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PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR THE RESERVE AT LAKEVIEW FARMS - 4052 TOWERS
ROAD (NEW APPLICATION)
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COUNTY STAFF RECOMMENDATION
To: County Planning & Zoning Commission

Prepared by: Ellie Marr, CFM

Application No.: PRE21-09

Date: April 13, 2021

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Owner:

John H. and Dorothy W. Ostmann Revocable Living Trust

Applicant:

Pinnacle Land Development, LLC

Actions:

Approve a Preliminary Plat for 4052 Towers Road

Location:

On the north side of Towers Road across from Jacobs Crossing
Drive; near the Town of Weldon Springs

Subdivision area:

62.80 acres

Proposed lots:

188 single-family lots

Current Zoning:

R1E, Single Family Residential District (7,000 sq. ft. minimum lot
size)

Current Land Uses:

Agricultural and Single-Family Residential (one residence)

Adjacent Land Use
and Zoning:
Direction Zoning

Land Use

North

R1E, Single Family (7,000
sq. ft. minimum lot size)

South

R1E, Single Family (7,000
sq. ft. minimum lot size)
R1E, Single Family (7,000
sq. ft. minimum lot size)
R1E, Single Family (7,000
sq. ft. minimum lot size)

Institutional (Castlio
Elementary School) and
Single Family Residences
Single Family Residences

East
West

Single Family Residences
Single Family Residences

2030 Master Plan:

Recommends Low Density Residential (1-4 units/acre)

Public Services:

County Council District 7 – John White
School District – Francis Howell School District
Fire District – Cottleville Fire Protection District

Utilities:

Water – Missouri American Water
Sewer – Duckett Creek Sanitary Sewer District

This plat is submitted for the purposes of developing a 62.80-acre parcel located on Towers Road
under existing zoning.

ANALYSIS
This proposed development consists of 188 lots. The existing home located on the parcel will be
retained with 187 new lots proposed for the subdivision. If the Planning and Zoning Commission
were to approve this preliminary plat, the plat would be subject to County Council approval of a
related request (CUP21-07) to allow narrower lots -- 71 lots with a width of 60 feet or greater rather
than the standard 70 feet.
The preliminary plat shows a development with 42.56 acres of proposed lot development, 8.68 acres
of common ground, and 11.66 acres of street right-of-way. Tree preservation requirements, as
required under Section 410.145 of the Unified Development Ordinance, will be met. There are
currently 1 acre of trees and per ordinance 50% of this tree acreage must be preserved.
The proposed plat would provide two street connections with existing stub streets in adjacent
subdivisions to aid in emergency services response and dispersing vehicular traffic. On the
northwestern side of the subdivision plat, Horseshoe Creek Drive would extend into the proposed
plat and connect to Dingledine Road. To the northeast of the subject subdivision, Street “A” would
connect to Tower Park Drive. In terms of pedestrian circulation, sidewalks would be provided
throughout the subdivision on one side of each street, and a trail would connect the subdivision with
Castlio Elementary School which borders the property to the north.
A 4.5 acre lake now located in the middle of this parcel would be filled and three smaller lakes will
be constructed within the subdivision. The largest of the 3 lakes will be located on the western side
of the plat with a walking trail. The smaller 2 lakes will be in the northwestern and northeastern
portion of the plat. All of the lakes will have common ground access for the subdivision lot owners.
RECOMMENDATION
County staff finds that the proposed plat meets the technical requirements of Chapter 410
(Subdivision Regulations) of the County Code. Approval by the Planning and Zoning
Commission should be subject to approval by the County Council of conditional use permit
application CUP21-04 for narrower lots.
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Adam Basala
Planning
rblack1700@gmail.com; safet7478@yahoo.com; agibson@sentrymgt.com
Revised Preliminary Plat for The Reserve at Lakeview Farms - 4052 Towers Road
Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:36:41 PM
Horseshoe Creek Cut Through Example.pdf

St. Charles Planning & Zoning Commission,
As a Board Member for Horseshoe Creek Subdivision and a resident of 4280 Horseshoe Creek Dr., I
wanted to share my concerns with regards to the Preliminary Plat for The Reserve at Lakeview Farms.  
I was at the P&Z meeting the evening of March 17th and there were several comments that caused
concern.
1. CUP asking for 60' lots vs. 70' lots - this was voted down, yet the Plat was voted yes, if overturned by
the County Council. Why put code in place, if it can just be overturned and approved? Is this how
government works?
2. Horseshoe Creek Drive was designed as a "Stub Road" and a future "Collector Street". This was
decided 20 years ago and does not mean it has to be that way today. Per the attachment, it is clear that
Horseshoe Creek will be the MAIN entrance into The Reserve at Lakeview Farms, not the intended
entrance off Towers Road. I doubt this was the intention when Horseshoe Creek was designed. This will
NO DOUBT disrupt the Peaceful Existence and SAFETY of our many young children that live on
Horseshoe Creek Drive and in the Horseshoe Creek Subdivision.  
3. It was stated that there needs to be 2 entrances. There is plenty of footage on Towers to have multiple
entrances. We understand having multiple entrances off of Towers and putting a Cul-de-sac at the
Horseshoe Creek Drive Stub Road would reduce the number of lots within the current Plat. So, the
question is whether PROFIT or the citizens are more important? The neighbors of Horseshoe Creek
have been paying taxes to St. Charles County for over 20 years, we believe that should give us a right to
request our subdivision not be disrupted based on this new development.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Adam Basala - Horseshoe Creek Board of Directors, Trustee
4280 Horseshoe Creek Dr.
St. Charles, MO 63304
636-328-7764

195 Homes
2 cars per home
2 “Trips” per day
780 additional cars
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rblack1700@gmail.com
Planning
"Adam Basala"; "William Yates"; "Amy Gibson"
Revised Preliminary Plat for The Reserve at Lakeview Farms - 4052 Towers Road
Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:58:02 PM
The Reserve at Lakeview Farms - Revised Preliminary Plat.PDF
Agency Notification Email Transmittal.pdf

St. Charles County Planning & Zoning Commission,
Along with some other residents and our HOA BOD, we attended the first P&Z hearing related to this
development. While you voted down the CUP for the decreased lot sizes (from 70’ wide to 60’ wide),
you also approved the preliminary plat that evening – in case the County Council would have
overturned the CUP decision. Interestingly enough, here we are again with a revised plat for
consideration. The developer did not comply with the 70’ lot width requirement with this recent
revision. I believe that tells us a lot about the respect they have for the authority of our P&Z
Commission and the rules that protect our community.
As it relates to the CUP request for the smaller 60’ lot widths, I recall that one of your team asked
the question, “why is there a 70’ lot width requirement – and why would we want to grant an
exception for this developer”. I though this was a very good question. If there are requirements, I
would certainly expect for the County to uphold them unless there would be a compelling reason to
grant a variance. If there is not a good reason for the minimum lot width, I would expect that
requirement be dropped to avoid the variance requests. I was there during the hearing and didn’t
hear a compelling reason to grant the exception, so I applaud your voting to not grant the CUP.
As it relates to the preliminary plat acceptance, our three HOA BOD members testified about our
concerns for our children and families and the safety impact related to this development using
Horseshoe Creek Drive as what will be the primary ingress/egress from the west for the
development. It is a straight shot from Dingledine through the middle of our peaceful neighborhood.
You can drive down our streets any nice day and see for yourself all of the children riding their
bicycles and playing in front yards – it is why we moved here and I’m certain there are many others
that share my feelings about how nice it is to raise a family here.
The 73 homeowners in our subdivision have been good tax paying citizens in St. Charles County for
over 20 years and deserve our right to have a peaceful existence in our homes and neighborhood.
The developer could easily make two entrances off of Towers Rd, but has chosen profits from the
development over the safety and peaceful existence of our neighbors. We sincerely hope that you
would find in our favor and require that Horseshoe Creek not be extended into the development.
We appreciate your consideration.
Respectfully,
Ron Black, P.E., PMP
517 Wellsmont Drive
St. Charles, MO 63304
Horseshoe Creek Subdivision Trustee

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

LOREN SCHRENK
Planning
Lakeview Farm
Monday, April 19, 2021 10:59:22 PM

Hello,
We are residents of 63303 and protest any code variation as presented in
the Lakeview Farm amended proposal.
Thanks,
Loren and Betsy Schrenk
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To:
Subject:
Date:

macast
Planning
Opposition to CUP21-04 and PRE21-03 - Lakeview Farm
Monday, April 19, 2021 4:37:03 PM

To: St Charles County Planning and Zoning Board
Subject: Opposition to CUP21-04 and PRE21-03 – Lakeview Farm
I wish to voice my continued opposition to CUP21-04 and PRE21-03. Under the revised proposal the
developer eliminated 7 lots and increased the number of lots meeting the 70 foot wide requirement
by 74 lots. Why can’t they eliminate a few more lots and increase the size of the remaining lots to
meet the requirements of R1E zoning.
I am also against allowing the 6 foot side yard setback instead of the 7 foot side yard setback as
required by R1E zoning. How much difference in home value would there be between a house that
is 56 foot wide versus 58 foot wide?
This is all about how much money the developer can squeeze out of this property. The Conditional
Use Permit variance should be used for the occasional odd shaped lot. Many other developers have
been able to build successful developments without the need to use this CUP. I see no reason to
allow this developer to skirt the zoning requirements that the county established.
I ask the St Charles County Planning and Zoning Board to deny the developer’s request for the
Conditional Use Permit and require them to redesign the Plat Map so that all of the lots meet the
minimum requirements of the existing R1E zoning.
Thank You,
Maureen Castulik
135 Birkdale Court
Saint Charles, MO

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Nicole Jorgensen
Planning
CUP21-07 Opposition
Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:23:18 PM

Dear Planning & Zoning Commission,
I understand and support development as part of improving our community. With that said I think it is critical that
we think about the future and preserving the aesthetics of existing neighborhoods in the area. My husband and I
chose to purchase in this area in fall of 2020 because the lot sizes are typically much larger than the minimum
7,000sqft. In addition to lot size, there is decent spacing between homes as compared to some of the newer
developments, such as Newtown. I know the land is going to be developed, but the current residents in this area will
be the ones that have to live here once the developers and builders are done.
When CUP21-04 was submitted requesting the variance to 6ft side yards versus the 7ft side yard, and 60ft lot
widths I was the organizer behind the petition that was submitted. The new CUP21-07 is asking for the exact same
variance. I know the total number of lots has been reduced from 194 to 188. Additionally only 71 lots will be less
than standard lot width of 70sqft, which is a 51% reduction from the total lots originally proposed. While this seems
great this does not address the issue of side yards, all of these houses will still be closer together. I unfortunately do
not have the exact numbers for all the neighboring subdivisions, but it will be very apparent visually that this is not
typical to this area for spacing between homes. This is concerning to have such a drastic change in lot appearance/
average size compared to the other subdivisions in the area.
During the March 17th meeting it was pointed out by staff that if they went with straight roads and square lots that
they could place 264 houses on the 42.5 acres set to be developed. While from a zoning law perspective this is fact,
is this or the proposed CUP truly meeting the St. Charles County Master Plan? According to the St. Charles County
Master Plan this area is mapped out low density residential, 1-4 units per acre. Simple math shows based on the 42.5
acres being developed the standard zoning would push the number to over 6 homes per acre. If we used the whole
property size of 62.8 acres with standard lot size technically 264 homes would still be over the low density
residential standards. This number of homes was not proposed, but was used as part of a counter argument of why
the CUP was actually a good thing. CUP21-07 puts it at 4.4 home per acre with the development area being 42.5
acres. If the developer were to follow zoning requirements and the Master Plan that would be roughly 170 homes. I
realize that the total parcel is 62.8 acres, but with having to relocate farm lake and accommodate the development of
infrastructure, such as roads the full amount cannot be subdivided. While technically the CUP may meet the master
plan if looking at the whole parcel, I feel that it does not truly meet the spirit of the master plan when you look at it
from the area that will be developed.
I am opposed to CUP21-07, while there have been adjustments made it still feels like we are trying to cram houses
into the parcel. How many of the homes will fall under the side yard variance? I hope the commission considers the
long term implications of allowing this CUP. Should the CUP be approved because the market is booming right
now, or do the long term costs outweigh the short term financial gain? The long term impacts to existing
subdivisions needs to be considered. Is the existing infrastructure in the subdivisions that will connect to the new
development updated enough to safely accommodate the extra traffic? With Towers Rd serving as main entrance
for multiple subdivisions is Saint Charles County willing to spend the money to make updates? My neighbors share
some of these same concerns, in addition to other concerns. I appreciate your time and thought regarding this CUP.
Regards
Nicole Jorgensen
Alex Lawson
579 John Meyer Dr.
Saint Charles

March 5, 2021
Dear St Charles County Planning and Zoning,
I hope you are all well and safe. Recently our neighborhood, Horseshoe Creek, received information
that there are plans for a new neighbor development, Reserve at Lakeview Farms, on the farmland next
to us. It is exciting to see new development in the area. It is great to live in a desired part of St Charles
County.
While we welcome new neighbors to the area there are a few things, if not addressed, will become an
undue burden to our subdivision, Horseshoe Creek. These are 1. Added traffic 2. Water supply 3. Water
shed. If these are not addressed the safety of our neighborhood be affected and the values of our
homes will decrease. An increased fiscal impact on our HOA is anticipated without planning and zoning
adding provisions to the development to address these items.
The first concern is the proposed connection of Horseshoe Creek Drive to the new subdivision as
rendered in the preliminary plans. This is the most burdensome to our small, child friendly 72 home
neighborhood. The straight streets already encourage speeding and cutting through by others, creating
a safety problem for pedestrians and children. This proposed connection will increase traffic on
Horseshoe Creek Drive and Welsmont Drive by and estimated 1000 cars per day. This may seem an
unreasonable number to expect, however it is not when considering number of proposed homes
multiplied by various types of trips. Horseshoe Creek Drive and Welsmont Drive will experience the
majority of the increased load. They are straight and easy access roads to Towers Road and Dingledine
Road. They will easily become THE preferred entrance and egress for most of the new development and
residents near the Cambridge Crossing new connecting road. People will use this for access to all
shopping, going to work and access to Castlio Elementary, church and other activities. There will also be
additional traffic due to mail, deliveries, trash/recycling pick up, landscape and other services. Motorist
already cut through to avoid the Dingledine Road / Towers Road intersection, which can be especially
difficult to make a left turn onto Towers Road.
Our ask of St. Charles Planning and Zoning is to add a provision to the development to prevent the
proposed connection of Horseshoe Creek Drive to motor vehicle traffic. One way to ensure this
prevention, would for Planning and Zoning to require a cul-de-sac end where the road shows pass
through on the current preliminary plat. It would also be prudent to leave the trees intact where
Horseshoe Creek Drive terminates to ensure no construction traffic can enter the new development via
Horseshoe Creek Drive. The current land at the end of Horseshoe Creek Drive should not be touched
without Horseshoe Creek HOA approval since it is part of our subdivision. Horseshoe Creek Drive is not
wide enough for heavy traffic. There have already been accidents where drivers hit mailboxes, light
poles and entrance monuments. More traffic means more risk and additional instance like this. This will
increase fiscal and resource burden on the Horseshoe Creek HOA. One additional fact is the HOA pays
for street lighting, which is not designed for heavy speedy traffic.
The second concern is water supply. Currently there is only one water tower off of Towers Road,
supplying water to several subdivision and other homes. The area water supply is already overburdened with homes having water pressure issues and sand in the water. There is an acute concern if
the system is taxed when heavy flow is needed by Cottleville Fire Department. Our neighborhood
experienced a home fire and the fire department said they actually ran out of water due to low

pressure. Luckily, adjacent homes only had minimal damage of melted siding. The home with the fire
was burnt to the ground. Also due to the lack of water flow, sand was pulled into our water supply
pipes. This ruined several appliances and we had to put in a sand filter on the intake pipe to our home.
The third concern is water egress. The low spot of the land is between the new development and
Horseshoe Creek. There is always a concern when land is recontoured. Water is powerful. Neighbors on
the east side will get a new lake view, however their properties will be exposed to a new water table
and run off pattern. They also have basements. Where do the new lakes’ overflows drain to?
The sewer system in Horse Creek has some marginal aspects – especially at joint points. I would expect
the new development would not tie their sewers lines into Horseshoe Creek’s.
Thank you Planning and Zoning for all the work you do ensuring new developments add value our
county, protecting our residents from undue burdens and ensuring the County in will not have future
problematic situations.

Kind Regards,
Mike and Jennifer Green

CC: Mike Elam melam@sccmo.org; Ron Black rblack1700@gmail.com; Adam Basala
adam.basala@delicato.com; William Yates Safet7478@yahoo.com ; Scott Shipman
cyassess@sccmo.org; Steve Ehlmann executive@sccmo.org ; Amy Gibson agibson@sentrymgt.com

