out some trees for the drainage improvement, but stayed outside of the 50 foot
buffer required on the Boulevard. He stated the area of fence on the northwest corner is screened by
the 50 foot buffer. Mr. Grummer stated they looked at adding additional landscaping in that area, but
the current tree canopy would prevent adequate growth.
Commissioner Johnson suggested a different type of screening on the northwest corner so it did not
look like a compound with the barb-wire. Mr. Martin stated he had discussed with staff the possibility
of adding additional metal panels similar to the siding to screen the fence and make it blend with the
building. Commissioner Johnson and Fisher stated due to the stop light, this corner is visible despite
the buffer. Commissioner Fisher said he has the greatest issue with the barb-wire on the Boulevard
side of the building, but is ok with the fence.
Commissioner Wnek asked if there were other security measures that could be taken, such as
security cameras, and whether operations will be 24 hours. Mr. Martin affirmed there will be security
cameras, but normal business hours of operation will be the standard, not 24 hour, unless they are
under emergency response. Commissioner Wnek asked if a camera rather than the fence could be
used on the northwest side. Mr. Martin stated the fence is the preferred method due to access doors
being on the northwest side, but did not see where removing the bar-wire on the northwest side would
be a problem. He also affirmed that this area would only be used for emergency exit.
Commissioner Johnson asked if Commissioner Fisher would be ok with just removing the barb-wire
from this portion of fence on the northwest side facing the boulevard only, and Commissioner Fisher
affirmed. Commissioner Johnson wished to include the Commissioner comment to drop the barb-wire
on the west facing wall on the northwest corner.
Commissioner Ramsey asked which item they were acting on.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to bring forward item 3b for discussion and action.
Commissioner Ramsey seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Chairman Gershner brought forth item 3b on the agenda and called question.
b) Proposed Variance Request for Section 14-114(e)
No further comments were made.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to approve the Variance to Sec 14-114(e) of the
Fence Ordinance to allow the proposed Fence for the Centerpoint Training Facility, contingent on
meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner Comments, with the condition to remove
the barb-wire and shorten the posts on the west facing side of the northwest corner of the building.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Chairman Gershner brought forth item 3a on the Agenda
a) Proposed Amended Landscape Plan
No additional staff comments were made.
Chairman Gershner entertained a motion. Commissioners commented on how nice the landscape
plan was done.
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MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to approve the Amended Landscape Plan for the
Centerpoint Training Facility, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning
Commissioner Comments.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.

4) Old Water Treatment Facility (MCC)
Location: 99 Club Manor Dr (behind Maumelle CC Main Building)
Holloway Engineering, Applicant Representative
a) Waiver Request for Section 94-12
Mr. Grummer stated the applicant is requesting a Waiver to section 94-12 to allow them to submit an
application for a rezoning request to the Old Water Treatment Facility at 99 Club Manor Dr. He stated
the last request happened less than 12 months ago, which request was approved to rezone the
property from Open Space to PRD for the purpose of developing 5 single family estate homes on the
Maumelle Country Club Golf Course.
Mr. Grummer stated all public notification requirements were met, and no public comments were
received. He stated no recommendation from staff.
Chairman Gershner asked if the applicant had indicated their preferred zoning, and Mr. Grummer
stated they indicated wanting to rezone from PRD to PCD. Commissioner Johnson added that the
commissioners suggested they pull the rezoning from the agenda and bring it back next month if
approved for the Waiver, per City Attorney recommendations based on language in the ordinance.
Commissioner Johnson asked if this was the second waiver request for this property. Mr. Grummer
affirmed that the first one was a re-submittal by a new applicant for 5 single family estate lots, which
was approved, but after a denial from an applicant request of a higher density residential
development. Commissioner Johnson asked if it was Mr. Harris who brought the first Waiver forward,
and staff affirmed.
Chairman Gershner asked if the applicant had a stated purpose for wanting to go to PCD, and
Commissioner Hall stated it showed an Event Center on the rezoning application. Mr. Grummer also
stated one reason for moving the rezoning out was to provide more time for public notification and
comment.
Roy Andrews, Holloway Engineering, applicant representative and Brent Ashcraft 11575 Crystal Bay,
North Little Rock, applicant came forward. Mr. Andrews stated the property has changed hands, and
after the Waiver is granted, they would bring the rezoning request forward with a site plan for review.
Mr. Ashcraft stated he has worked with the Maumelle Country Club, and wishes to build an event
center, that would provide synergistic uses with the Country Club.
Chairman Gershner entertained a motion.
MOTION: Commissioner Hall made a motion to approve the Waiver Request to Sec. 94-12 to allow a
Rezoning application be submitted within 12 months of a prior approval for property located at 99
Club Manor Dr., known as the Old Water Treatment Facility contingent on meeting all staff, City
Engineer and Planning Commissioner Comments.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed 5 to 2.

5) Code Amendment
Location: 550 Edgewood Dr
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City of Maumelle, Applicant Representative
a) Amend 94-353 (Conditional Use for R-3 in C-2)
Mr. Grummer stated the proposed ordinance amendment to Sections 94-353 would change
multifamily residential uses as permitted in the R-3 district from a permitted use in a C-2 district to a
conditional use in a C-2 district. He stated all public notification requirements were met, and no Public
Comments were received.
Mr. Grummer stated staff recommends a do pass recommendation to City Council for the proposed
ordinance amendment.
No Public or Commissioner Comments were made.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion for a Do Pass Recommendation to City Council to
Amend Section 94-353 to change Multifamily residential uses as permitted in the R-3 district from a
permitted use in a C-2 district to a conditional use in a C-2 district and for other purposes, contingent
on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commission Comments.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.

2) Code Amendment
Location: 550 Edgewood Dr
City of Maumelle, Applicant Representative
a) Amend 94-102 (Architectural Materials, C-4 in Commercial Building Design)
Mr. Grummer stated this proposed ordinance amendment to Section 94-102 would change the
Commercial Building Design Criteria to include Architectural Metals as a design element, and would
require all commercial design requirements in any zoned C-4 highway commercial. He stated all
public notification requirements were met, and no Public Comments were received.
Mr. Grummer stated staff recommends a do pass recommendation to City Council for the proposed
ordinance amendment.
Commissioner Fisher asked if this fully covers all the types of material that would be brought to the
Commission. Mr. Grummer stated staff researched other municipalities and could not find specific
definitions for architectural metals, so wording was added to the proposed ordinance stating “as
designed by a licensed architect”.
Commissioner Fisher asked if under item (d) Design Review, whether the use of the word “or” was
appropriate, asking if the wording cuts the Commission out of the design approval. Mr. Grummer
stated that staff can review site plans under 3 acres as allowed by ordinance, which if having
architectural metal could be a staff level approval. Commissioner Fisher stated that is not how it
reads, as it reads staff “or” Commissioners may approve. Commissioner Johnson asked
Commissioner Fisher if he prefers to have all architectural metal come to the Planning Commission,
which Commissioner Fisher stated over the past 12 months all site plans have come to the
Commission regardless of size. Chairman Gershner agreed with the Commissioner that the
interpretation reads as if staff could approve anything regardless of size of the development. City
Attorney Krebs stated this portion of the code is currently in the ordinance, and was not changed.
Commissioner Fisher stated he would feel more comfortable if the exception of less than 3 acres
were added to that section (d) Design Review.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to table this item to allow staff to consider
modifications to accommodate the Commissioners comments.
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Commissioner Ramsey seconded the motion and the motion to table passed 6 to 1.

2) O’Reilly Senior Community Addition
Location: 11905 Crystal Hill Rd
Brian Dale, Applicant Representative
Chairman Gershner called up a Public Comment Card on this item.
Brian Dale, Joe White and Associates, applicant representative came forth and introduced the design
team, then yielded the floor to the second public commenter.
Janet Watkins, 11400 Crystal Hill Rd., stated she has been a resident of this area for 50 years, and
spoke in favor of the development
a) Proposed Rezoning from PCD to PRD
Mr. Grummer stated the applicant approached the City in June of this year with the request to
develop a Senior Living Facility on the proposed location at 11905 Crystal Hill Rd, and the facility
would include 153 units having 201 beds total, being 127 beds of independent living located in the
four story building fronting Crystal Hill Rd., 54 beds of assisted living in the 2 story building directly
behind the first, and 20 beds of Memory Care in the single story facility in the rear. Mr. Grummer
stated the property was originally zoned PRD, but a rezoning request to PCD was approved in May of
2015 with a Land Use change from Special Use Residential to Commercial. The applicant is
requesting a rezoning back to PRD and a land use to SUR to accommodate the proposed
development.
Mr. Grummer stated the property is undeveloped and wooded, but after the initial rezoning to PCD in
2015, no development plans were submitted for the property and the prospective owners of the
property see a larger need for a senior living community, necessitating the need for rezoning to PRD.
He stated the Department of Health shows a bed need of 385 in Pulaski County. Mr. Grummer stated
a zoning and land use summary and analysis was provided to the commissioners, and feels the
proposal is a reasonable request for the location. He stated all required notification requirements
have been met, with two (2) public comments showing support for the project from resident land
owners in the area. He stated staff recommends a do pass recommendation to Maumelle City Council
to amend the Master Zoning Map from PCD to PRD.
With no additional comments, the Chair entertained a motion.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion for a Do Pass Recommendation to City Council to
amend the Master Zoning Map from PCD to PRD for property located at 11905 Crystal Hill Rd.
Commissioner Ramsey seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
b) Proposed Land Use Amendment COMM to SUR
Mr. Grummer stated he had no further comments, and staff recommends a do pass recommendation
to Maumelle City Council to amend the Master Land Use Plan Map from COMM to SUR.
No Public or Commissioner comments.
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MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion for a Do Pass Recommendation to City Council to
amend the Master Land Use Plan Map from COMM to SUR for property located at 11905 Crystal Hill
Rd.
Commissioner Johnson seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
c) Proposed Preliminary Development Plan
Mr. Grummer yielded the floor to Jason Lyon, Planner II for staff comments on this item.
Mr. Lyon stated no major issues were found, and the plans approval will be contingent on City
Engineer approval of Drainage and Civil Engineering Plans, and the items on the checklist provided
to Commissioners, and asked if any further questions.
No Public or Commissioner comments.
MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion for a Do Pass Recommendation to City Council for
the Preliminary Development Plan of O’Reilly Senior Community Addition, contingent on meeting all
staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
d) Proposed Preliminary Plat
Mr. Lyon stated Tract A will need to added to the Plat as an unbuildable lot, to be used strictly for
access and utility access.
Mr. Grummer stated the applicant requested the language for Tract A to be listed on the plat note as
“No structure may be built on Tract A”.
Commissioner Fisher asked the applicant about the proposed 6 foot fence on the southwest side of
the property, but the landscaping plan does not show it the entire way. Mr. Dale stated they missed it
in the coordination, but will show the fence going the whole way.
No Public or Commissioner Comments.
MOTION: Commissioner Smith made a motion to Approve the Preliminary Plat for the O’Reilly Senior
Community Addition, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner
comments.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
e) Proposed Landscape Review
Mr. Lyon acknowledged Commissioner Fisher’s comments concerning making sure the fence is
shown on the Landscape plan to go all the way along the southwest boundary.
Commissioner Johnson asked if this would be built in phases, and Mr. Dale said everything will be
built at once.
No further Public or Commissioner Comments.
12 | P a g e

MOTION: Commissioner Johnson made a motion to approve the proposed Landscape Plan for the
O’Reilley Senior Community Addition, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and Planning
Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Ramsey seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
f) Proposed Commercial Building Design
Mr. Lyon stated the applicant has met all of staff comments, and meets all the requirements of
planning and zoning.
MOTION: Commissioner Ramsey made a motion to Approve the proposed Commercial Building
Design for the O’Reilly Senior Community Addition, contingent on meeting all staff, City Engineer and
Planning Commissioner comments.
Commissioner Fisher seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
Mr. Grummer stated that the rezoning and land use will go to City Council for 3 readings, and
everything approved by the Commission will be contingent upon those approvals.
PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED AT P.M.
CITY COUNCIL LIAISON REPORTS


August 2 – Commissioner Johnson reported the Pinnacle Heights developer had a Public
Hearing, so waiting to see if this item will progress now; the first reading of the Bradley Property
Annexation, but no development plans have been submitted yet for that property; Devoe Bend
Preliminary Development Plan passed; CCA Phase 18 tract 4 passed unanimously, and the
renaming of a street to Jackie Johnson was approved.



August 16 – Commissioner Stephens was not present, so the Chair pointed Commissioners to
the website for details.

Chairman Gershner stated the City Council Liaison assignments for September 7 is Commissioner
Smith, and September 20 is Commissioner Fisher.
MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to adjourn.
Commissioner Smith seconded the motion and the motion passed 6 to 1.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 P.M.
Approved:
_______________________________
Chairman David Gershner, August 26, 2021
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BE IT ENACTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
MAUMELLE, COUNTY OF PULASKI, STATE OF ARKANSAS,
AN ORDINANCE TO BE ENTITLED:
ORDINANCE NO. 10XX
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 94-102 OF THE MAUMELLE CITY CODE
TO CHANGE THE COMMERCIAL BUILDING DESIGN CRITERIA TO INCLUDE
ARCHITECTURAL METALS AS A DESIGN ELEMENT, TO REQUIRE ALL
COMMERCIAL DESIGN REQUIREMENTS IN ANY AREA ZONED C-4 (HIGHWAY
COMMERCIAL) AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 94-301 of the Maumelle City Code, commercial districts
are established to “provide sufficient and appropriate space, and in particular, sufficient area, to
meet the city’s anticipated future need for modern, planned commercial developments in
neighborhood and community shopping centers;” and
WHEREAS, the City wishes to stay current with market trends providing improved
architectural design and aesthetic considerations for commercial buildings; and
WHEREAS, the City Council wishes to clarify that commercial design requirements
also will be applied to areas zoned C-4 (Highway Commercial); and
WHEREAS, the Council finds it to be in the best interest of the citizens of the City of
Maumelle to amend the allowable materials used for architectural treatment or aesthetic accent on
Commercial Building Design, not to exceed 20% of the façade for any side of the building;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF MAUMELLE, ARKANSAS, AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Chapter 94 of the Maumelle City Code, Zoning Regulations; Article
II,Administration and Enforcement; Division 3,Conditional Use Review, Site Plan Review and
Accessory Use Permits;; Section 94-102, Design requirements for commercial buildings; is
hereby amended as follows:
Sec. 94-102. – Design requirements for commercial buildings.

(a) Purposes.
(1) Protect and enhance the city's appearance and identity.
(2) Provide good civic design and arrangement.
(3) Preserve property values of surrounding property.
(b) Zoning districts. The standards set forth in this section shall apply in the following zoning
districts:
(1) R-3 multifamily.
(2) C-1 commercial.

(3) C-2 commercial.
(4) C-3 commercial.
(5) C-4 commercial.
(56) PCD planned commercial development.
(67) Areas devoted to commercial and multifamily type uses in a planned residential
development (PRD) district.

(c) Commercial building design standards.
(1)
Any development that contains more than one building shall incorporate a
recurring, unifying and identifiable theme for the entire development.
(2)
The predominant (65 percent of the wall area or greater) exterior building facade
must be of high-quality materials such as brick, wood, native stone, tinted glass,
stucco, exterior insulated finished systems (EIFS), and tinted/textured concrete
masonry units. Smooth-faced concrete block, architectural metal and tilt-up
panels are prohibited as the predominant facade. Prefabricated steel panels or
metal siding, when used as the primary sheathing of the façade, is prohibited
when visible from the public realm or residential areas unless covered with
an allowable high quality material as defined in this section. Other forms of
architectural metal, when used as an architectural treatment or aesthetic
accent, may cover no more than 25% of any façade, if designed by a licensed
Architect. (3) All facades of a building that are visible from adjoining properties
or public streets shall have design characteristics similar to the building's front
facade. This shall be implemented by requiring the same treatment as discussed in
subsection (c)(2) of this section.
(4)
Roofs must have: Parapets concealing flat roofs and mechanical equipment from
adjoining properties and street rights-of-way, or must have two or more of the
following: Overhanging eaves, sloped roofs, or three or more roof planes. If
parapet roof design is utilized, all roof sides must be completely enclosed by
parapets. Standing seam metal roofing with concealed fasteners is allowed.
(5)
All parking lot lighting sources shall be of the same type of illumination.
Freestanding lampposts shall be no taller than 18 feet.
(6)
Mechanical equipment, including, but not limited to, heating/cooling systems,
trash receptacles, and utility boxes shall be completely screened from adjoining
properties and street rights-of-way. For ground-mounted equipment, the screening
shall be a wall or fence, or the equipment shall be enclosed within a building. For
roof-mounted equipment, the screening shall be architecturally incorporated into
the roof and shall consist of materials compatible with the supporting building.
(7)
Prefabricated steel panels are prohibited unless covered with an allowable high
quality material as defined in this section.
(d) Design review. The following drawings, information and plans shall be submitted to the
department of planning and zoning or the planning commission in accordance with the review
guidelines set forth herein and in Section 94-101 for design review and approval with site plan
or development plan applications:
Added per Commissioner
Comments in August PC
Meeting
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(1)

Rendered elevation drawings of front, rear and one side of the proposed structure
at one-eighth inch to one foot (minimum) scale showing the design of the
structure, and the context of the external building materials being proposed.
(2)
The site plan shall include the location and proposed screening of all ground
mounted mechanical equipment.
(3)
The site plan shall include a description of the type of illumination proposed, and
the height of any freestanding lamppost(s).
(e) Effects of approval. An approved design shall be binding on the applicants and their
successors and assignees. No building permit or certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any
building or structure not in conformance with the approved design. No element of an approved
design shall be eliminated, altered or provided in another manner unless an amendment is
approved in accordance with this section, however, the planning commission may approve such
minor changes in the design as will not cause any of the following circumstances to occur:
(1)
Any change to the recurring, unifying and identifiable theme from one building to
the next in a single development.
(2)
Any change that reduces the percentage of the predominate facade to a percentage
less than 65 percent of the wall area.
(3)
Any modification having an adverse impact on adjacent property.
(4)
Any modification that allows less than two of the required roof elements.
(5)
Any modification that lessens the requirements for screening of the mechanical
equipment.
(6)
Any modification that lessens the requirements for all facades of a building,
visible from adjoining properties or public streets, having similar design
characteristics to the building's front facade.
(f) Variances.
(1)
Request for variances from this section shall be in compliance with section 94-61.
Such request shall be in writing and demonstrate that:
a.
Special conditions or circumstances exist that are not applicable to other
lands, structures or buildings such that a literal interpretation of this
section would result in an undue hardship, and that the special conditions
or circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant; or
b.
The requirements should be varied in whole or in part to encourage
rehabilitation, remodeling, or expansion of an existing structure.
(2)
The board of zoning adjustment may grant a variance request, however, the
variance granted shall be the minimum required to make possible the reasonable
use of the land, building or structure, provided that such variance will be in
harmony with the general purpose and intent of this article and will not be
injurious to the neighborhood or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.
SECTION 2. (Do not codify). Codification. It is the intention of the City Council of the City of
Maumelle that the provisions of this Ordinance shall become and be made a part of the City Code
of the City of Maumelle, Arkansas.
SECTION 3. (Do not codify). Repealer. All other ordinances or resolutions or parts of ordinances
or resolutions in conflict herewith are hereby repealed to the extent of the conflict.
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SECTION 4. (Do not codify). Severability. If any clause, sentence, paragraph, section or other
portion of this ordinance is found to be unconstitutional, invalid, or inoperative by a court of
competent jurisdiction, such findings shall not affect the validity of the remainder of these sections,
nor shall any proceeding invalidating any portion of any section operate to affect any portion of
the remainder of said sections not specifically attacked in said proceeding.
APPROVED this 4th day of October, 2021.

By:

________________________________
Caleb Norris, Mayor

Attest:

Tina Timmons, City Clerk/Treasurer
Approved As To Legal Form:

Melissa Krebs, City Attorney SPONSORED BY:
Mayor Caleb Norris

Mosley Saunders Mazzoni Gardner Williams Tierney
Yes
No

Page 4 of Ordinance 10XX

Shinn

Holt

eD
r

Water Plant Rezoning and Land Use

Os

ag

Planning Commission

Comment:
Rezoning to PCD and Land Use Amend to SU

R-2
Qu

ap

aw

R-2

Trl

M

au

me

lle

Co

unt

ry

Clu

bG

olf

Co

ur

se

Maumelle
Water
Management

PRD
Maumelle
Country Club

Mau
Ma

um e

ll e C o
untr

y C lu
b Go
lf C ou
rs e

Arkan

sas R
iver

FW

R-2

th

Maumelle
Country Club
Golf Course

T ee

Ci r

O-S

10

R-2

mel

eD
r

Water Plant Rezoning and Land Use

Os

ag

Planning Commission

Comment:
Rezoning to PCD and Land Use Amend to SU

MULTI-FAMILY
ATTACHED
Qu

SINGLE-FAMILY
a wDETACHED
Trl

ap

M

au

me

lle

Co

unt

ry

Clu

bG

olf

Co

ur

se

Maumelle
Water
Management

SPECIAL USE
RESIDENTIAL

Maumelle
Country Club

Mau
Ma

um e

ll e C o
untr

y C lu
b Go
lf C ou
rs e

Arkan

sas R
iver

SPECIAL USE

MULTI-FAMILY
ATTACHED

th

Maumelle
Country Club
Golf Course

T ee

Ci r

OPEN SPACE

10

MULTI-FAMILY
ATTACHED

mel

200 Casey Drive, Maumelle, AR 72113 | Work: 501.851.3366
September 02, 2021
Scott Grummer
Director of Planning & Permits
City of Maumelle
550 Edgewood Drive
Maumelle, AR 72113
Re:

Lot 1 & 2 Water Plant Subdivision
Rezoning Request

Dear Mr. Grummer:
Per our meetings and previous months PC meeting, the current owners of the above referenced
property, Northwind Holdings, LLC, are requesting a rezoning of Lot 1 from PRD to PCD.
The current property owners have worked with the Maumelle Country Club to create a
development that can be supported by both entities. The new use will benefit the Maumelle
Country Club and the City of Maumelle.
If you have any questions or comments, please call me at 501-680-4137.
Sincerely,

Roy C. Andrews, PE

Holloway Engineering,
Surveying & Civil Design

E

W

200 Casey Drive
Maumelle, AR 72113
(501) 851-3366
www.holloway-eng.com
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ZONING & LAND USE SUMMARY
OWNER: Brent Ashcraft, Northwind Holdings AR
APPLICANT: Roy Andrews, Holloway Engineering
REQUEST: Zoning and Land Use Amendment
PURPOSE: Request to rezone 4.03 acres of property from PRD to PCD, to facilitate the
construction of an event center
EXISITING ZONING: Planned Residential Development (PRD)
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: un-platted
LOCATION: 11905 Crystal Hill Rd
SITE CHARACTERISTICS: cleaned up utility property, approximately 4.03 acres.
EXISITING LAND USE: “SUR” (Special Use Residential)
ABUTTING LAND USE AND ZONING:
NORTH: Land Use: “O-S” (Open Space)
Zoning: “O-S” (Open Space)
SOUTH: Land Use: “O-S” (Open Space)
Zoning: “O-S” (Open Space)
EAST:

Land Use: “O-S” (Open Space)
Zoning: “O-S” (Open Space)

WEST:

Land Use: “O-S” (Open Space)
Zoning: “O-S” (Open Space)

ZONING HISTORY: This property was approved for rezoning on March 15, 2021 from O-S to
PRD (ORD-1023). The property was denied a rezoning from O-S to PRD in June 2020. No prior
history to that.
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ZONING & LAND USE ANALYSIS
DEMAND: A rezoning request was applied for in April of 2020. At the time the Planning
Commission approved the request as a due pass to the City Council. The City Council denied the
request in June 2020. A waiver was presented by a new applicant/developer to the city council
on January 4, 2021 in order to seek a rezoning hearing inside of twelve months from a previous
denial. The City Council at that time approved the waiver in a 5-3 vote to allow the rezoning to
proceed to the planning commission. The City Council on March 15, 2021 approved the rezoning
from O-S to PRD as well as the land use amendment from O-S to SUR in order to allow a
Preliminary Development Plan to proceed for the design of a 5 lot single family detached estate
style subdivision.
Rather than submitting a development plan for 5 residential estate lots, the new rezoned property
was re-sold, with the new owner submitting a waiver request to the Planning Commission on
August 26, 2021 in order to seek a rezoning hearing inside of twelve months from a previous
approval. The Planning Commission approved the waiver, and the current request is to rezone
from PRD to PCD with a staff recommended land use change from SUR (Special Use
Residential) to SU (Special Use) due to the current land use of SUR not conforming to the
requested zone of PCD. Special use (SU), is defined as “a category for lands which have unique
and/or sensitive conditions, or for lands for which a particular use has not been proposed.
Innovative uses may be proposed when appropriate.”
CONFORMANCE WITH MUNICIPAL PLANS: The subject property was
developed as a Water Treatment Plant facility in an Open Space Land Use, located directly
behind the Maumelle Country Club facilities, and was being operated as such when the
“Maumelle Forward” was completed in 2013, which set out the Municipal Plan for Open Space.
Open Space land use allows for Public Utility by conditional use, and would have been the
appropriate land use designation at the time of the Plan. The utility has since been
decommissioned and demolished, no longer needed for public utility.
The demolition of the Water Treatment Plant was considered a significant change to the
Neighborhood, warranting consideration of the previously approved rezoning, due to the nature
of the surrounding area land uses and scattered site residential cluster housing around the golf
course.
This rezoning request now is seeking PCD zoning for commercial use to allow an event center.
An event center is allowed by conditional use in all commercial zones except a C-1. Since PCD
allows for C-2 uses, it is determined that a conditional use for an event center would be allowed
in a PCD zone. The definition of an Event Center is “a facility or building or portions of a
building in which space is provided for civic, educational, political, religious, temporary
commercial or social purposes.” This type use could be a compatible use with the adjacent
Country Club, which also operates for social purposes, but in the absence of a preliminary
development plan for approval, this analysis must consider all possible uses in a PCD, which
commercial and light industrial uses would not conform with the Municipal plans for this
location.
The applicant has indicated working and potentially partnering with the Country Club to develop
an event center that would not impact traffic patterns by shuttling people from a shared parking
area with the Country Club. It is recommended that a development plan be run with the rezoning
request to allow the review and better determine conformance with the municipal plan and use
regulations. Based on preliminary estimates, it appears that an additional 46 parking spaces may
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be required to meet parking minimums if considering a shared parking agreement with the
Country Club.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: Any development on the property will require removal of trees
and moving of dirt, however site plan review and civil plan review encourages the keeping of
existing open space when possible beyond the minimum requirements via landscape plan. If the
development of an event center is approved, there will be significant site plan and design review
required by the developer. If developed as an event center, Sec. 94-305 restricts the use of any
outdoor public address (audible) systems, so minimum impact to surrounding residential and
Country Club uses would be expected concerning noise.
NEIGHBORHOOD POSITION: No comments were received as of the writing of this analysis.
PUBLIC SERVICES: The property is in the city limits. Police and Fire can service the property
although road infrastructure improvements may be needed once the property develops, if
commercial in nature. Sanitation would not serve commercial properties.
PUBLIC FINANCES: If the property develops commercially, it would increase property tax
appraisal on the property and facilitate additional community service fees and sales.
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS/REASONABLENESS: The proposed zoning does not conform
with the current land use of SUR, and prior neighborhood opposition to the previous rezoning
had concerns over increased traffic. The same Public Notifications were completed this time as
previous, but no public comments have been received. The lack of a broader community
response to this request is no indication that those concerns no longer remain. It could be
indicative of less communication by the Country Club to its membership, which was
instrumental in its opposition to the previous requests. Those previous concerns should be
considered. Dispelling previous concerns, and showing a broader level of community and
Country Club support for this rezoning, could prevent legal challenges if this moves forward.
Per Sec. 94-441(a), the Planned Unit Development process “permits a development proposal to
be acted upon simultaneously by the developer and the city.”, and “represents a commitment by
both the developer and the city.”, and “remains intact even if transfer in ownership occurs.”
Many properties within the City are zoned PUD without underlying plans, but this properties
location is problematic as the majority of uses allowed in a PCD zone and their requirements for
development may be in conflict with surrounding uses.
An event center is a reasonable request for a use, but if the proposed business fails to be
developed or is built and fails to succeed, this could create legal challenges if a change in use is
requested after improvements have been made to the property due to the limited compatibility of
other uses for this property. Establishing Bills of Assurance and a well thought out development
plan would help resolve these concerns. Reasonableness is limited to the proposed use as an
event center, but not zoning request in general.
QUALITY CONTROLS: Any future development on the property will follow existing
guidelines with regards to site design, commercial building design, and civil/drainage plans. If a
rezoning to PCD is approved, with the absence of a development plan with this request, the
applicant would be required to return, and seek approval by Planning Commission and City
Council of any future proposed development that would conform to the allowed uses within a
PCD, with those uses being limited to very low traffic generation, if considering past actions by
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the City Council. As mentioned earlier, a conditional use would be required for an event center,
which could impose additional conditions on the development to further support community
concerns, if any.
TRAFFIC AND STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY: The property is surrounded by Maumelle Country
Club Golf Course and clubhouse. There is an existing private access road with an access
easement already in place to the property. This easement would need to be dedicated as Right of
Way and upgraded to City standards, if it were to be a public road. If it remains a private road is
approved by the Planning Commission, the only improvements necessary to meet city standards
would be required. Future improvement of this road will require the cooperation of Maumelle
Country Club. A prior applicant conducted a traffic study in 2020 with their previous rezoning
application which proposed a 24 unit condominium development in comparison to traffic
volumes of the former water treatment Plant operations. This study indicated the former water
treatment plant daily two way traffic volume was 90, and a 24 unit residential condominium
development would produce 176 daily two way volume. The applicant now proposes an event
center that could have a much higher traffic count as well as need for parking versus the
previously approved concept of a 5 lot single family development.
Note: Per Sec. 70-140(a)(4) “Private streets in commercial, office or PCD subdivisions will not
be allowed except as service easements as more particularly described herein. All streets must be
dedicated to public use and shall be dedicated to the city for maintenance and ownership prior to
the issuance of the final plat or any building permits for the subdivision or for the phase of the
subdivision, whichever may apply.” If rezoned to PCD, this requirement must be met.
ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY: This property was approved previously by the planning
commission for 5 single family estate style homes with a PRD zoning. The city council in March
approved the request as the 5 units would have very limited traffic impact, but no development
plan was submitted. The community input in and around Maumelle Country Club were against
the project concerning traffic having to cross near the cart barn and the safety of the country club
members. The new proposal for an event center would be directly in conflict with the concerns
expressed by the Maumelle Country Club members at the previous 2 City Council hearings, that
resulted in denial of 24 units, but approval of 5 units.
Staff recommends the applicant be required to show support from Maumelle Country Club and
surrounding neighborhoods for the development type they are seeking. Also, due to the request
for change to a higher impact type zone, to consider the rezoning reasonable and eliminate
concerns over future use of the property, it is recommended a preliminary development plan and
plat be submitted for review and approval alongside the request to rezone, which is the purpose
of the Planned Unit Development process. The current PRD Zoning and proposed 5 estate lot
development is one of the lowest impact type uses available, with the exception of Open Space.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends a Do Not-Pass recommendation to
Maumelle City Council for the Proposed Zoning and Land Use change.
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#3 PDP-21-3 Preliminary Dev Plan Checklist
Wednesday, September 1, 2021

9:29 AM

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN SUBMISSION CHECKLIST
Complies

Does Not
Comply

Sec. 94-452 Preliminary Development Plan Submission Requirements

n/a

1

c. 1 A preliminary development plan is to be submitted on white paper no larger than twentyfour (24) inches by thirty-six (36) inches, and no smaller than twelve (12) inches by twentyfour (24) inches, and containing a small scale vicinity map

2

Graphic scale and north arrow

3

c.3. Proposed lot lines (if applicable)

4

c.4. Existing and proposed circulation system of all streets (arterial, collector, residential)
including off-street parking areas, services areas, loading areas, and major points of access to
public rights-of-way (ingress and egress)

5

c.5. Existing and proposed pedestrian circulation systems

6

c.6. Proposed treatment of the perimeter of the property, including materials and techniques
used such as screens, fences, and walls as well as description of uses, setbacks and their
relationship to surrounding uses

7

c.7. General schematic landscape plan of the treatment of the area used for private and
common open space (including open space buffers)

8

c.8. Location and size of all areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or reserved as common open
spaces, public parks, recreational areas, and similar public and semi-public use

9

c.9. Location, dimensions, nature of all existing and proposed easements (utility, streets) and
public improvements (drainage, sewers, water, etc.)

10.

c.10. Indication of location of structures and structure dimensions, dimensioned distances
between buildings, and distance from structures to property lines

11.

c.11. Description of the following existing conditions of the property: Contours at 2-foot
intervals; Watercourses; Floodplains; Unique natural features; Forest cover

12.

A development schedule indicating the approximate date when construction of the Planned
Unit Development or stages of the Planned Unit Development can be expected to begin and be
completed

13.

(1) a. A statement of the applicant's intentions with regard to the future selling or leasing of all
or portions of the Planned Unit Development, including land areas, and dwelling units. The
statement should also include a description the character of the development and including the
rationale behind those assumptions and choices made by the application.

14.

(1) b. Quantitative data including the following information:

15.

b.1. Parcel size

16.

b.2. Types and numbers of uses and floor areas by use

17.

b.3. Ratio of building coverage and per cent of floor area occupied by permitted uses

18.

b.4. Total acreage of private and common usable and non usable open space by type

19.

12-13. A legal description of the total site proposed for development, including a statement of
present and proposed ownership

20.

15. An approved preliminary plat in accordance with the Subdivision Regulation for the City of
Maumelle

21.

Proof of a public notice being published one (1) time fifteen (15) days prior to the Planning
Commission’s public meeting

22

Two copies of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for City review and
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22

Two copies of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for City review and
approval. Also provide contact information for responsible persons including their addresses
and telephone numbers.

Staff Comments:
1. # 9a-k, 25 Contingent upon review and approval of Drainage plans and calculations by City Engineer.

SITE PLAN CHECKLIST
Sec. 94-101 The site plan review process shall apply to all applications for building permits for the specified
uses in the OS district, all uses of land and structures; R-1 and R-2, cluster housing and zero lot line
development; R-3, all multifamily dwellings; I-1, industrial park arrangement; all Commercial districts; and
all conditional uses in the various zoning districts greater than three acres in size. Residential, commercial,
and industrial site plans, three acres or less in size, may be reviewed by the department of planning and
zoning at the time of building plans review.
Complies

Does Not
Comply

(e) Submission requirements.
1

e.2.a. 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:

2

e.2.a.1. Graphic scale.

3

e.2.a.2.Proposed lot lines if applicable

4

e.2.a.3. 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.

5

e.2.a.4. Proposed perimeter treatment of the property, indicating screening materials to be used including fences,
walls, and plant materials.

6

e.2.a.5. Schematic landscape plan showing proposed treatment of the areas designated as private common open
space.

7

e.2.a.6. Location and dimension of all existing and proposed utility drainage, and street easements and all existing
public improvements within the site.

8

e.2.a.7. Proposed location of structures and structural dimensions, dimension of distances between buildings, and
distances from structures to property lines.

DRAINAGE PROVISIONS
9

e.2.a.8. 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.

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.

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.

9.c

On-site detention facilities or other appropriate and approved means to control the increased runoff from
development, based on a one in 25-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.

9.d

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

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.

9.f

Facilities for storm drainage shall be of adequate capacity, and designed in accordance with not less than a one in
25-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).

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

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 right-of-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.

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.

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.

10

e.2.a.9. Statement of proposed use of land and structures.

11

e.2.b. 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:

12

e.2.c.1. Parcel size.

13

e.2.c.2. Proposed building coverage of principal and accessory buildings.

14

e.2.c.3. Proposed floor area of principal and accessory buildings.

15

e.2.c.4. Proposed number of parking spaces.

16

e.2.d. 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.

20

f.1 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.

21

f.2. 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.

22

f.3 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.

23

f.4. The proposed site plan does not interfere unnecessarily with easement, road-ways, utilities, and other public or
private rights-of-way.

24

f.5. The proposed pedestrian and vehicular circulation systems incorporated in the site plan do not subsequently
create hazards to safety on or off the site.

25

f.6. The proposed site plan does conform to the minimum drainage requirements.

26

f.7. 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. 94-2 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.

SITE PLAN REVIEW CHECKLIST
Planning Staff Comments:
1. Plans approval will be contingent on a Waiver approval for the access to Country Club Parkway as
shown on the Preliminary Development Plan. Waiver request should be notated on the updated cover
letter as coming from the current developer, David Starkey, and if approved, date of approval should
be notated on the Preliminary Development Plan.
2. Project was previously approved in 2019 as Albright Commercial, expired in 2020 due to lack of
progress of Development Plan within 12 months. Plans submitted were exact copy of 2019 Plans
submitted. Changes from the original approved plan are due to current Staff Comments.
3. #22 - Submit an approved SWPPP prior to commencement of construction work.
4. Staff recommends moving trash dumpster to northeast corner versus northwest, to get away from
residential area.
Fire Dept. Comments:
1. Whole building to be sprinkled or written so that individual units cannot be combined.
a. If notated, should be notated on both the Preliminary Development Plan and the Bill of
Assurance.
2. Upper Restaurant to be sprinkled. (903.2.1.2 Group A-2 An automatic sprinkler system shall be
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2. Upper Restaurant to be sprinkled. (903.2.1.2 Group A-2 An automatic sprinkler system shall be
provided for Group A-2 occupancies where one of the following conditions exists: (1) The fire area
exceeds 5,000 square feet. (2) The fire area has an occupant load of 100 or more. (3) The fire area is
located on a floor other than a level of exit discharge serving such occupancies.
3. Hydrant added at Country Club Entrance.
4. Access roads 20 ft. minimum and unobstructed. (loading zone considered obstruction)
City Engineer Comments:
1. The applicant proposes to provide underground detention system. This is permissible. Approval of
construction plans will be subject to the acceptance of the proposed detention system.
Public Works:
1. No Comment

Staff Recommendations:
Staff recommends a Do Pass Recommendation to City Council contingent on meeting all Staff, City
Engineer and Planning Commissioner Comments.
Planning Commissioner Comments:
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#3 PDP-21-3 Landscape Plan Checklist
Wednesday, September 1, 2021

9:33 AM

Sec. 90-37 Landscape Requirements for Vehicular Use Areas
The preservation of existing plant material such as specimen trees should be incorporated into the
development of landscape plans. In instances where such healthy plant material exists on a site prior
to its development, the designated agents may adjust the application of these standards to allow
credit for such plant material. Such an adjustment shall be in keeping with the intent of Maumelle City
Code.
Complies

Does Not
Comply

Peripheral Coverage Sec. 90-37
1.

a.1. Peripheral landscaping shall be required along any side of a vehicular use area that abuts adjoining property of
different ownership or use that is not a right-of-way.

2.

a.2. 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;

3.

a.3. 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;

4.

a.4. 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);

5.

a.5. 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 Sec. 90-37
6.

b.2. Landscaping strip(s) shall be located between the vehicular use area and abutting right-of-way and shall be at
least eight (8) feet in width beyond vehicular encroachment;

7.

b.3. Concrete curbing or other approved material shall be provided around the base of each planter area or landscape
strip;

8.

b.4. 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;

9.

b.5. 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;

10.

b.6. 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.

Interior Coverage Sec. 90-37

n/a

11.

c.1. 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

12.

c.2. 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

13.

c.4. Industrial yards and compounds used for storing materials, manufactured products, equipment, truck loading and
unloading, may be excluded from interior coverage requirements.

14.

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

Irrigation Requirements

Sec. 90-39 Landscape Plan Submission Requirements
15.

c.1. North Point and scale

16.

c.2. All dimensions and property lines

17.

c.3. Existing and proposed lighting, parking spaces, access aisles, driveways, sidewalks, wheel stops, curbs, and other
vehicular use controls
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vehicular use controls
18.

c.4. The location of curb cuts on adjacent property, median openings on abutting streets, related buildings, and
adjacent land uses

19.

c.5. Existing traffic controls, parking meters, utilities, fire hydrants, building exits, and storm sewers located on public
right-of-way abutting the property

20.

C.6. 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

21.

c.7. The location of all proposed plant materials. The botanical and common names, together with the quantity,
spacing and size of all such materials

22.

c.8. An exterior elevation and a wall section for any decorative screen indicated on the plan

23.

c.9. Existing and finished grade spot elevations and/or contour lines

24.

c.10. Irrigation plan with spray radii.

25.

c. 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.

26.

2. 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.

Staff Comments:
1. #3/#4:
a. Shrubs/Trees needed along perimeters East and North;
b. Open drainage areas along Country Club Parkway should consider Plantings tolerant of
standing water and flooded areas, such as cattails and bald cypress.
2. #17 show parking spaces on plan; sidewalk to extended to the NE Corner of Property
3. #18: adjacent land uses
4. #19: Note existing hydrants or proposed hydrants and utility
5. Staff suggestion: east side, place 5ft sidewalks between 2 four foot landscaped areas, stagger
shrubs and trees
Staff Recommendations:
Staff recommends approval of the landscape plan contingent on meeting all Staff, City Engineer and
Planning Commissioner Comments.
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#3 PDP-21-3 Commercial Building Design
Thursday, September 2, 2021

7:14 AM

Design Requirements for Commercial Buildings
Design standards for commercial buildings apply to the following zoning districts: R-3; C-1; C-2; C-3,
PCD, and; commercial or multi-family uses in a PRD.
Complies

Does Not
Comply
1.

Elevation drawings shall be submitted at a minimum scale of 1/8” to 1’ for the front, rear,
and one side (if the other side is the same) of all proposed structures that are different in
length, width, and height. The drawings shall include the context of the external building
materials being proposed.

2.

Any development that contains more than one building shall incorporate a recurring
unifying, and identifiable theme for the entire development.

3.

The predominate (65% of the gross wall area) exterior building facade must be of brick,
wood, native stone, tinted glass, stucco, exterior insulated finished systems (EIFS), or
tinted/textured concrete masonry units. Smooth-faced concrete block and tilt-up panels
are prohibited as the predominate façade. Prefabricated steel panels are prohibited unless
covered with an allowable high quality material.

4.

All facades of a building that are visible from adjoining properties or public streets shall
have design characteristics similar to the building’s front façade. This shall be implemented
by requiring the same treatment as discussed in #3.

5.

Roofs must have parapets concealing flat roofs and mechanical equipment from adjoining
properties and street right-of-ways; or must have two or more of the following: overhanging
eaves, sloped roofs, or three or more roof planes. If parapet roof design is utilized, all roof
sides must be completely enclosed by parapets. Standing seam metal roofing with
concealed fasteners is allowed.

6.

All parking lot lights and exterior building lights shall be of the same type of illumination.

7.

Freestanding lampposts shall be no taller than eighteen (18’) feet.

8.

Mechanical equipment, including but not limited to: HVAC, trash receptacles, and utility
boxes; shall be completely screened from adjoining properties and street right-of-ways.
Ground- or wall-mounted equipment shall be screened by a wall or fence, or the equipment
shall be enclosed within the building. Roof-mounted equipment shall be screened by
architectural features incorporated into the roof and consisting of materials compatible with
the supporting building.

Staff Comments:
1. #8
a. HVAC: unsure of HVAC locations if roof mounted or ground.
Staff Recommendations:
Staff Recommends Approval of the Commercial Building Design contingent on meeting all
Staff, City Engineer and Planning Commissioner Comments.
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