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2. LAND USE ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION: 
 

b. City of Stillwater, MAP AMENDMENT (REZONING) (PZ-17-2213), requesting review and 
approval of a Map Amendment to rezone property addressed as 2224 W. 6th Avenue from 
RSS (Residential Single-Family Small-Lot) within the Westwood Neighborhood Overlay 
District to P (Public). Coots 

 
Tom Coots, Planner I, presents staff’s report and findings. 
 
Tom asks if there are any questions for him. 
 
Commissioner Buchert asks if staff has any idea of what kind or size of sign will go on the location. 
 
Tom responds that nothing has been submitted yet such as a sign permit. Tom advises that he has 
some bits of information but nothing set at this time. 
 
Commissioner Buchert asks if there will be any limits on the sign, such as size and kind, if the 
rezoning is approved for public use and if it will come back before the Planning Commission. 
 
Tom responds that no sign permit is submitted and advises that the Planning Commission does not 
see sign applications. 
 
Vice-Chair Rickelman opens the public hearing and asks if there is anyone who would like to speak in 
favor of the proposed Map Amendment. 
 
Mr. James Rogers, 2221 W. 5th, comes to speak on the following: 

 Advises that he is in favor of the proposal but has some concerns such as the alley and 
bright lighting. 

 Questions if the easement in the back of the property will remain accessible. 

 Asks that if there is something that does not conform to the zoning of that property, would 
it have to go before the Board of Adjustment and if he would be notified.  

 
Mr. Mark Janda, 2222 W. 6th, comes to speak on the following: 

 Advises that he is in favor of the green space 

 Voices concerns that the light from the sign, if there is any light, will be an issue and 
provides an example of the flashing bright sign across the street from their residence. 

 
Dennis McGrath, Assistant City Attorney, advises the Commissioners, staff, and the citizens that the 
questions being posed are not what is before the Planning Commission and is speculative at this 
point. Mr. McGrath states that the issue before the Planning Commission is the rezoning of the 
property only, not the use. Dennis also advises Mr. Roger’s questions regarding the Board of 
Adjustment and states that the City would have to adhere to the same process. 
 
Commissioner Buchert states the Planning Commission cannot put any restrictions on the rezoning 
and goes on to say that the comments made this evening will go on record for the City Council and 
others to be advised of but the issue tonight is pertaining to zoning only.  
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Dennis confirms Commissioner Buchert’s statement.  
 
Commissioner Buchert states that, in his experience, the City of Stillwater would not make it to the 
Board of Adjustment as the City would make sure to comply with the codes and ordinances 
beforehand and would not move forward with something that would have to go before the Board of 
Adjustment. 
 
Commissioner Buchert confirms Mr. Roger’s concern that there is an ordinance against bright light 
and states that Mr. Roger’s interpretation and the City of Stillwater’s interpretation of “too much 
light” may not be the same. 
 
Mrs. Sharon Janda, 2222 W. 6th, comes to speak on the following: 

 Ask who owns the easement in the back of the properties 

 States she hoped the improvement would reach out further to what is assumed to be an 
easement. 

Dennis advises that the Planning Commission does not have the purview to answer that question 
and that this public forum is only for speaking in favor or opposition to the rezoning. 
 
Vice-Chair Rickelman asks if there is anyone else who would like to speak in favor; none respond. 
Vice-Chair Rickelman asks if there is anyone who would like to speak in opposition; none respond. 
 
Vice-Chair Rickelman closes the public hearing and asks for staff’s alternatives.   
 
Tom returns to the podium and responds to comments. He advises that there is an easement behind 
the property and that there are regulations against bright light shining directly into residential 
structures which would create a nuisance, and the easement would most likely remain accessible 
but that it is not a public alley and he cannot speak on the future of the easement. Tom advises that 
the City Council are the stewards of the property and that the comments will be good for the 
Council to hear so that they will be aware of the citizen’s concerns on how the property is used. Tom 
states that how the property is used is up to the City Council. 
 
Tom presents alternatives, which are: 

1. Accept findings and recommend that the City Council approve the proposed map amendment as 
presented. 

2. Find that the map amendment is not an appropriate use for the property based upon the impacts 
to the surrounding vicinity and do not recommend that the City Council approve the map 
amendment. 

3. Find that additional information or discussion is needed prior to making a recommendation and 
table the request to a certain date. 

 
 
Tom asks if there are any questions for him. 
 
Commissioner Lane asks if a fence would be required since this would be next to residential 
property. He states that when commercial is next to residential screening is required and wants to 
know if the same would apply here. 
 
Tom advises that the code does not cover this for Public zoned properties but, as the current plan is 
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just for a small basic sign with no lighting, a fence would most likely not be required at this time.  
 
Commissioner Buchert moved, Commissioner Lane seconded to accept findings and recommend the City 
Council approve the proposed Map Amendment as presented. 

Time:  13 minutes 
 

Roll call: Vacant Rickelman Lane Buchert Ross Wilkins Vacant 

 - Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes - 


