
M I N U T E S
CITY COUNCIL MEETING - COLUMBIA, MISSOURI

DECEMBER 5, 2005

INTRODUCTORY

The City Council of the City of Columbia, Missouri met for a regular meeting at 7:00
p.m., on Monday, December 5, 2005, in the Council Chamber of the City of Columbia,
Missouri.  The roll was taken with the following results: Council Members NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON and JANKU were present.  Council Members LOVELESS and
HUTTON were absent.  The City Manager, City Counselor, City Clerk and various
Department Heads were also present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the regular meeting of November 21, 2005 were approved
unanimously by voice vote on a motion by Mr. Ash and a second by Mr. Janku.

APPROVAL AND ADJUSTMENT OF AGENDA INCLUDING CONSENT AGENDA

The agenda, including the Consent Agenda, was approved unanimously by voice vote
on a motion by Mayor Hindman and a second by Mr. Ash.

SPECIAL ITEMS

Mayor Hindman welcomed Boy Scout Troop 706 from St. Andrews Lutheran Church,
who were observing the meeting.  

(A) Cable Television Needs Assessment - Sue Buske, Cable Television Consultant.

Ms. Buske explained she was working with the City to assist them with the cable
renewal process.  She noted two cable companies, Charter and Mediacom, served the
community and that both franchises expired in January of 2006.  She explained the reason
the City was in the business of dealing with franchises was because cable companies had to
use a limited public asset the City had responsibility for overseeing, the public rights-of-way. 
She noted the value to Mediacom was about $350-$400 million over ten years.  The value
over for Charter was about $18 million over ten years.

The federal process local governments had to go through when their incumbent
operators asked to have their contract renewed was a 36 month process and included a
compliance review of their current agreement, a needs assessment, updating the current City
Code and the negotiating process.  The federal law process also dictated that if an
agreement could not be reached through an “informal negotiation”, the City would have to
issue an RFRP, a request for renewal proposal, simultaneously with an RFP.  The difference
between the two was that the RFRP was for those companies already having a franchise. 
She pointed out the desired outcome was a franchise that could contribute positively to the
community.  

In assessing compliance, a franchise fee audit, a detailed contract compliance review,
a technical audit of the cable plant and a telephone survey had to be done.  In regards to
Mediacom, areas of non-compliance included underpayment of approximately $30,000 in
franchise fees, the obligation to provide a studio with equipment, facilities and personnel to
assist in the production of public access programming and interconnection between the cable
companies and the K-12 schools and the cable companies and the University and two
colleges.  She explained Mediacom had a partial interconnection that was not completely
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two-way functional.  In regards to Charter, there was an underpayment of about $4,100 in
franchise fees, studio, equipment, facilities and personnel had not been provided and
interconnection was lacking.  She noted a one-way connection was not even provided.  She
pointed out both companies were found to be in compliance with FCC technical standards
that were in place.  Their engineering firm did suggest upgrades in order to increase capacity
for current and future interactive services.  Ms. Buske explained the public input in the needs
assessment process included a random telephone survey, a series of focus group meetings,
analysis of strategic planning documents, interviews with representatives of the University of
Missouri, Stephens College and Columbia College, on-site reviews of facilities at the public
schools and the City, and a public hearing.  

Based on the statistics and data gathered, key findings included having access to
state of the art communication systems, services and information technologies, enhancing
local media resources, having channels available for public education and government
access purposes and having a collaborative community media center environment.  Ms.
Buske also noted existing programming resources were inadequate and customer service
response did not comply with the FCC standards.  She stated the next steps were to move
forward with the ordinance and commence negotiations. 

(B) National Excellence in Volunteer Management Award - Christine Gardner.

Christine Gardner joined Mayor Hindman at the podium where he presented her with
the “Excellence in Volunteer Management Award” provided by NAVPLG, the National
Association of Volunteer Programs in Local Government.  Mayor Hindman explained
NAVPLG to be an international association of administrators, coordinators and directors of
volunteer programs in local and city governments.  He voiced appreciation for her efforts and
commented that she had performed brilliantly in working with volunteers of diverse talents to
expand the recycling and waste reduction efforts in the community. 

Ms. Gardner explained the mission of their program was to reduce the amount of
“stuff” going to the Landfill and thanked Mayor Hindman for presenting the award.

R278-05 Authorizing contracts with various organizations to fund Human Rights
education programs.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained the budget included $5,100 to enhance human rights activities in

the community. 
Marie Glaze, 2209A Creasy Springs, Chair of the Human Rights Commission,

explained community education and outreach to be one of the main functions of the
Commission.  In addition to conducting the “Let’s Talk Columbia” Community Study Circle
Program, the Commission also provided funding support to local organizations conducting
human rights educational activities and programs in the community through the Human
Rights Enhancement Program.  The purpose was to provide financial support for local
organizations engaged in programming promoting cultural understanding, human rights
education and the reduction and elimination of discriminatory practices in the community. 
This year the Commission received nine funding proposals and recommended some funding
for all.  Ms. Glazed thanked the Council for their ongoing support and stated she was proud
Columbia was a City that funded these types of programs. 

The vote on R278-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON. 
Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows: 

Mayor Hindman acknowledged that Phil Steinhaus, who had done a wonderful job as
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the Director of Community Services, was resigning his position with the City to take over as
Executive Director of the Columbia Housing Authority.  He noted the City would miss him. 
Mr. Steinhaus thanked Mayor Hindman and stated he had enjoyed his years with the City and
was proud of the work they had done over the past 12 years with the Human Rights,
Community Services and Substance Abuse Commissions. 

SCHEDULED PUBLIC COMMENT

None.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

B415-05 Rezoning property located along both sides of Clark Lane, approximately
1,200 feet east of Ballenger Lane from A-1 and C-P to PUD-8; approving the PUD
development plan of The Links of Columbia; granting a variance to the Subdivision
Regulations relating to sidewalk construction.

The bill was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained several issues had been raised about this proposal at the last

meeting.  The condition of Clark Lane and the challenge of putting a pedestrian way along
that street, he noted, had been of particular concern.  Six issues were defined and he thought
all had been addressed by the applicant. Since their work session, construction of Clark Lane
had been moved up due to the development that was occurring in the area.  He pointed out
they contacted the developer, today, about the possibility of constructing the trail across the
property at the same time he was developing the property.  He explained that when Clark
Lane was constructed, a permanent sidewalk would be built as a part of the overall project. 
The City could trade the cost of the sidewalk, which was the developer’s responsibility, for the
value of the trail. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Brian Harrington, Allstate Consultants, 3312 LeMone Industrial, passed out copies of

the revised PUD plan.  In regards to interconnectivity with the C-P portion of property
surrounded by their development, they put a note on the plan basically stating that when the
plan for the C-P property came in, they would allow interconnection with their property.  He
noted it would not require a revision to this PUD plan, but would need to be shown on the C-P
plan, so Council could ensure a cross connection was made at the time of approval of that
plan.  Mr. Harrington provided copies of the Audubon Program in regards to turf management
and stated the Program was put together with the Audubon Society and the United States
Golf Association.  He pointed out a note was on the plan stating they would meet it and
provide a written plan for it.  He noted golf balls on Clark Lane had been a considerable
issue, but thought they had addressed it.  The driving range that was shown on the south
side, in the center of the property, had been eliminated.  They used that room to pull the hole
parallel to Clark Lane farther away.  They were leaving a buffer of at least 100 feet in existing
timber between that hole and Clark Lane.  The buffer was very much like it was when
presented originally with the only change being the percentage areas for natural and
maintained areas.  In most cases, the revision actually increased the natural buffer area and
tree preservation area along the creek.  There were some places where it changed to a
maintained buffer area as well, but all in all, the natural area increased with the revised
scenario.  They reduced parking by 34 spaces on the north side and 29 spaces on the south
by showing the areas as future parking spaces, if needed, on the plan. Regarding the
pedestrian issues, Mr. Harrington stated they calculated the sidewalk frontage along both
sides of Clark Lane to be about 4,300 lineal feet and the trail to about 3,000 feet.  With the
sidewalk calculated at a five foot width and the trail at an eight foot width, there would be
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about 24,000 square feet of trail versus 21,500 square feet of sidewalk.  He stated they felt it
would be a little extra cost to them, but they recognized the benefit of having the trail built
with construction and the benefit to the City of building the sidewalks with the construction of
the street.  He explained the north side of the trail would amount to a paving project and they
felt comfortable with projecting the costs they would incur.  He pointed out that on the south
side, they had given a corridor that would be narrowed down at a later time to 20 feet wide so
it could meander through the trees.  Given that, they did not know the exact layout of the trail
and since the corridor would be on the side of a hill, they expected some retaining walls.  He
suggested the City provide materials for the retaining walls while they provided the
installation.  He felt that would give both parties an incentive to keep the cost down.  He
added that they would provide paving and grading for the trails.  

Mayor Hindman understood the buffer areas to be 25 feet in width and asked if that
was from the bank.  Mr. Harrington replied it was 25 feet from the top of the bank on both
sides.  Mayor Hindman asked if the maintained buffer area meant golf course.  Mr. Harrington
replied predominantly.  He pointed out, if taking an average, it would be much more than 25
feet.  

Mr. Janku asked how the interconnection was expected to work.  Mr. Harrington
explained the property did not have a commercial plan filed, but he thought they had specific
ideas of what they wanted to see done.  Using the drawing, he pointed out the adjacent
property and stated they had the potential to make interconnections all along the southern
and western boundaries of that property.  He noted grade issues, which were dependent
upon how they graded their lot.  With this PUD plan, they were recognizing they had
permission to connect to their property when they did their C-P plan with either driveways or
sidewalks or both.  They put a statement on their plan recognizing their willingness to do that. 
Mr. Janku asked about the final percentage of non-impervious surface.  Mr. Harrington
replied that the effective overall percentage of impervious area did not change because they
did not change the layout of the buildings.  They only changed the layout of the golf course
and the tree preservation area. 

Mayor Hindman stated the Audubon Program for golf courses mentioned golf courses
worked toward certificates of recognition in six categories and asked if they were planning to
do that.  Mr. Harrington responded yes.

Dave Harr, 1313 Vandiver, explained he and his neighbor owned the C-P property not
involved in this plan and that they had talked to Mr. Harrington and had received an
easement to look over this afternoon.  He noted they were not going to sign it at this time and
that Mr. Harrington understood why.  Mr. Harr stated he felt they were on the same level in
regards to negotiating easement rights across each others properties and thought the sewer
and drainage easements, as well as the connectivity issues, looked feasible.  He felt the 100-
foot road was somewhat problematic and asked that a 92-foot road be considered.  He
understood they were talking about an 8-foot cut in front of his property.  He felt five feet
might be more appropriate because they would have problems putting in basements, if they
lost too much frontage.

Mr. Janku assumed Mr. Harr’s plan would show the connection when it came to the
Council.  Mr. Harr replied that was correct and added that they felt they needed fewer
entrances and exits on to Clark Lane.  The only way to get that was with some type of
connectivity.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Janku asked for assistance from Mr. Boeckmann in regards to language for the

amendment.  Mr. Boeckmann suggested the language in Section 5 remain the same down to
the semi-colon where it said “provided” and then adding “provided, that subdivider shall
construct an 8-foot wide trail to City specifications in the 20-foot trail easement along Hominy
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Branch shown on the PUD Development Plan.  City shall provide the material for necessary
retaining walls along the trail on the south side of Clark Lane.  The subdivider shall construct
these retaining walls.”  

Mr. Ash understood the trail would basically follow the same diagonal path.  His
concern was that instead of a sidewalk or an alternative walkway that would allow someone
to get along east and west, this ran diagonal more north to south than east to west across the
property.  He asked why they thought this was better and if it was because of their concern
that the sidewalks would have to be redone.  Mr. Janku replied that two weeks ago they did
not know they would be able to move funding up.  Now that they had moved it up, the
engineering work would be done in 2006 and the road would be constructed in 2008.  It
dawned on him that while they were talking about that, they had not focused on the trail
issue.  From the developer’s standpoint, they would have a finished product and then the City
would come in with the trail, which he felt could be disruptive.  He thought it would be better if
they could take care of it while doing their earth moving.  He noted the City could then build
the sidewalk as part of the street project and build it once.  Mr. Ash asked how long, worse
case, it would be from when this was constructed until either the street was redone and the
sidewalks were in or if they went back to the escrow idea, how long would these people be
without pedestrian walkways along Clark Lane.  Mr. Janku understood they would do the
south part right away and hoped to have it open by next fall.  Mr. Harrington replied that was
correct.  Mr. Janku asked when they would begin the north side.  Mr. Fugitt, the architect for
the Lindsey Management Company, stated they would do all of the grading at one time. 
They would do the south side of Clark Lane first and then move over to the north side.  He
noted they would have the nine hole golf course open at the same time. Mr. Janku asked
about the apartments on the south side and when they anticipated on opening them.  Mr.
Fugitt replied that phase I would be the south side of Clark Lane and phase II would be the
on north side of Clark Lane.  He noted market factors would determine when the north side
was completed, but the golf course and grading would be done up front and at the same time. 
He was hopeful to have some of the south side apartments open by August or September of
2006.  

Mayor Hindman agreed with Mr. Ash’s concerns, but felt this was an appropriate
compromise since funding was moved forward with hopes of starting construction in the 2008
fiscal year.  He noted, at best, they would only get some of the apartments open by the
school year.  Because it was a temporary thing and the light at the end of the tunnel was in
sight, he thought this was a good proposal.  If they had not done it this way, Mr. Ash
understood the developer would have had to build the sidewalks and we would have had to
build the trail.  Mayor Hindman stated that was correct.  Mr. Janku explained that when he
contacted Mr. Harrington, he told him he did not want any increase in the net cost of the
development to them, since it was a City obligation to build the trail.  

Mr. Janku made the motion to amend B415-05 per Mr. Boeckmann’s suggested
language for Section 5.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Crayton and approved
unanimously by voice vote.  

Mr. Ash asked if they needed to amend Section 3, item 1, where they talked
specifically about the roundabout.  He also wanted to make sure everything referenced as
exhibits was included and asked if they needed to be referred to in the ordinance.  Mr.
Boeckmann replied that a lot of things had been taken care of by the notes, but thought they
might want to deal with the buffer area as an additional condition.  Mr. Ash asked if the
Audubon issue should be added.  Mr. Boeckmann thought the note on the plan took care of
that issue.  Mayor Hindman asked about the riparian buffer map and if it was part of the plan. 
Mr. Boeckmann did not think it was and suggested including a condition that would add it to
the ordinance as an exhibit.  Mr. Janku pointed out the ordinance provided for the Audubon
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guidelines in Section 3, number 5.  Mr. Boeckmann noted Section 4 approved a plan dated
October 28th, which he recommended be amended to November 28th.

Mr. Janku made the motion that B415-05 be amended by changing the date of the
plan in Section 4 to November 28th.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Nauser and approved
unanimously by voice vote. 

Mr. Ash asked about Section 3, item 1 and noted that item 4 in the same section
talked about paying an equivalent of a roundabout, which was more vague.  He noted they
would be setting aside money that could be used for a roundabout or for something else.  He
thought they wanted the same language in item 1.  He recalled Mr. Hutton being
uncomfortable with specifically spelling out a roundabout, when the road had not yet been
designed.  Mr. Ash thought they cared more about the developer’s contribution being
equivalent to what it would cost to construct a roundabout because it could then be used for a
roundabout or for whatever it was needed for, if a roundabout was not the answer.  Mr. Teddy
agreed and understood it would be 50% of the Ballenger and Clark roundabout or the
equivalent and 100% of the roundabout at Clark Lane and Lake of the Woods or the
equivalent of that roundabout.  

Mr. Ash noted item 1 was very specific because it talked about the roundabout being
completed prior to the occupancy of any of the proposed units north of Clark Lane.  He asked
if they wanted to keep that in the ordinance as something to be completed before the north
side happened.  Mr. Janku felt, from a timing standpoint, it was a moot question, but thought
it probably needed to come out. 

Mr. Harrington commented they were not opposed to making a payment in lieu of that
construction.  Since they had a fairly definitive schedule with the City’s project on Clark Lane,
he suggested they tie it to the reconstruction of Clark Lane because that would be the best
time to address the intersection.  They could provide payment for the roundabout at St.
Charles and half of the roundabout at Ballenger at the time of construction for the City’s
project.  Mr. Janku stated he was okay with that.  Mr. Ash commented that he liked that it
limited it to until the road actually got improved.  Mayor Hindman did not think it did.  Mr.
Harrington replied the payment would be tied to it.  Mr. Ash asked if they would not
necessarily be holding back construction on the north side until it got improved.  Mr.
Harrington thought it would take the place of that.  It would put the scheduling of construction
of the roundabouts in the City’s hands.  He reiterated he was suggesting tying it into the
City’s project rather than tying it to any units.  

Mr. Janku understood item 1 would read that the developer shall pay the equivalent
cost of a single lane roundabout at the intersection of Clark Lane and St. Charles Road and
that any required right-of-way acquisition shall be the City’s responsibility.  He assumed that
meant cost as well as the fact that we could acquire right-of-way because we were a public
body.  They would also delete the language reading “the roundabout shall be completed prior
to occupancy of any of the proposed units north of Clark Lane” and inserting “the payment
shall be made at the time of reconstruction of Clark Lane. “ He noted language would be
added at the end of item 4 reading “at the time of reconstruction of Clark Lane.” 

Mr. Boeckmann understood subsection 1 of Section 3 would read “The developer shall
pay the equivalent of the cost of the single lane roundabout at the intersection of Clark Lane
and St. Charles Road.  Any required right-of-way acquisition shall be the City’s responsibility. 
The Developer shall make the payment at the time of reconstruction of Clark Lane.” and that
the change to subsection 4 would add language reading “at the time of reconstruction of
Clark Lane.”

Mr. Janku made the motion that B415-05 be amended to include the language Mr.
Boeckmann stated for subsection 1 and subsection 4 in Section 3.  The motion was
seconded by Mr. Ash.
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Mayor Hindman asked if it was correct to expect the City would be financially
responsible for the acquisition of right-of-way for the roundabout or whatever was involved
with that junction between the two roads.  He felt it was not clear whether they were talking
about financial responsibility or legal responsibility in regards to the right-of-way for the
roundabout.  Mr. Harrington felt the clause did not mean anything if they were putting a
payment in because it was the City’s project.  Mayor Hindman clarified he was asking if the
cost of the roundabout included a proportionate cost of the right-of-way, so it was understood
when it came time to figure the cost of the roundabout.  Mr. Harrington stated they did not
intend it to.  In discussions with Richard Stone, he noted, they did not think there was a right-
of-way issue. 

The motion to amend subsection 1 and subsection 4, made by Mr. Janku and
seconded by Mr. Ash, was approved unanimously by voice vote. 

Mr. Ash asked about adding the exhibits.  Mr. Boeckmann suggested adding a
subsection 6 to Section 3 reading “there shall be a 25-foot riparian buffer on both sides of
Hominy Branch as shown on exhibit B, which is attached to and made a part of this
ordinance.”  He noted exhibit B was handed out this evening.  

Mr. Ash made the motion that B415-05 be amended per Mr. Boeckmann’s suggestion
to add a subsection 6 with language reading “there shall be a 25-foot riparian buffer on both
sides of Hominy Branch as shown on exhibit B, which is attached to and made a part of this
ordinance.”  The motion was seconded by Mayor Hindman and approved unanimously by
voice vote. 

B415-05, as amended, was read with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:
NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO:  NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:
  
B418-05 Amending Chapter 25 of the City Code relating to sidewalk construction
along common lots and other non-buildable lots.

The bill was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained the current ordinance did not require construction of a sidewalk

along what was termed “common lots” on recorded plats.  It did require that sidewalks be built
before occupancy permits were issued on lots that were developed.  This proposal would
require a developer, when they built a street, to build a sidewalk along the common lots
where it was most likely a structure would not be built.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Janku stated he had done some research and had not found any situations where

there were problems on collector streets and did not have suggested language to make an
amendment.  

Mr. Ash asked about his suggestion of removing the phrase “along local residential
streets.”  He felt it did not matter what kind of street it was next to because they wanted
sidewalks built on the sides of common lots.  He asked if they still agreed that phrase should
be removed.  Mr. Janku thought it would.  Mr. Ash felt this would solve the issue of
homeowners associations being tax billed because the developer did not put in the sidewalk.  

Mr. Janku understood this section was basically stating where sidewalks were
required.  Mr. Boeckmann replied that was correct.  Mr. Janku understood they were not
creating an additional obligation, but were just saying when they would be constructed.  Mr.
Boeckmann replied that was true.  Mr. Janku understood there was no additional obligation
on the part of the developer to build any sidewalks they were not currently required to build. 
It was just the timing they were affecting. 

Mr. Beck asked if there was a reason Mr. Ash’s suggestion had not been included. 



City Council Minutes - 12/5/05 Meeting

Mr. Teddy explained they started the process with the directive to look at all classifications of
streets and the general problem of common lots platted on those streets.  In the course of
review, particularly at the staff and Commission work team level, some of the staff more
involved in the oversight of construction in the field commented that on those higher
classifications of streets, there was a greater risk that the common lot would be used as a
point of entry for construction vehicles and that sort of thing.  If Council wanted to include all
streets, he felt it would be a simple matter of removing the word “local”.  Mr. Beck asked how
the group felt the gap would be filled.  Mr. Teddy replied that it was still a requirement and still
stated in the performance contract.  Mr. Teddy thought another reason to perhaps exclude
the collectors and arterials was that very often they were access restricted roadways in
residential subdivisions anyway.  There was no good reason the sidewalk had to be deferred,
if there was a common lot along them.  There would be no driveways on either side of it in the
case of new subdivisions.  

Mr. Ash felt two separate issues were confused during the discussion.  One was the
issue about sidewalks and common lots.  The other issue involved the thought that as long as
we were building these collector streets, we should go ahead and put in the sidewalks at the
same time.  He felt that was when it was thought it was not a good idea because some times
during construction they would have to cross over the sidewalks and they would get broken
up.  He stated that was different from what was being talked about here.  In a common lot,
there was no construction going on in the lot, so it would not get crossed and broken up.  He
felt they suggested striking it because of the confusion in regards to building a sidewalk along
a collector street.   Mr. Glascock agreed.  

Mr. Ash made the motion that B418-05 be amended by striking the phrase “along local
residential streets”.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku and approved unanimously by
voice vote.  

Mr. Janku asked about a street that had already been constructed.  He gave as an
example a collector street with residential on the other side.  Mr. Beck asked if he was talking
about a lot having frontage on two streets.  Mr. Janku stated he was.  He felt they needed to
advance the timing so it was not left to be done when the homeowners association had taken
over responsibility for the street.  If they were going to deal with that issue, Mr. Boeckmann
suggested it be in a separate sentence.  Mr. Glascock understood they were talking about
only common areas.  Mr. Janku stated that was right and he was concerned with the three
year delay.  Mayor Hindman suggested passing this ordinance as amended and then asking
staff to come back with proposed language.  Mr. Boeckmann suggested tabling it unless they
wanted it to go back to the Planning and Zoning Commission.  Mr. Ash asked that what they
expected to be accomplished between now and the time it would be brought back at the next
meeting be made clear.  Mr. Janku stated it was constructing sidewalks by common lots
where the street had already been constructed.   

Mr. Janku made the motion that B418-05, as amended, be tabled to the December 19,
2005 Council meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Nauser and approved unanimously
by voice vote. 

B437-05 Voluntary annexation of property located on the east side of Howard
Orchard Road, north of State Route KK; establishing permanent R-1 zoning.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mayor Hindman explained that a request to table this item to the first meeting in

January had been received.
Mr. Beck described this as a 118 acre tract located in south Columbia.  The

Commission recommended denial of the R-1 zoning request because of the poor condition of
the County road in the area and because of traffic coming into Thornbrook. 
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Mr. Janku made the motion that B437-05 be tabled to the January 3, 2006 Council
meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Nauser.

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman continued the public hearing to the January

3, 2006 meeting.
The motion to table B 437-05 to the January 3, 2006 Council meeting, made by Mr.

Janku and seconded by Ms. Nauser, was approved unanimously by voice vote. 

B438-05 Rezoning property located northeast of the intersection of Chapel Hill
Road and Mills Drive from A-1 to R-1, PUD-6 and O-P.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck pointed out a protest petition had been received but it was considered

invalid.  He noted the applicant requested the issue be tabled to the December 19, 2005
meeting.  

Ms. Crayton made the motion that B438-05 be tabled to the December 19, 2005
Council meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku.

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman continued the public hearing to the

December 19, 2005 meeting.  
The motion to table B438-05 to the December 19, 2005 Council meeting, made by Ms.

Crayton and seconded by Mr. Janku, was approved unanimously by voice vote.

B439-05 Rezoning property located on the northeast corner of West Broadway and
Stadium Boulevard from R-3 and C-P to O-P; approving the Shelter Office Plaza O-P
development plan; approving less stringent screening requirements.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Teddy described the tract as consisting of 5.32 acres with a proposed plan

illustrating 60,000 square feet of office space in three buildings.  Access would be off of West
Broadway, a MoDOT maintained arterial street.  There was frontage on Stadium Boulevard,
but access was not proposed.  The sidewalk would remain in place along West Broadway. 
He noted a sidewalk variance had been granted in recent years for the frontage along
Stadium Boulevard, so there would not be a sidewalk on the west frontage of the property. 
He stated internal walkways were shown, including walkways that connected the three
buildings through a central open space.  Parking consisted of 185 auto spaces and 15 bike
spaces.  He pointed out a variance request for the north frontage of the property for reduction
in the amount of screening that was customarily required.  Staff recommended approval of
both the rezoning and the development plan.  A condition, already agreed to by the applicant,
was that there would be a left turn lane on West Broadway that would serve the access to the
development.  They also recommended a driveway access easement to the east to set up
cross access with future development.  The applicant indicated they agreed in principal, but it
was not their desire to put in a cross access drive at this time.  The Commission
recommended approval of the rezoning request and development plan with the condition of
the left turn lane on West Broadway.  

Mr. Ash asked why the sidewalk variance would carry forward from the C-P plan to the
O-P plan.  Mr. Boeckmann assumed whatever rationale there was for granting a sidewalk
variance in the earlier plan was still valid.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Dan Simon, an attorney with offices at 203 Executive Building, appeared on behalf of

Shelter Mutual Insurance Company and stated he understood questions had come up today
regarding stormwater.  He noted the stormwater plan had been approved by the City and
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thought the issue would not be made worse, but substantially better by this development.  Mr.
Simon explained Shelter acquired the old Burger King property and was planning to construct
one two-story office building and two one-story office buildings.  Using the overhead, he
showed the area and planned development.  He noted the importance of the corner to
Shelter as well as to the City of Columbia and stated this would move the dangerous
driveway to the east where it would be across from East Briarwood.  It would eliminate four
acres of R-3 zoning that could contain a substantial number of apartments.  Mr. Simon
pointed out that Shelter owned the property to the east and had no present plans to develop
it.  If they did develop it, they would deal with any connectivity issues at that time.  The
entryway itself was on a MoDOT highway and they could convert it to a right in, right out
anytime they felt it was necessary.  If that happened, Shelter would be left with the choice of
either dealing with it by moving driveways on to the east or accepting and retaining it.  

Mr. Ash asked about the white line on the drawing on the Stadium frontage.  Mr.
Bennett, the project engineer, replied it was a drainage ditch.  Mr. Simon noted they had
been told the sidewalk variance ran with the land.  He also pointed out three TDD’s and the
City would be dealing with that area soon.  Mr. Ash asked if anyone had a time frame.  Mr.
Simon replied that people would be greatly disappointed if it was five years.  At the time of
reconstruction, Mr. Ash asked if there would be a sidewalk along the Stadium side.  Mr.
Simon assumed there would be a sidewalk, but stated Shelter would not be putting it in.  Mr.
Beck noted the plan was to have sidewalks on both sides of Stadium when it was widened.  

Mr. Ash asked about the easement joining the properties and if there was some way to
add a note that would leave enough “wiggle room,” while still committing to connectivity in the
future.  Mr. Simon stated he did not know what that would be.  The difficulty was that they
were dealing with this plan and not the other property.  He thought they would have to come
up with some sort of note that would somehow burden the other property.  He reiterated that
both of these properties were Shelter properties and that MoDOT or the City controlled the
access.  If next year, it was decided the left in, left out situation was dangerous and the
warrants required Shelter to build a median, they would have a perfect right to do that.  Mr.
Boeckmann agreed.  Mr. Simon stated he would be willing to give the City a development
agreement saying they recognized that could happen at which time Shelter would have to
deal with it.  Mr. Ash was concerned about Shelter selling the property to another party.  Mr.
Simon noted they had employees walking in and out of the parking lot and they did not want
a driveway running across the land into that parking lot, going through pedestrian traffic in the
existing lot to an entranceway that was already undersized.  He also did not think Shelter
would sell the property because it was between the main office and this.  If anyone developed
the property, he felt it would be Shelter Mutual Insurance Company.  

Terry Dykes, Vice-President of General Services at Shelter, 1817 W. Broadway,
explained that in four weeks Shelter would recognize their 60th anniversary of doing business
in Columbia.  He commented that approximately 50 years ago, they moved into their new
facilities from downtown to West Broadway, approximately 40 years ago, they dedicated their
new fountain, and about thirty years ago, they dedicated their gardens.  Mr. Dykes noted the
Christmas tree lighting, the turning on of the fountain, and the summer concerts in the
gardens.  He felt Shelter’s history had demonstrated a commitment to the community in many
different ways in addition to the basic economic purposes for which they existed.  He noted
this project was designed basically around a cluster of trees because their goal was to save
as many of the trees as possible.  He pointed out they might need to bring in as much as
18,000 cubic feet of soil in order to level things off at tree level.  They moved the driveway
almost 300 feet further away from the intersection and designed the appearance and lighting
of the buildings and the lights in the parking lots with the community in mind.  They used
pitched roofing and low intensity directional lighting in order to keep lights away from their
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neighbors.  He pointed out that 44% of the area was greenspace and asked the Council to
allow them to continue their commitment to the community in this new way.  

Mayor Hindman asked if all four sides of the buildings would be the same in regards to
architecture and standards.  Mr. Dykes replied that was basically correct and added that they
would all be the brick and glass, as shown in the design.  He stated it was their goal to make
the street side look like a second front.  

Jerry Heuer, Maintenance Supervisor for Courtyard Apartments, the adjoining property
to Shelter Insurance, stated they were supportive of the plans to develop the property and
thought it would be an asset to the area.  He noted they were concerned about the drainage
issues because they had existing problems that they felt needed to be addressed.  They were
fearful this project would add to their problems.  He passed out photos for the Council to
view.  

Dave Bennett, an engineer for Engineering Surveys and Services, 1113 Fay,
explained that a portion of stormwater runoff for this project was coming from the south, some
of which came off of Broadway, and there was a large portion that came along the north side
of the property, which, from a stormwater management standpoint, was unrelated to this
particular project.  They were actually intercepting the portion coming from the south and
passing it along the north side of their property in a pipe and putting it into Stadium. 
Currently, it went through the southern portion of Courtyard Apartments.  Mr. Bennett noted
they would be putting stormwater detention on their site that would meet City requirements. 
He stated there was an area on the north side of the property that Shelter Insurance currently
drained through the Courtyard Apartments, which had been a point of discussion with the
Apartments and Mills Properties for the last couple of years.  He pointed out they met with
them about a year ago and decided the first thing to do was to study what, if any, issues
might exist in their current collection system which was at least 30 years old.  Mr. Bennett
noted they committed to doing a report, but he had not seen it as of today.

Mayor Hindman understood this project would not add to the problem.  Mr. Bennett
replied it would not add to the problem and it would intercept some of the water coming from
the south.  Mr. Janku asked where the detention was shown on the plan.  Mr. Bennett replied
the stormwater detention was underground and was located underneath the north parking lot. 
Mr. Ash stated he did not think they should be required to solve all things not related to the
site.  He asked if they had looked at what could be done, while moving dirt around, that would
help them out.  Mr. Bennett explained that the drainage to the north was unrelated to this
project.  In addition, they did not want to commit to doing anything until they saw what the
issues were.  He reiterated Shelter felt the first step was for the Apartments to determine
what their existing facilities were.  If there was problem, he was sure Shelter would be
amenable to participating.  Mr. Ash asked if there would be time to go back and redo things
once the project began.  Mr. Bennett stated he was trying to keep this project isolated to itself
and added that he would not know what needed to be done at this point since they did not
have the study.

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
B439-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:

NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

B440-05 Rezoning property located on the southeast corner of the intersection of
State Route K and RA Nursery Road from R-1 to C-P.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Teddy explained this as a 3.15 acre lot located in the northwest corner of the

recently approved Boone’s Pointe Subdivision.  The property was annexed into the City in
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2004.  Access was available on Route K, a MoDOT maintained minor arterial.  Mr. Teddy
understood that direct driveway access would not be allowed or would be restricted to limited
movements.  There was also access available to this site off of RA Nursery Road, which in its
present state was a local unimproved residential street.  He noted a planned extension of
Scott Boulevard all of the way south to Route K was in the Major Roadway Plan and would
result in a four-way intersection at this location.  Staff recommended for approval of C-P, but
because of the surrounding single-family residential environment they also recommended
some restrictions on use from the customary uses allowed in a C-1, C-2 or C-3 environment. 
They further recommended that no C-P development plan be approved until RA Nursery
Road was paved to meet a dust free surface standard.  He understood the Public Works
Department would recommend a full curb and gutter, hard surfaced street, if any
improvement was done.  They also recommended the extension of Scott Boulevard to State
Route K be completed, making a four-way intersection and that improvements to the Scott
Boulevard and State Route K intersection, including improved site distances and dedicated
left turn lanes, be completed.  Mr. Teddy noted a multi-party agreement between the City,
Boone County and MoDOT, which addressed those issues.  The Commission recommended
approval with four conditions.  The conditions were that no C-P development plan be
approved until adjacent roadways were improved, the uses were limited to a list provided and
the statement of intent was amended to include several business conduct related items.  In
addition, they also recommended no drive-thru pick up windows associated with fast food
restaurants be allowed.  

Mr. Janku assumed the condition in the amended statement of intent limiting
commercial activity to the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. was enforceable.  Mr. Teddy
replied they had raised the concern about single-family residences abutting this lot and the
applicant indicated a willingness to impose the restriction. 

Mayor Hindman noted that although staff recommended no service stations or car
washes, they were contained in the ordinance because the Planning and Zoning Commission
approved them.  Mr. Teddy stated they respectfully disagreed on those items.  Staff wanted
to draw the line at businesses that conducted themselves indoors.  The applicant did say they
had a plan to manage that and he thought it was their desire to put the potential lot buyers on
notice in that a potential use of the lot was a gas station/convenience store combination or
some other commercial use.  He noted there would be screening, as required by ordinance. 
They felt screening and the limited hours of service would help manage the transition
between single-family and commercial.  Their approach had been a little more conservative. 
Mayor Hindman asked if that was still staff’s position.  Mr. Teddy stated their general feeling
was that they look for some other kind of transitional use between a gasoline service station
and single-family residences.  

Mayor Hindman asked if they wanted to have at least pedestrian connectivity, if not
auto connectivity, from the adjoining subdivision to this tract, if the time to bring that up would
be at the time of plan approval.  Mr. Teddy replied that sidewalk designs would be part of a
development plan.  Mayor Hindman asked about sidewalks internal to the subdivision.  Mr.
Teddy pointed out that the subdivision had already been final platted.  A connection would
have to be at the end of a block sidewalk.  He noted there was an access off of Boone’s
Pointe off of RA Nursery Road.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Ron Shy, 5600 S. Highway KK, noted the staff report had not covered the issue of

construction of the Route K intersection.  He stated there would be left turn lanes on Route K,
which would also have conduits for a signal at some point in time, when warranted.  That was
one reason they wanted to have some sort of a service facility at this location.  Their concept
review stipulated that, as did their original presentation with the preliminary plat.  He noted
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they had planned it all along and actually wanted the zoning to occur prior to selling any of
the lots, so people would be aware that something like this was going to happen.  In reading
their Letter of Intent, Mr. Shy felt it was clear they wanted their convenience store to be
residential in nature, if that was in fact what went there.  He pointed out there was a 10,000
square foot limitation on the three acres, which would support, at most, three to four
businesses.  Mr. Shy stated it would be low intensity and wanted it at this intersection to
service the area they were trying to develop.  With regard to timing and connectivity, Mr. Shy
noted they were building a sidewalk along Route K as well as the interior streets in the
subdivision.  When they brought in their plan, he stated it would have connectivity to the
residential and commercial area.  Regarding RA Nursery Road, they agreed to pave the
existing road, but had not agreed to rebuild the road because there was some pressure for
that road to continue on at some point in time as an arterial street.  He reiterated that they
agreed to upgrade it to a dust free surface, an overlay.  

In regards to connectivity, Mayor Hindman commented he had been thinking about a
sidewalk from the interior of the subdivision to this commercial area so people would not have
to go out on the road.  Mr. Shy noted connectivity would occur on the same side of the street,
along RA Nursery Road.  It would not be interior between the lots.  He pointed out the plat
had an interior street with lots backing up to the area where the road connected onto RA
Nursery Road.  The connectivity would be sidewalks along Route K or the interior streets. 
Mayor Hindman was hoping for something that would go between a couple of lots.  Mr. Shy
stated that was not on the plan and noted a grade difference in the back where there would
be about 8 to 10 feet of difference in elevation between the back of the lots and the
commercial area.  

Ms. Nauser asked if Mr. Shy meant chip and seal or asphalt in reference to RA
Nursery Road and the overlay.  Mr. Shy replied he was talking about asphalt.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Janku noted a comment in the staff report about this being premature.  By this

being in place, he felt the neighbors would know when they bought their lots that commercial
zoning was already in place.  Getting out ahead of development, he thought was good.  

Ms. Nauser stated she liked the fact that the road was being addressed and that we
were asking them to wait until Route K and Scott were improved. 

B440-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:
NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:   

B441-05 Rezoning property located on the southwest side of Sexton Road,
northwest of Mikel Street from R-2 to M-1.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a .26 acre property and stated the Commission

recommended approval of the request.  
Mayor Hindman asked why they wanted to go to M-1.  Mr. Teddy replied it was so the

existing use would conform with zoning, instead of being a non-conforming use.  It was used
as a parking and storage yard presently, which was similar to the uses that were north and
west of the property.  He stated staff viewed the request as an opportunity to take a rather
isolated zoning that was surrounded by C-3 and M-1 and unifying the zoning in the area.  

Mr. Ash stated he was adamant about up zonings being planned and assumed there
was an M-P they could have requested.  He asked what they would have to do if they wanted
M-P zoning, but did not want to change anything else.  He wondered if they would have to
submit stormwater and other plans.  Mr. Teddy replied that if redevelopment occurred, they
would have to meet all of the City ordinances governing parking, design, landscaping,
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stormwater management, etc.   Mr. Ash asked if they requested M-P and were going to do
nothing else to it if they would have to submit all of the other plans and paper work.  Mr.
Teddy replied any planned district could be zoned in advance of the development plan.  They
would just have to submit a legal description and a statement of intent. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Brian Harrington, Allstate Consultants, 3312 LeMone Industrial, stated they were

beginning to look at the site in terms of modernizing it, although they did not have specific
plans right now.  As they started working with staff, it was suggested they get everything
cleaned up from the zoning standpoint.  This was a step in that direction.  He noted they
basically had an R-2 piece of land surrounded by industrial and commercial and felt it was
appropriate to go with zoning that would match the current use of the property. 

Mr. Ash asked what the down side would be to going with M-P instead of M-1.  Mr.
Harrington stated they would effectively down zoning the rest of the site in regards to the cost
of development because it was a more in-depth process to go through from the plan stage. 
He noted they were simply trying to match what was already there, so they could go ahead
with some master planning and modernization.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Ash reiterated his feelings about up zonings being planned and stated he could not

support this request.
Mr. Janku agreed and noted that the area to the south along Mikel Street had been

gradually improving.  Although this was considered a transition area and the 2020 report
suggested this would all expand commercially to the south toward Mikel, at some point,
where ever that line stopped, the property to the south of Mikel, along Sexton, would remain
residential.  If there was going to be a transition to commercial, Mr. Janku felt it needed to be
planned.  

Mr. Ash commented that if someone could step forward and say there were burdens
being imposed by going to planned zoning that seemed like they were unfair given the scope
of what they were doing, he would be receptive to waiving some of those things.  It was more
important to him to get the planned zoning than it was to create a bunch of plans that were
not necessary.  

Mayor Hindman agreed it should be planned zoning and added that he felt all of the
annexations should be planned zonings with the new zoning ordinance.  He thought there
might be something to the point being made about this being a down zoning with respect to
the other property because they would likely bundle the project together, but he felt that was
good.  Mayor Hindman thought this corner needed attention and as it developed and felt it
would be good to have some degree of community control over it.  

Ms. Nauser agreed and stated she did not feel it unreasonable to request that this be
planned, especially in a neighborhood area.

Mr. Harrington asked the Council to table the issue so they could re-evaluate it.  He
wanted to confer with the owner before making a decision since it would have a significant
impact to the rest of the property.  

Mayor Hindman made the motion that B441-05 be tabled to the December 19, 2005
Council meeting.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Nauser and approved unanimously by
voice vote.  

B448-05 Authorizing Change Order No. One; approving the Engineer’s Final
Report; levying special assessments for the Smith Drive improvement project;
appropriating funds.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Glascock stated a public hearing was held on this project on August 2, 1999 with
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the resolution estimate being $321,000.  The maximum tax bill rate for curb and guttering was
established at $12.50 per foot, but the actual rate charged was based on construction bids
and was $9.50 per foot.  The final cost of the project was $356,723.33 because of substantial
utility relocation.  Due to a July 1, 2002 revision to Section 22-109, he noted that tax billing
was eliminated on thru lots with no access.  The original projection of $40,000 in tax bill
revenue was significantly reduced because of the revision.  Of the 24 properties abutting this
section of Smith Drive, two corner lot properties were subject to 100% tax bill assessment
and the remainder of the properties would not be assessed.  In determining special benefits
accrued to the properties, he suggested the Council consider increased property values,
marketability, the properties increased potential for future use, improved storm drainage and
improved access and parking.  

Ms. Nauser pointed out the public hearing had been held in 1999 and asked if staff
was looking into streamlining the process.  Mr. Glascock replied they were.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
B448-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:

NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

B449-05 Authorizing acquisition of easements relating to the construction of the F-
1 Relief Sewer - Phase 2 (UMC South Campus Relief Sewer) and Maryland Avenue
drainage project.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained the estimated cost for sanitary sewer was $485,000 and would be

paid for with sewer funds as voted for in 2003.  The estimated cost of the storm drainage
work was $673,400 and would be paid out of the storm drainage utility funds.  The project
consisted of 950 feet of 15 and 18 inch sewer lines to be installed between Richmond Avenue
and Brandon Road.  The storm sewer pipe being replaced was between Maryland and
Kentucky. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
B449-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:

NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

B457-05 Authorizing a construction of water main to the Bristol Lake Subdivision.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this would extend a 12 inch water main from Woodhaven Drive in a

southeasterly direction to the intersection of Bristol Lake Parkway and Gans Road.  The
estimated cost was $225,000 and would be paid out of the water and electric utility.  He noted
the City did not have water in this area and it would take some time to get a main line built.  In
the interim, the City negotiated an agreement with Consolidated Water District No. 1 to
provide water on a temporary basis.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
B457-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:

NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 
 
B458-05 Authorizing construction of water main serving Broadway Bluffs
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Subdivision; providing for payment of differential costs.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this project as 735 feet of a 12 inch water main extension to serve

Broadway Bluffs Subdivision.  Under City policy, the City would pay the differential cost above
that needed for the development.  In this case, the amount to be paid by the City was
approximately $5,000. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
B458-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:

NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

R277-05 Certifying local organizations as Community Housing Development
organizations; amending the 2005 Action Plan; authorizing and amending agreements
for allocation of CHDO funds.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this would designate two agencies as being part of the 2005 Action

Plan under the HUD Program.  He noted $43,938 would be allocated for use by Covenant
Community Development Corporation and $60,000 would be allocated for Habitat for
Humanity.  A detailed report had been sent to the Council for their review.  Both the staff and
the Community Development Commission recommended approval.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Steve Henness, 205 E. Sexton, explained that he worked for the University of Missouri

in the area of Youth Development.  He spoke in support of Covenant Community
Development Corporation’s CHDO renewal application and requested funding of at least the
City staff’s recommendation level.  Mr. Henness stated he served as Vice-President of
Covenant CDC’s Board of Directors.  He explained he and his wife had been residents of the
Ridgeway Neighborhood since 2002 and were also members of Grace Covenant Church. 
They saw themselves as part of a generation of 20 and 30 something’s who were relocating
into urban cores across the country, not only to live closer to where they worked, but also to
help reverse the social and economic ills in the inner City.  He stated it was the long term
development of young ethnic leaders from within the neighborhood who would own and
operate businesses, buildings, programs and eventually the CDC itself.  Through Dana
Battison’s work and stellar role models, they were working toward academic achievement,
leadership and character development with the youth of the community.  The Covenant CDC
planned to continue with the momentum being built and to support young entrepreneurs and
existing businesses in their community.  With the CHDO request, they were asking the City to
invest in this strategy.  His involvement with Grace Covenant Church had given him practical
involvement with business owners, the unemployed, the underemployed, families with
children and homeless persons, the very audiences the CDC seeks to impact.  He wanted
the Ridgeway Neighborhood to know they had proponents on the CDC Board.  He explained
the Covenant CDC was a member of the Boone County Basic Needs Coalition and that the
Covenant CDC did not receive continuum of care funding from the Coalition, but the mixed
use project was listed among the goals the Coalition would be evaluated on for next year’s
federal funding. 

Kenneth Cissna, 1600 Northeast Lakewood Drive, President of the Boone County
Basic Needs Coalition, spoke in support of the Covenant Community Development
Corporation and stated all of the agencies with proposed projects were members of the
Coalition.  Mr. Cissna noted that affordable housing was an important concern of the Basic
Needs Coalition and many of the people of the community were struggling to find good, safe
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affordable housing.  Many of the housing assistance and emergency shelter providers were
unable to move people into more permanent housing due to the lack of such housing.  He
thanked the Council for their consideration of this proposal.  

Linda Dyer, 105 W. Sexton, asked the Council to approve the Covenant CDC request. 
She stated it would be across the street from her home and thought it would be a good thing
for her and her neighbors. 

Lana Jacobs, 901 Rangeline, St. Francis House, commented that she had looked at
the plan that was presented and had read the comments sent to her by the neighborhood
association.  She had several concerns with one being the concept of mixed use
development.  She was hopeful they would look, not only at accessibility for disabled people,
but at visibility as well.  She explained visitability as a concept, used in a lot of other
communities, that promoted, not only living spaces accessible for one’s needs, but also the
thought that one could visit their neighbors and the neighbors could visit that person so no
one was isolated.  Ms. Jacobs noted the mixed use developments she had seen were living
units above businesses, which would never be accessible to disabled people and never
visitable for disabled people.  She was also concerned about church groups taking public tax
money.  In regards to the Basic Needs Coalition, she noted, last year, they were involved in
writing a federal grant for homeless mentally ill people along with other agencies and her
name as well as Ms. Crayton’s name were all over the grant, but no one ever talked to them. 
She stated she reported it to Kenny Hulshof, who was now investigating the grant.  She
commented that they continued to ignore those who worked with homeless people and those
working with the disabled community.   

Dana Battison, 7200 E. Highway WW, offered to answer any questions on behalf of
Covenant CDC.

Ms. Crayton stated the last time she met someone at a Ridgeway Neighborhood
Association meeting, she talked about apartments being upstairs and how they should not
have children in them.  She noted children could fall out the second floor windows.  In
addition, the Fire Department had to go to the back of the building.  She agreed it looked
good on paper, but felt it did not make sense for children.  She was hopeful that someone
would change the building plan.  She noted they were not constructing buildings like Oak
Towers and Paquin anymore.  They were on the ground.  Also, when the bids went out for
construction, she wanted to make sure that people living in that community got the jobs.  She
did not want to see a bunch of outside contractors coming into the neighborhood.  Ms.
Crayton commented on a new, three bedroom house on her street that was still empty
because no one could afford it because they did not have jobs, which she felt was a waste of
taxpayer money.  She suggested visiting a new one-half million dollar mall in Kansas City that
was built for the people living in the neighborhood.  She pointed out if the people in the
neighborhood could not afford it, they would rent it out, which she felt took jobs out of the
community.

Ms. Battison understood Ms. Crayton wanted to be assured of minority business
representation in terms of construction, wanted to know who would be living in the mixed use
apartments and wanted safety assured.  Ms. Crayton stated that was right.  Ms. Battison
explained their commitment was to develop leaders and create jobs by using businesses that
were in the central City.  She noted they, personally, did not have the skills to hire somebody
who could not do construction, but they could hire a construction company that was qualified. 
In terms of the families the apartments were designed for, she stated two of the seven units
were handicapped accessible at ground level and were specifically designed for that purpose. 
The units above were transitional housing and were not for people to move there and live like
permanently.  Ms. Battison noted there were restrictions on the businesses below so
compatible uses could be worked out.  She felt it would be a nice development the
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neighborhood would welcome.  
Mayor Hindman asked how the businesses would be used.  Ms. Battison stated their

purpose was to have below market rents to encourage start up and minority owned
businesses that would create jobs for local residents to locate there.  She stated there would
be anywhere from five store fronts at about 1,000 square feet, but they could be made larger
because the walls were expandable.  At the present time, interest had been expressed for a
barber shop, a sandwich shop, an ethnic book store and some type of doctor’s office.  She
noted they were looking for a compatible dusk to dawn use where the businesses would
finish when family life started.  

Bill View, a Harrisburg resident, spoke as Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity
and stated they were asking for the entire amount.  Last year the built four homes and this
year the Board of Directors would like him to build ten homes.  One of the ways they
proposed to do that with their 1,500 volunteers was to use CHDO money for housing.  He felt
Habitat could build the homes at a more economic price than some of the other CHDO’s and
stated the City would get more bang for their buck through Habitat since their houses were
being built for about $45 per square foot versus $65 and up for the other homes.  Their
highest mortgage for any of their families was $240 per month with a 20 year, interest free,
note.  He asked for the full amount saying they would do a good job with it, but would be
happy with what ever they received.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Janku understood they would be voting to allocate a certain amount of money to

Habitat and reserve a certain amount for the Covenant CHDO and that they would have to
come back to the Council with an agreement further defining what they would do with the
money.  He asked if that was a fair assessment.  Mr. Teddy replied it was and added that
staff was comfortable recommending the allocation of $60,000 to Habitat because they had
sites that were ready to go and because their numbers looked good.  He noted an
amendment for the existing 2002 agreement was necessary because Habitat could now use
HOME funds for construction.  He felt it would be appropriate to amend the 2002 agreement
and also enter into a new 2005 agreement.  They were also reserving funds until such time
Covenant had their project ready.  Mr. Janku asked if that would have to come back for
another vote if there were questions about their plans.  Mr. Teddy noted the project identified
in their application would take place at Garth and Sexton and because it was a mixed use
project, it did not have zoning for the entire project.  There would have to be rezoning for the
commercial part, which they anticipated would be a C-P request.   

Ms. Crayton questioned whether or not they would be in compliance.  She was
concerned about outside people coming into their neighborhood to work instead of the
residents being employed to do it.  Mr. Teddy thought Ms. Crayton was not so much
concerned with this particular organization, but with the program in general.  Ms. Crayton
replied that was right.  She stated they needed to know that the money actually did impact
their neighborhood.  She felt there did not seem to be a way to hold them accountable.  Mr.
Teddy stated they would enter into an agreement with the City and would be bound to honor
it.  

Mr. Janku understood that part of this was the submission of an amendment to our
Action Plan to the federal government.  Mr. Teddy replied that was correct.  Mr. Janku asked
if there was a submission deadline.  Mr. Teddy felt it should be done before the new HUD
fiscal year which began next month.  Mr. Janku noted there was a concept called “spend
down” with CDBG funds where if we did not spend the money quick enough, the federal
government threatened to take it away.  He asked if that applied to HOME funds also.  Mr.
Beck did not think the same restriction applied to HOME funds. Mr. Janku understood they
would be reassigning money, previously designated for another entity, to Habitat.  Mr. Teddy
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replied that was correct and noted it was another CHDO that no longer had an agreement
with the City so it could not function as a CHDO.  Mr. Janku felt they needed to act quickly to
get this to the federal government.  He pointed out the Council would still have to approve
Covenant’s C-P plan and an agreement before they could actually spend any money.  He
asked Ms. Crayton if she was comfortable with that.  Ms. Crayton replied that she was.  

Mr. Ash understood the logic of not wanting living quarters on the second level, but felt
it was counter intuitive to how they were trying to have more dense developments.  In
addition, he felt Covenant was trying to help out a neighborhood and was getting beat up for
their efforts.  Mayor Hindman agreed.

The vote on R277-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON. 
Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows:  

(A) Construction of improvements at the intersection of Old 63 and East Broadway.

Item A was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this would provide for pedestrian and aesthetic improvements at

the intersection.  The Bicycle/Pedestrian Commission approved of the plans.  The estimated
cost was $148,000 and would come from transportation sales tax monies. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Ash noted a concern about no crossing on the western leg, but understood it could

not be done because it would drop the level of service too low.  Mr. Glascock replied that
correct.  Mr. Ash asked if it was assumed that someone would go across all three sides to get
from one end to the other side.  Mayor Hindman felt that most of the time people would not
have to go clear around the loop, but there was that possibility.  

Mr. Janku made the motion that staff be directed to proceed with the improvement
project at Old 63 and East Broadway.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Hindman and
approved unanimously by voice vote.

(B) Construction of improvements to State Route 763 from Big Bear Boulevard to
US 63.

Item B was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained that MoDOT had developed two proposals for doing improvement

work on 763.  The first was to extend it from Big Bear up to US 63 with a total cost of over
$33 million.  The MoDOT Central Office felt they could not take a project with such a high
price tag to the Commission and indicated to the District Office that they had $25 million
available to make improvements on 763.  He noted this was the last of the projects on the
priority list previously submitted.   With new direction from the Central Office, they submitted
a revised plan to Columbia that reduced the scope of the project to Brown School Road on
the north and did not include the section of roadway from Brown School up to US 63.  He
noted the standard had been changed to a 72-foot width from a 107 foot right-of-way width. 
After sending that information to the Council, it was indicated to MoDOT that the 72-foot width
without shoulders and a sidewalk only on part of the project was not acceptable.  The
problem that needed to be addressed was whether or not this project would be broken into
two parts, which, he felt, would lower the priority on the north section of this project for later
work by MoDOT because it did not have the same capacity problems or accident record. 
Looking at the City and County goals, the thing to do was to get back to the original plan of
doing the entire project from end to end.  Keeping the $25 million in mind, staff tried to
determine alternatives that might be looked at by the Council and what the differential in cost
would be.  He submitted alternate standards to the Council at a work session.  He then
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indicated their finding to the County Commission, property owners in the area and MoDOT. 
He personally spoke with MoDOT representatives to determine whether or not there could be
additional funding for the project over and above the $25 million.  He felt it was pretty well
decided $25 million was the maximum amount that would be provided, other than what could
be received through enhancement type funding, which he thought that could be limited based
on the latest criteria.  

Mr. Beck described the alternatives listed in the report ranging from a 107-foot right-of-
way down to a 72-foot right-of-way.  He noted the estimated total cost was $29.8 million for
the 92-foot right-of-way standard and stated the biggest unknown was the cost of the utilities. 
He pointed out that $600,000 was committed to MoDOT by property owners in the area. 
Other potential resources included enhancement money, donation of right-of-way, what the
City and/or County might contribute to the project, and the possibility of TDD funds.  In
meeting with the property owners, pending the design of the road, there could be substantial
participation in the form of right-of-way contributions to the project.  He noted it would be
difficult for MoDOT to enter into an agreement without knowing how much right-of-way would
be contributed, but if the City decided to contribute toward the project, we could enter into a
Memorandum of Understanding with MoDOT like we had done on other projects.  Part of the
unknown for the County Commission was whether or not the development would occur in or
outside the City.  If the undeveloped area north of the City limits developed in the City, the
County Commission would not be involved as much and the City could assure the sidewalk
being built by abutting property owners.  What MoDOT wanted from us was the standard they
should move forward with, so they could determine whether or not they needed to have
another hearing. 

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Cris Burnam, 2407 Highway 763, Chair of the North Columbia League, explained their

group consisted of home owners, property owners and stakeholders in the 763 corridor.  He
noted they had been working for three years trying to promote a new corridor through
northern Columbia.  He saw the first and most important task as safety followed by
functionality.  He applauded Mr. Beck for helping mediate a set of standards that their League
could fully endorse.  He stated his group took the responsibility of going to the businesses
and property owners throughout the corridor trying to get pledges of right-of-way.  Mr.
Burnam commented that to make an investment of this kind in the future of Columbia took
vision.  He noted a lot of competing interest as to what to build and how to build it, but pointed
out the one thing that nobody argued about was when to build.  They felt the time was
absolutely now and that it might be slipping away.  He understood the soonest this road could
possibly be started was the summer of 2007 and if they did not start soon, it could be pushed
back to 2008.  Mr. Burnam stated that his group heartily endorsed Mr. Beck’s plan and
stressed the importance of building the entire corridor at the same time.  He stated they
needed to see some finality to the issue and needed both the City and the County to step up
to the plate for significant investments of local tax dollars.  

Frederick Schmidt, 1604 Amelia, spoke on behalf of the PedNet Coalition as their
Policy Coordinator.  He commended the Council for finding the means for making Rangeline
a safe road for all users, including people in wheelchairs, pedestrians and bicyclists.  The
Coalition believed the design under consideration could be further improved within the 92-foot
right-of-way without additional cost.  They proposed to replace the outside driving lane and
shoulder with a single 16-foot outside travel lane.  This would widen the sidewalk to an each
side pedway and would allow the insertion of a grass buffer between the street and
sidewalks.  They felt this design would be safer and more inviting for people who used the
sidewalks, while still serving on-street cyclists.  They also believed the outside travel lane
would be wide enough to permit traffic flow around a broken down vehicle.  Mr. Schmidt
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noted that PedNet had been in contact with a representative of the property owners along
Rangeline and understood they would not oppose this proposed alternative.  Mr. Schmidt
stated they also supported the undergrounding of utilities.  Done right, he felt, this road would
make north Columbia a better place in which to live and do business.  

Paul Land, 2005 Robin Terrace, a property owner along Highway 763, wanted to make
it clear that their first priority was to get the road built all of the way to 763 with two 12-foot
lanes in each direction, a 14-foot wide median and an 8-foot shoulder.  He could not agree
with the idea of a 16-foot lane sharing the shoulder with a bicycle.  He felt there needed to be
an 8-foot shoulder for a disabled vehicle to pull over.  If it was only 4 feet, it would mean a
disabled car would extend 4 feet into a traffic lane.  He felt it imperative to design the roads
for the benefit of motorists.  He stated that was where MoDOT’s money was coming from. 
He was supportive of a 5 or 6-foot sidewalk on either side, however, if it came down to having
the road go to 763 and losing the sidewalks, he would rather lose the sidewalks.  He did not
think they would have to make that decision, but thought we had to be very careful how we
did this.  He stated any time the width widened past 92-feet, it became increasingly difficult
for property owners to make a contribution toward the right-of-way because they would be
getting further and further into building lines, which made it more disadvantageous to make a
donation.  

Keith Schnarre, Boone County Presiding Commissioner, stated the Commission also
wanted 763 to go all of the way to 63.  If that happened, there was probably about 23% of
lane miles that would remain in the County without some major change in uses.  The
Commission supported the 92-foot right-of-way with the 14-foot median, 12-foot lanes, 8-foot
shoulders and a 5 or 6-foot sidewalk.  He noted a lot of commercial operations along 763 and
a lot of large trucks carrying extra wide loads.  He felt the 12-foot lanes were critical.  He
stated the Commission would be willing to work on the project and put some funds into it, but
noted they did not have a large amount of funds. 

Steven Kullman, 205 S. Garth, commented that none of the options were perfect.  He
agreed there was not enough right-of-way or money, but reminded everyone we were
building a transportation corridor, not just a roadway.  He felt more than just the cars need to
be accommodated and stated he was supportive of the PedNet option.  He felt the buffer
between the roadway and the sidewalk was important for aesthetics as well as for helping
slow the traffic down.  He did not think the 8-foot shoulder would accomplish that.  Sidewalks
up against the pavement, without the buffer, gave the perception of even a wider width,
which, he felt, would increase the speeds.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mayor Hindman stated he liked the PedNet proposal.  He agreed the road needed to

be built all of the way to Highway 63 and thought the 92-foot width was an excellent width
with which to work.  He stated he felt the road should be built to benefit as much of the
community as possible.  He noted they had just dedicated two new streets, Green Meadows
and Blue Ridge, which were both very beneficial to the property owners along them and
would serve the community well.  An area that might be compared to the 763 area was
Broadway between Old Highway 63 and new Highway 63.  The businesses and apartments
along it were benefitting from the quality of the road, as were the people of the community. 
He remarked it had improved the traffic situation a great deal, made it possible for people to
walk comfortably and safely, made it possible for people to ride their bicycles and benefitted
people with disabilities.  Mayor Hindman felt the north portion of Columbia deserved as close
to one of those roads as it could possibly get.  He believed the PedNet proposal was the
closest to accomplishing that.  He understood the speed limit would be set at 45 mph, which,
he felt, was a high speed in one sense, but not so high in another sense.  He understood it
might not be the perfect situation for a breakdown, but felt it would work well enough.  He
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noted a large part of our population depended on getting around by walking because they did
not own cars for various reasons.  He felt this was the type of road we should be building on
the north side of town and thought 763 deserved to be as good a road as we can possibly
get. 

Mayor Hindman made the motion that the PedNet version be the standard submitted
to MoDOT.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku. 

Mr. Janku asked if there was any difference in cost between the two versions.  Mr.
Glascock replied they would be losing the shoulder on one end and gaining storm drainage in
the other, so he felt it was a wash.  If the shoulder version was used with the sidewalk right
up next to it, Mayor Hindman asked what would happen to the stormwater.  Mr. Glascock
replied there would be fewer inlets because MoDOT could store some of the water in the
shoulder, but there would also be more pavement.  Mr. Janku asked if there were any
standards on the inlets.  Mr. Glascock replied that MoDOT used the inlets that were in the
shoulder, not in the curb, and that they were bicycle friendly.  Mr. Janku asked if they would
be in the 16-foot portion as well as the shoulder.  Mr. Glascock replied yes.  

Ms. Nauser stated there was no possible way she could support the PedNet version
when 95% of people drove cars.  To have a road where drivers were going 45 mph without a
shoulder, she felt, seemed to be an accident waiting to happen.  It went against her grain to
even go with the 92-foot road because she wanted to see the road built so the people could
move and not be stuck in congested traffic.  She noted she had read about people being very
frustrated that this was still under discussion.  While the PedNet alternative was a great
concept, she did not think this was the road for it.  She thought they needed to get the road
built and it needed to move cars.  She was fine with a shoulder for bicyclists, but reiterated
that they needed to get people back and forth to work and doing the things they needed to
do.  Ms. Nauser commented that pedways were secondary and that she could not support
the idea.         

Mr. Ash stated he did not like the PedNet version.  He felt the 16-foot lane was not
wide enough to go around a broken down car.  To do that, one would have to swerve into the
traffic lane next to it.  If there was any swerving to do, he preferred the bicyclists swerving
around the pedestrian and going into the grass.  The 92-foot version Mr. Beck worked so
hard to get agreement on, he pointed out, still had wide sidewalks.  To tweak this at the last
minute, he thought would be a mistake.  

Mr. Janku noted MoDOT shoulders on 63 had a rumble strip next to the road.  He
asked Mr. Glascock if he anticipated them doing something like that on this project, if there
was a shoulder.  Mr. Glascock did not think that was for high speed, open road driving.  He
stated it was something they could discuss with them.  He noted it was called a rumble stripe
and added it was better for visibility than for the rumble. 

Mr. Janku felt it was important for them to move forward on this road and that it be
done well.  He noted there were a lot of low income residents in the area and he saw people
walking where there were no shoulders or sidewalks at all times of the day and night and in
all weather conditions because that was how they got to and from work or went shopping.  He
stated he had always felt this project needed to accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists.  He
did not think a 3-2 vote from the Council would be a very strong endorsement.  He was
hopeful they could figure out a way to come together.  He thought the PedNet version was
better and pointed out they were really talking about 2-feet on one side of the road of
additional pedway and the elimination of the shoulders in the shared lane.   

Mr. Beck pointed out he was not sure what MoDOT would approve or how they would
make up the funding gap.  He asked Mr. Glascock if he received any feedback regarding the
PedNet version.  Mr. Glascock replied he was sure MoDOT would not allow trees in the
buffer.  Mayor Hindman was significantly confident the right thing to do was to adopt one of
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the 92-foot standards and provide it to MoDOT.  
The motion to recommend the Pednet version to MoDOT, made by Mayor Hindman

and seconded by Mr. Janku, was defeated by voice vote with only Mayor Hindman and Mr.
Janku voting in favor of it.  

Mr. Janku made the motion that they recommend the 92-foot standard with the four
12-foot travel lanes, 8-foot shoulders, 6-foot sidewalks and 14-foot median to MoDOT.  The
motion was seconded by Mayor Hindman and approved unanimously by voice vote.  

OLD BUSINESS

B436-05 Amending Chapter 10 of the City Code as it relates to franchise
regulations.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Sue Buske of the Buske Group noted one part of going through the renewal process

was updating the cable television regulatory code.  The purpose was to bring the Code up to
current law, create a set of rules and procedures whereby any cable company in the future
would have a clearly defined set of procedures for applying for initial franchises, renewing
franchises, transferring ownership and consistency with regard to matters such as bonding,
insurance and etc., and create minimum standards related to customer service and other
similar matters. 

Mr. Ash asked if the Cable Television Task Force had looked at this ordinance.  Mr.
Boeckmann replied they were given copies, but he had not received any feedback.  Mr. Ash
noted we would be going to four PEG channels instead of three.  He assumed the new one
was a higher education channel and asked if it would be left up to the three colleges to work
out how they would share it.  Ms. Buske replied that she had conversations with
representatives of all three colleges and her sense was that there was definitely content they
wanted to distribute.  She thought the community access corporation would take the
responsibility of coordination between the institutions.  Mr. Ash asked if this was just
television or if it would involve phone or any of the new things.  Mr. Boeckmann replied it was
cable television only and added that the City did not regulate the other services.  Mr. Ash
understood after this was approved the next step would be franchise negotiations.  He
assumed this ordinance would not get modified based on those negotiations.  Mr. Beck
stated revisiting the ordinance was always possible, but that was not what they had in mind. 
They thought Council would adopt the ordinance and they would then proceed with franchise
negotiations based on it. 

Ms. Nauser understood the cable companies were failing to provide a production site. 
Ms. Buske replied that had to do with the allegation in the current regulatory cable ordinance. 
Ms. Nauser asked if it would still be a requirement under the amendment.  Ms. Buske stated
that some portion would because of changes in law and other portions would move into the
negotiated franchise agreement. 

Eddie Trower, Government Relations Manager for Charter Communications, voiced
concern regarding the Code amendment.  Under any new cable franchise agreement, as with
their old agreement, both Charter and Mediacom would be required to abide by Chapter 10,
which was a law adopted unilaterally by the local franchising authority related to its lawful
police powers, such as rights-of-way, management and health, welfare and safety issues. 
Mr. Trower stated they submitted an extensive mark up of the first draft of the ordinance
whereby they addressed many provisions of the bill that exceeded the lawful police powers of
the City.  It was their understanding that Mediacom also provided a mark up of the bill.  When
receiving a second draft of the bill, he noted many of their initial concerns remained.  If the bill
was passed as currently drafted, they expected significant time, effort and expense to all
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parties involved and felt they would have to negotiate language in the agreement that
superceded provisions of Chapter 10 that fell beyond the lawful police powers of the City.  He
requested that B436-05 be tabled and that staff be directed to meet jointly with both Charter
and Mediacom in addressing the cable operators concerns.  

Randy Hollis, Regional Government Relations Manager for Mediacom, echoed the
concerns voiced by Mr. Trower and asked that the matter be tabled to a later date, such as
the first meeting in February as mentioned a the pre-council work session. 

Mr. Boeckmann noted he and the consultant would be meeting with the cable
companies.  He pointed out Charter had a more narrow view of the police powers than he
did.  They were correct in that this ordinance was a unilateral action of the City.  He felt
negotiation was not the proper term, but stated he had no problem listening to their concerns
and exploring them further.  He pointed out it they did not have to reach an agreement on it
and understood the Council might be more comfortable if he was to discuss the concerns
further. 

If the item was tabled to February 6, 2006, Mr. Janku asked that they be provided
information so they were ready to make a decision at that time because he did not want to
hold up the process. 

Mr. Ash asked how many points of concern they were talking about.  Mr. Baugh, from
Mediacom, thought there were maybe 25 concerns.  Mr. Ash stated he would like to see a list
from staff of remaining issues with the consultant’s claims and the cable companies’ claims. 
He wanted to know where staff stood after hearing both sides of the argument and felt the
Council could work through the remaining issues.  Mr. Boeckmann stated he could provide
them with such a list. 

Mayor Hindman asked what kind of impact a delay would have.  Ms. Buske explained
the February 6, 2006 date was given because that was the next time she would be in
Columbia to proceed with negotiations.  She pointed out this was not something that was
negotiated.  It was like many of the other regulatory actions the Council took in that they had
an obligation to represent the best interest of the community.  She noted there was nothing
new or unusual in the draft document and that documents of this nature had been passed in
hundreds of places before.  She stated there were a few things that were different, but those
were carryovers from the current cable television regulatory ordinance.  She saw no problem
with further discussions, but did not want anyone to think they would end up with something
that was completely acceptable to both parties because it just did not work that way. 

Mr. Boeckmann thought the February date was reasonable in that it was a lengthy
document.  Mr. Janku reiterated that he would like to be prepared to make a decision,
particularly if the consultant was going to be here.  Mr. Boeckmann stated he would try to get
the Council something ahead of time, if possible.

Mayor Hindman made the motion that B436-05 be tabled to the February 6, 2006
Council meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku and approved unanimously by
voice vote.  

B442-05 Approving the Bethel Falls PUD development plan.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a 14 acre tract located on the southeast corner of Bethel

Church Road and Old Plank Road.   Being proposed was 41 two-family structures and one
single family home.  The Commission recommended approval of the request subject to a
payment of $40,000 toward future costs of improvements to Old Plank and Bethel Church
Roads.  

B442-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:
NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
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LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  

B443-05 Approving the Final Plat of Hittsville Subdivision; granting a variance to
the Subdivision Regulations.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this was a small area downtown on the east side of Hitt Street, 200

feet south of East Broadway.  Approval was recommended by both staff and the
Commission.  

B443-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:
NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  

B446-05 Approving the Final Plat of Vanderveen Crossing, Plat No. 7a; authorizing
a performance contract.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a 7-acre tract that would create 12 R-1 zoned lots.  Ten

would be for single family residential development and two would be designated as not for
development.  He stated a Commission review was not required and noted, technically, the
plat met all regulations.  He pointed out there was some question raised by the Parks and
Recreation Commission, which Mr. Hood could explain.

Mr. Teddy stated this was consistent with the preliminary plan and noted the drainage
easement was overlaid with a general trail easement which would give the City the right, but
not the obligation, to build a trail in the future. 

Mr. Janku commented the trail easement connected at Providence and asked if it
ended at a public access point.  Mr. Teddy explained the easement would extend around the
rear of all the lots on the north and west sides of the cul-de-sac.  There was another open
space lot to the west, which he believed to still be in the possession of an individual that
would take a future trail to Blue Ridge.  

Mayor Hindman noted there had been a question about this being an easement versus
a separate lot.  Mr. Teddy thought the preference of the Parks and Recreation staff was to
break the area out as a single lot, however, a preliminary plat was approved that did have this
lot configuration where the lots were large and extended all the way across the platted area.  

Joe Carrier, 3709 Armadillo Drive, explained a group of homeowners addressed the
Council regarding this development a few months back and were told the original plat had
been approved in July.  They were also told there was a developer’s self-imposed restriction
on the property.  It was explained to them that something had fallen through the crack and
the property should not be developed.  He commented that if this final plat was denied, by
changing the two lots on Amazon, the developer would lose access to the ten lots and it
would go back to green space.  He noted the developer had removed a large amount of
vegetation and had back-filled significantly.  Mr. Carrier stated he had personally spoken with
the developer on three occasions and was told the land would not be developed.  The
realtors stated the same thing.  He asked the Council to stop this development and not allow
the two lots on Amazon to be changed to a roadway. 

Mayor Hindman asked staff to clarify the situation.  Mr. Teddy thought Mr. Carrier was
referring to two lots of record on Amazon in Vanderveen No. 7, which the owner still had in
his possession.  They were lots originally laid out for single family homes, but never built on. 
They platted right-of-way over those two lots.  He noted a couple of remainder parcels on
either side of the right-of-way that would not be usable because of their width.  They would
have to be open space or deeded over to the adjacent lots.  The project engineer was asked
about them and he indicated there was a plan to deed them over to the owners of the
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adjacent lots, which were improved with houses now.  He noted the street had been graded.   
Mr. Carrier stated he back filled it, bringing in tons and tons of dirt to bring it up to a

level suitable to put ten homes on.  He felt this was the Council’s opportunity to deny this.  
Mayor Hindman asked if there was anything they could deny.  Mr. Janku thought it

was replatted.  Mr. Teddy replied that was correct and explained, it was originally lot 440 of
Vanderveen Plat 9.  He stated it was a large lot with frontage on Providence labeled not for
residential development.  After the controversy with the preliminary plat approval, they looked
into the history of the “not for residential development” note and ran across a staff memo
explaining the developer was designating it that way because there was an access restriction
on Providence.  It was the staff’s understanding it was a self-imposed restriction.  Provided it
was a large enough area to support an additional street and lots that met R-1 standards, they
could subdivide it.  Because the subdivider owned the two lots, they could incorporate the two
lots on Amazon into the plat as well, giving them local street access into the tract instead of
relying on Providence.  Once the preliminary plat was approved, Mr. Teddy thought they were
obligated to approve the final plat unless something wrong was found with the plans and
specifications or if they found the final plat was inconsistent with the preliminary plat.  

Mr. Janku understood they were not aware, at the time they approved the preliminary
plat, that this had been designated as a not for development.  Also, legally, because it was a
self-imposed restriction, the developer could replat it as long as it met the subdivision
regulations.  He noted that did not mean that the private owners who had conversations with
Mr. Herigon did not have some other remedy.   Mr. Boeckmann stated that was correct.  He
clarified it was the difference between subdivision and zoning.  On zoning, the Council had
discretion, but with subdivisions, if they met all of the rules, the Council could not deny it just
because they did not want it.  

Mayor Hindman understood Mr. Carrier was asking them to deny it, but stated he did
not think they could.  Mr. Boeckmann agreed they could not deny it. 

Ms. Nauser asked if they could have the developer deed over the trail easements
before approving the final plat as recommended by the Parks and Recreation Department.   

Bill Crockett, 2608 N. Stadium, stated the records indicated it was never the intent of
the developer to not do something with the property in the future.  His thoughts initially were
to transfer major portions of it and his thoughts were still to do that or make it available for
park use.  He noted it would all be done at the same time and they did not want this plat
deterred any longer.  He asked for Council approval of the final plat.  

Mr. Ash understood they could not force the developer to dedicate the trail easement
as a separate lot.  Mr. Boeckmann replied that was true.  Mr. Ash asked if there were any
restrictions on little, sliver lots when they were marked not for development.  Mr. Beck noted
that was not the way the ordinance read today, but thought it might be possible for it to read
that way in the future.  He did not think just anything could be written on a plat and stated it
was something they could look into if the issue was going to keep coming up.  

Mr. Janku stated he would love to vote against this because most of the people he
represented were very angry and felt they had been taken advantage of, but also understood
they had a responsibility as a Council to approve it since it met all requirements.

B446-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:
NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

B460-05 Appropriating funds for electric capital improvement projects.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Dasho explained there were a number of projects they wanted to move forward for

funding in 2006.  Their approach was to actually fund the projects through future bond issues. 
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They would appropriate additional money now, for FY 06, and get the money back through
bond issues, if the bonds passed in 2006 as well.  The projects were needed regardless of
whether the bond issue passed and if they had to, they would pay for them through enterprise
revenues because they needed to move forward.

Mr. Beck stated he had talked to Mr. Dasho about getting a full report together as they
worked toward a ballot issue and asked if it would be a big chore in this particular case.  Mr.
Dasho replied that would depend upon what they put in the ballot issue.  He noted a large
chunk of what the ballot issue might involve was associated with the outcome of a study the
engineers were doing, so it would take some time to get it all together.   

B460-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING
 YES: NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT:
LOVELESS, HUTTON.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows: 

CONSENT AGENDA

The following bills were given second reading and the resolutions were read by the
Clerk. 

B444-05 Approving the Final Plat of CenterState Plat 10; authorizing a performance
contract.

B445-05 Approving the Final Plat of Williamson Place Plat 2; authorizing a
performance contract.

B447-05 Approving the Final Plat of Shelter Insurance Subdivision - Plat 2;
authorizing a performance contract.

B450-05 Authorizing Change Order No. Two and Three; approving the Engineer’s
Final Report for renovations to the police building.

B451-05 Amending Chapter 6 of the City Code as it relates to certificates of
competency for plumbers.

B452-05 Appropriating funds to the Fleet Operations FY ‘05 operating budget to
offset expenditures for items for resale.

B453-05 Authorizing a Right of Use Permit with Stratford Chase Homeowners
Association to allow the installation of landscaping, an irrigation system
and lighting within a portion of the Stratford Chase Parkway right-of-way.

B454-05 Authorizing a Right of Use Permit with Wynfield Development Corporation
to allow the installation of landscaping, an irrigation system and lighting
within a portion of the Burning Bush Road right-of-way.

B455-05 Authorizing an amendment to the Territorial Agreement with Consolidated
Public Water Supply District No. 1.

B456-05 Authorizing a water interconnect and purchase agreement with
Consolidated Public Water Supply District No. 1.

B459-05 Authorizing acquisition of easements relating to the construction of a
water main to the Bristol Lake Subdivision.

B461-05 Accepting conveyances for utility purposes.

R267-05 Setting a public hearing: replacement of water main along Anthony Street,
between Ann Street and William Street.
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R268-05 Authorizing an agreement with Boone County Historical Society for
caretaker services at Nifong Park and Maplewood Home.

R269-05 Authorizing an agreement with Boone County Historical Society to
operate, maintain and improve the Maplewood Home and related
structures located in Nifong Park. 

R270-05 Authorizing contracts with various social service agencies.

R271-05 Authorizing an amendment to the agreement with The Curators of the
University of Missouri relating to a human rights education program.

R272-05 Authorizing an East Columbia EIS Partnering Agreement with the Missouri
Department of Transportation and Boone County relating to the extension
of Route 740 (Stadium Boulevard).

The bills were given third reading and the resolutions were read with the vote recorded
as follows: VOTING YES:  NAUSER, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU. VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON.   Bills declared enacted and resolutions declared
adopted, reading as follows: 

NEW BUSINESS

R273-05 Authorizing an agreement with CH2M Hill for engineering services relating
to the design of the McBaine water supply wells.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this would provide for the hiring of a consulting firm to continue

with design work for additional shallow wells in the Missouri River bottom.  The estimated
cost was $42,600.  He noted this would bring the water supply up to 32 million gallons per
day, which was equal to the amount of water the treatment plant would be able to treat when
the addition was completed. 

Mr. Janku asked why they were relocating one of the wells.  Mr. Dasho stated it was
because the well they were looking at relocating had been in operation for a long time and
after a period of time they stopped producing as well.  Moving it to a new location would,
hopefully, bring it back up to full production.  

The vote on R273-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON. 
Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows:  

R274-05 Adopting the City of Pascagoula, Mississippi.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Ross explained that following Hurricane Katrina, the U.S. Conference of Mayors

and the National Conference of Black Mayors initiated a program to allow cities to adopt other
cities affected by the Hurricane.  Pascagoula was pretty much devastated and the U.S.
Conference of Mayors matched the City of Columbia with them.  He described it as a City
with approximately 26,000 people along the Gulf Coast with a City Manager form of
government.  He understood approximately 90% of the buildings sustained damage.  The
resolution suggested that residents and businesses in Columbia and the surrounding area be
encouraged to provide financial and other assistance to the City of Pascagoula.  Monetary
donations, if the resolution was adopted, could be made through the City of Columbia’s New
Century Fund.  The resolution would also authorize the appointment of a steering committee
to develop ideas to shape efforts in support of Pascagoula. 

Mayor Hindman commented that he thought people were still very interested in finding
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a way to have a direct input and to know where their efforts were going.  Mayor Hindman
noted that several other cities would also be adopting Pascagoula. 

Mayor Hindman made the motion that R274-05 be amended per the amendment
sheet.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku and approved unanimously by voice vote.  

The vote on R274-05, as amended, was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER,
ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS,
HUTTON.  Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows: 

R275-05 Adopting the Columbia Special Business District Downtown Signage
Plan.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck noted staff had been working with the Special Business District Board on a

master plan which included signage for the downtown area. The signage included both street
and directional type signs. 

Mr. Janku asked where the funding would come from.  Mr. Beck replied there were
some fund balances remaining in several accounts for the District.  In addition, the 2006
budget included $175,000 toward unspecified downtown improvements.  

The vote on R275-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON. 
Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows:   

R276-05 Adopting a list of transportation, public safety and parks projects to be
funded by taxes authorized at the November, 2005 election.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained that following approval of the ballot issues, work sessions were

held to look over the CIP plan to see if any adjustments were needed before staff moved
forward with bringing projects to Council for approval.  They also reviewed the list submitted
to the voters as to priority streets, fire equipment and etc.  This resolution would adopt the list
they discussed.  He asked if Council wanted to have the list reviewed by any other Boards or
Commissions.  

Mr. Janku thought the Parks and Recreation Commission should be made aware.  Mr.
Beck thought they had seen the list, but not since the election.  Mr. Janku noted that some of
the 2006 projects were funded in the budget and, as they moved forward, they could get the
Commission’s input, particularly for the annual projects.  

Mr. Janku thought they should adopt the resolution, but suggested a report be brought
back regarding referring the lists/projects to the different Boards.   Mr. Beck stated the staff
would report back.  

The vote on R276-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: NAUSER, ASH,
HINDMAN, CRAYTON, JANKU.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  ABSENT: LOVELESS, HUTTON. 
Resolution declared adopted, reading as follows: 

The following bills were introduced by the Mayor unless otherwise indicated, and all
were given first reading:

B462-05 Approving the Final Plat of Williamson Place Plat 3; authorizing a
performance contract.

B463-05 Approving the Final Plat of Williamson Place Plat 4; authorizing a
performance contract.

B464-05 Approving a Replat of Lot 3, Rockbridge Subdivision Block V; authorizing
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a performance contract.

B465-05 Approving a Replat of Lot 98, Eastland Hills Plat I.

B466-05 Changing the street name of “Gold Eagle Drive” to “Golden Eagle Drive”.

B467-05 Vacating various easements within Oak Forest Subdivision Block I.

B468-05 Confirming the contract with C.L. Richardson Construction Company for
construction of sewers in Sewer District No. 150 (Mexico Gravel Road).

B469-05 Authorizing acquisition of easements for construction of the EP-1 Trunk
Sewer, an 80-acre point sewer serving the Opal Smith Property.

B470-05 Accepting conveyances for drainage, sewer and utility purposes.

B471-05 Amending Chapter 27 of the City Code relating to water rates at Columbia
Regional Airport.

B472-05 Amending Chapter 27 of the City Code to establish rates to be charged for
water temporarily supplied by an adjoining water district.

B473-05 Authorizing replacement of water main along Anthony Street, between
Ann Street and William Street.

B474-05 Authorizing acquisition of easements for construction of a water main
from the water treatment plant at McBaine to Star School Road.

B475-05 Accepting conveyance; authorizing payment of differential costs for water
main serving Trail Ridge Subdivision, Block 3; approving the Engineer’s
Final Report. 

B476-05 Accepting conveyance; authorizing payment of differential costs for water
main serving Brookside Square, plat 1; approving the Engineer’s Final
Report.

B477-05 Appropriating funds for replacement of secondary superheater tubes in
Boiler #7 at the Municipal Power Plant.

B478-05 Authorizing an agreement with SEGA, Inc. for design-build services for a
new 161 Kv transmission line.

B479-05 Accepting conveyances for utility purposes.

B480-05 Appropriating funds for the Columbia Values Diversity Celebration.

B481-05 Appointing Hiram William Watkins III as City Manager for the City of
Columbia; authorizing an employment agreement.

REPORTS AND PETITIONS

None.

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

None.

COMMENTS BY PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND STAFF

Ms. Nauser commented that she noticed a lot of people buying the lot next to them
owning them for years creating sidewalk gaps.  She asked how they could address the
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situation in the future.  Mr. Beck stated those could be put on the annual tax bill list.  Mr.
Glascock suggested that she provide addresses to staff as she saw them so they could add
them to the gap list.  

Regarding the plat discussed earlier with the “not for development” note and the trail
easements, Ms. Nauser asked if an ordinance could be drafted that would eliminate the
issues.  If there were going to be trail easements, she thought they should be dedicated as
such, like streets were done.  If it was not going to be for development, she asked for a
mechanism to handle it.  She also reiterated her concerns about bulb streets on plats.  If it
was going to be a connector street or a stub street, she wanted it stated, so people would not
have misconceptions about it being a cul-de-sac. 

Mr. Ash asked staff to draft modifications to the sidewalk variance policy resolution to
reflect discussions at a recent work session. 

Ms. Crayton voiced continuing concern about houses standing open.  She reported a
house on Fifth and Hicks that burned down several months back that was still open.  She
asked that Mr. Watkins and Mr. Teddy tour the area with her to see these things themselves. 

Mr. Janku made a motion that staff be directed to prepare a report on the
implementation of the landscaping projects with the money from the ballot issue.  He stated
there were some annual projects, but thought they should designate some major community
entryways for landscaping.  He wanted a plan brought forward prioritizing the projects so they
could discuss it.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Hindman and approved unanimously
by voice vote.  

Mr. Janku suggested that everyone look over B463-05, Williamson Plat 4, which was
introduced this evening.  He noted it had a very long common lot and stated if they ever tax
billed for improvements, he did not know how they would accomplish it.  

Mayor Hindman noted a short stretch of above ground power lines along new
Broadway, east of Old Highway 63 and asked that the staff look into burying them.  Mr.
Dasho stated he would report back on the issue.  He thought soil conditions might be difficult
there because it was very rocky.  Mayor Hindman felt the City’s Water and Light Department
was up to the challenge.  

Regarding the new house on Oak Street that had been sitting empty since its
completion, Mayor Hindman suggested devising a way to handle such situations.  He
wondered if they could buy it down to the point where it would be marketable.  He stated he
had heard of a program occurring in some cities where the City bought properties and
basically gave them to City employees by putting a mortgage on it and then forgiving it over a
period of years.  That would get people into the houses, allowed them to be fixed up,
promoted ownership and would help the neighborhood.  Mayor Hindman stated he would
bring back information on the program because he heard it was very successful.  Ms. Nauser
commented that one of the City Manager candidates had talked about the program.  She
recalled that they would give the home to a police officer who would then become part of that
particular community.    

The meeting adjourned at 1:02 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sheela Amin
City Clerk


