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

APRIL 4, 2005

INTRODUCTORY

The City Council of the City of Columbia, Missouri met for a regular meeting at 7:00
p.m., on Monday, April 4, 2005, in the Council Chamber of the City of Columbia, Missouri. 
The roll was taken with the following results: Council Members JANKU, HUTTON,
LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN and CRAYTON were present.  The City Manager, City
Counselor, City Clerk and various Department Heads were also present.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the regular meeting of March 21, 2005, were approved unanimously by
voice vote on a motion by Mr. Ash and a second by Mr. Hutton.
 
APPROVAL AND ADJUSTMENT OF AGENDA INCLUDING CONSENT AGENDA

Upon his request,  Mr. Janku made the motion that Mr. John be allowed to abstain
from voting on B87-05.  Mr. John noted on the Disclosure of Interest form that he represented
two of the owners of the subject property.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Crayton and
approved unanimously by voice vote.  

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

SPECIAL ITEMS

None.

SCHEDULED PUBLIC COMMENTS

Dr. Patricia Blair - A Call to Serve International - Salt Solution 2005.

Dr. Patricia Blair, 107 W. Burnam, passed around information packets while updating
everyone on the efforts of Columbia Cares for Kutaisi in providing iodized salt for our Sister
City in Georgia.  She read a letter from the Mayor of Kutaisi, which noted the significance of
past assistance.  She explained this year’s goal was to raise $100,000 to assist in developing
a repacking facility in Kutaisi.

Mayor Hindman thanked Dr. Blair and her group for all they did to support the Sister
City relationship.  

Mayor Hindman welcomed Boy Scouts from Troop 707 of the Episcopal Church that
were in attendance and working on their citizenship in the community merit badge. 

Mayor Hindman noted that Council Member John was serving in his final regular
Council meeting and thanked him for his service to the City. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS

B85-05 Voluntary annexation of property located on the east side of Sinclair
Road, south of Muirfield Drive; establishing permanent R-1 zoning.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a portion of a farm consisting of 34.8 acres in south central

Columbia.  The applicant was requesting single family zoning, which was recommended by
staff and the Commission.   
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Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Roy Rogers explained that he and his brother were the developers of the property and

offered to answer any questions.  He also asked about the amendment sheet associated with
this bill.  Mr. Boeckmann explained the amendment dealt only with the section number of the
Code.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Janku made the motion that B85-05 be amended per the amendment sheet.  The

motion was seconded by Mr. John and approved unanimously by voice vote.  
Mr. Ash noted Worchester Lane on the aerial photo and pointed out that tract had

been annexed when he first came on the Council.  At that time, staff felt they should discuss
a road coming over to Sinclair for connectivity, but the developer stated he was not going to
annex the rest of it.  Now that area was being annexed and he wanted to point out that there
were positives to developing larger tracts at one time, so connectivity and other issues could
be resolved, as opposed to doing things in small pieces.    

Mayor Hindman pointed out this was an area where parkland was required.  He noted
that there were still plenty of opportunities in the area, but thought they needed to keep that in
mind. 

B85-05, as amended, was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: 
VOTING YES: JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON. 
VOTING NO: NO ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:    

B86-05 Rezoning property located at the eastern terminus of Quail Drive from R-3
to C-P.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Watkins described this as a request to rezone about one-tenth of an acre at the

eastern terminus of Quail Drive from R-3 to C-P.  It was zoned R-3 when annexed in 1962. 
The Metro 2020 designation was neighborhood district and street access was off of Quail
Drive, an improved local, residential street.  The applicant indicated he had an arrangement
for access off of an extended Lake Ridgeway Drive, if and when that street was extended. 
The neighborhood association was Whitegate and there was no parkland needed in this area. 
Staff recommended denial of C-P zoning because they felt it would be detrimental to the
neighborhood.  The Commission concurred with denial of the proposed zoning.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Hutton pointed out there had been some positive comments made at the hearing,

but felt, without a plan, he could not vote in favor of this. 
Mr. John mentioned that a list of uses and restrictions regarding access would have

been helpful.  They did not want to create a trafficway to a cul-de-sac.  Mayor Hindman
agreed and felt it had potential, if it was done right.  

Mr. Ash felt it was a catch-22 situation since the developer did not want to spend
money on planning without receiving the requested rezoning, but the Council could not
approve the zoning until they understood what it was he wanted to do.  

B86-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES:  NO
ONE.  VOTING NO: JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON. 
Bill defeated.

B87-05 Rezoning property located along both sides of Clark Lane, east of
Ballenger Place from A-1, R-1, O-P and C-P to PUD-8.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Watkins explained this request was to rezone an approximate 109 acres on both
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sides of Clark Lane to PUD-8 .  The property was zoned A-1 when annexed in 1969 and saw
various rezonings in the 1990's.  The Metro 2020 designation was for neighborhood district
and commercial.  Street access for the development was off of Clark Lane, an unimproved
minor arterial street.  Staff felt the impact of this development on Clark Lane/US 63 and Clark
Lane/Ballenger was a problem.  All public utilities were available.  No parkland was needed in
this area; however, Hominy Branch, a designated greenbelt, crossed this site and was
considered a prime location for a walking trail.  He noted a supplemental request to remove a
2.77 acre tract of land from the request.  The recommendation of staff was approval of the
PUD-8 zoning, while the Commission approved the proposed rezoning subject to two
conditions.  One was that the statement of intent be modified to indicate a minimum of 50% of
the site to be open space.  The other was that a traffic study be completed in conjunction with
the PUD site plan, particularly for the Clark Lane corridor and the Ballenger Lane
interchange.  

Mr. Hutton commented that by reducing the request by 2.77 acres, it could potentially
reduce the number of units.  Mr. Watkins agreed.  Mr. Hutton understood, if the request was
granted, the area in question would be about 106.5 acres.  Mr. Watkins stated that was
correct.  Mr. Hutton asked about the area on the drawing labeled “area to be added later”. 
Mr. Watkins suggested the applicant might be better able to explain what was meant by that
designation.  He believed their intent was to make the zoning request coincide with some
existing property and zoning lines.  He pointed out they could subtract without having to go
back through, but they could not add.  He thought the addition would come at a later date.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Brian Harrington, Allstate Consultants, 33 LeMone Industrial Blvd., explained that they

originally wrote the legal description based on what they thought the seller intended to sell. 
They evidently misunderstood.  The seller intended on selling to where the current zoning line
was, not his O-P portion.  Mr. Harrington also stated the A-1 portion to the southwest was
what they intend to add when they came back through with the plan.  In addition to that, he
pointed to the yellow section on the north side of Clark Lane and commented that since this
proposal began, they had added it to the project and would also clean it up with the plan
when they came back through for that zoning.  

Mr.  Harrington explained that they met with the neighborhood last Wednesday night to
address the issues raised at the hearing.  A lot of the prominent issues pertained to the
riparian corridor along the creek as well as the open space and the feeling that they were
trying to put too much golf course in.  As a result, they revised their conceptual layout to
make this a nine-hole golf course instead of 18.  This would provide the additional space to
meet the tree ordinance and buffering for the creek.  For that reason, Mr. Harrington had a
revised statement of intent that addressed the change to a nine-hole golf course.  The
revised statement also stated the project would include a maximum of 840 units on the PUD-
8.  He noted that the reduction from 18 to 9 holes had given them more flexibility with the trail
design.  He commented that he had met with Mr. Hood today regarding the trail and that he
indicated he was fine with it, conceptually, but noted his staff had not had time to review it
yet.  

Mr. Hutton inquired about the meeting last week with the neighbors and asked if they
were aware of the 840 units as opposed to the 732.  Mr. Harrington replied that this change
had been made since their meeting.  Mr. Ash commented that he thought the increase was
from 816 to 840.  

Mr. Ash asked if the neighbors had indicated they would rather have less golf course
and more units.  Mr. Harrington replied that the neighborhood’s issue was that they felt the
development was too tight in the open areas.  Another issue involved the tree ordinance and
making sure they were able to keep large areas of trees.  He commented that they had been
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trying to put in a lot of golf holes on a small tract of land and, during discussions, they
realized the appropriate way to go was to back off on the number of holes on the golf course
and to allow more of the natural areas to remain.  He did not mean to infer that the neighbors
had asked them to reduce the number of holes or change the number of units.  That was
what they came up with after the meeting in trying to address their concerns.  

Mr. Boeckmann clarified the statement of intent with the current ordinance indicated
816 units.

Mr. Janku asked if the minimum of 50% open space would be maintained even with
the additional units.  Mr. Harrington replied that it would.  

Mr. Loveless noted considerable discussion regarding connectivity from the north
along Lillian at the Commission meeting.   Noting that they were still discussing concepts, Mr.
Harrington explained their current concept was to make a connection from Clark Lane by way
of their private drives and parking lots and to then put some kind of emergency access
through to the cul-de-sac.  That would allow emergency access for fire trucks with some kind
of gate.  Their current concept did not include a public street there.  They realized this to be
an issue and felt that when they got into the planned development, it might require a public
street.  This was not something they preferred because of the golf course on both sides of it
and because they were trying to keep golf cart crossings of a public street to a minimum.  

Kim Fugitt, a representative of the developer, The Lindsey Company of Fayetteville,
Arkansas, explained that the Company had nearly 24,000 apartment units in a seven state
area with 28 golf courses.  He reiterated comments made by Mr. Harrington and using the
overhead, he explained the route of the proposed trail.  He clarified the location of the trail
was subject to improvement and that their major concern regarding the trail was liability due
to golf balls.  He displayed pictures of different existing units they managed and listed various
amenities.   

Mr. Ash asked if all of their other properties had 18-hole courses.  Mr. Fugitt replied
that they probably had more nine-hole courses than 18-hole courses.  He noted the courses
were not money makers, but did offer a great amenity and open space opportunity.  

Mayor Hindman asked how Columbia was chosen.  Mr. Fugitt replied that they drew a
radius from Fayetteville, Arkansas a number of years ago and Columbia fell within it.  He
commented that they also liked college towns, although they did not depend heavily on the
college market.  In addition, they also looked at a number of things, like growth rate and
median income, in the area.  He noted Columbia was high on the list. 

Judy Johnson, 1516 McKee, commented that she was able to attend the
neighborhood meeting last week, but had spoken with some residents who had.  Although
their comments had been positive, she voiced several concerns.  One concern was traffic on
Clark Lane and at Lake of the Woods due to this and other new developments.  She
suggested the overpass at Ballenger be put on a priority list so there would be another
access.  She also had concerns about the grass not growing in this area because, at one
time, coal was mined there.  Another concern was the Hominy Branch, which flowed into the
Hinkson, being impacted.  Ms. Johnson suggested the traffic study be completed before this
development went any further.  She also noted that rental property was becoming more and
more difficult to rent in the area.  She asked if this would be a gated community.  Mayor
Hindman replied that it would not be gated.  

Lisa Elliot, a realtor representing Godas Development, spoke regarding the increase in
density to the area.  She commented that PUD-8 zoning of 24.9 acres was already part of the
current zoning and that they were giving back about three acres of C-P zoning.  Ms. Elliot
noted that they had a backup offer on the 24.9 PUD-8 zoned acres, but that they had taken a
lot of time in working with the current individuals and felt they had a lot to offer the area.  She
felt it would be a great upgrade and would do a lot for the community as a whole.  
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Dave Harr, 1313 Vandiver Drive, commented they had been given assurances from
the developer and the engineer about being able to get sewer to their properties, but wanted
to hear it from the City.  His property was on the south side of Clark Lane, north of I-70.  He
commented that they had questions relating to the 740 extension, Route P, how they would
raise and lower the roadbed, line of site issues, and other issues they needed to address with
MoDOT.  With the I-70 Redevelopment Plan, he noted that some of his property had been
red-lined and marked for acquisition and that there was an indication that MoDOT wanted
Clark Lane to be a frontage road.  He stated he was not opposed to the increase in the
number of units being proposed, but asked the Council to understand it would mean 1,600
parking spaces.  He asked what would handle the runoff and suggested stacking the
buildings taller so there would be fewer roofs for water to runoff.  Mr. Harr pointed out that the
American Society of Golf Course Architects suggested that an 18-hole golf course needed
150 acres of usable land to be a safe course.  He also asked about the fairness to the
taxpayers of Columbia to pick up the majority of cost on the road frontage.  He noted that he
and a neighbor had issues coming up before the Planning and Zoning Commission and
suggested tabling this issue so those could be discussed at the same time.  

Mr. Hutton asked for clarification on where his property was located.  Mr. Harr showed
the location using the overhead and explained that the sewer line was brought in at Hominy
Branch in the 1990's.  He stated that he felt they could obtain sewer access by working with
this development versus the City, since that process could take years.

Keith Klepper, 5104 Clark Lane, Dave Harr’s neighbor, commented that his biggest
concerns were traffic and traffic controls.  He thought the issue should be tabled until that
was figured out.  

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Hutton commented that he had been told the project would be phased in with the

south side first and the north side last.  That was with nine holes on each side of the road. 
He asked if it would still be phased.  Mr. Fugitt replied that they would phase the south half of
Clark Lane first, but would build all nine holes of the golf course with the first phase.  Mr.
Hutton asked if he understood correctly that the trail could be brought, more or less, through
the creek.  Mr. Fugitt replied that was correct and noted it would not be as affected as it
would have been with 18 holes; however, there were still some areas that could be
dangerous crossings.  In the process of negotiating the trail location, they would like that to
be taken into consideration, so they did not put people in harms way.  Mr. Fugitt also
commented that it would be very hard to control anyone coming on to the walking trail in the
evenings or at times when there might not be any golfers around, who might vandalize the
golf course.  

Mr. Loveless commented on the riparian corridor and stated he did not see any firm
guidelines regarding a buffer along that corridor.  He suggested there be a 100 foot buffer
from the centerline of the creek and that it be put in their statement of intent.  Mr. Fugitt did
not think they could agree to that.  He noted, on the south side of Clark, the golf holes were
located in the floodway and floodplain.  He stated the creek itself ran very close to a number
of the holes.  On the north side, there were some areas that might be possible; however,
there was a green in the area where the creek took its first turn to the right.  Mr. Loveless
clarified that he was not concerned about the golf course being in the 100 feet, but was
concerned about pavement and buildings being in it.  He defined it as a 100 foot undeveloped
buffer or a vegetative zone.   Mr. Harrington pointed to the south end, on the west side of the
creek, and noted they had a building, up high, closer to Clark Lane.  He thought that would be
within the 100 feet, although elevation wise, it was several feet above the creek on a small
bluff.  He also noted there would be a box culvert or bridge of some type on the south side in
order to provide enough connectivity for emergency vehicles.  In addition, he was unsure
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about how cart paths would be handled.  Mr. Harrington was concerned about agreeing to the
100 feet, although he thought, on the majority of the site, they would meet the intent of what
Mr. Loveless was asking for.   He saw no problems on the north side, other than the path
crossings.  Mr. Loveless responded that he was simply looking for their intent to do their best
to maintain the 100 foot corridor from the centerline of the creek as a vegetative area as
opposed to a paved or developed area. 

Mr. Hutton asked for examples of potential outcomes of the traffic study.  He wondered
what potential road improvements could be asked of the developer to undertake.  Mr.
Watkins stated they would look at any improvements that would be required to safely handle
the additional traffic.  At a minimum, he thought they would be asking for some improvements
to the Ballenger Lane/Clark Lane connection and to the road itself to address issues of safety
and site distance.  Actually widening Clark Lane, Mr. Hutton felt was not something we could
require.  Mr. Watkins agreed.  Mr. Hutton understood they were talking about intersection
improvements, potential traffic lights, and other safety related improvements.  Mr. Watkins
replied that was correct and because it was a PUD, he stated they could require the right-of-
way for future improvements, if needed.   Mr. Hutton noted that the right-of-way that would be
given up as part of this would be significant enough that Clark Lane could be an outer road at
some point.  Mr. Watkins replied that it could be very significant.  

Mr. Hutton asked Mr. Patterson to address the sewer issue.  Mr. Patterson felt the
issue was whether or not the property owners were interested in the cost of a sewer district. 
He noted the area was above the 80-acre point, and therefore, all of the cost of providing
sewer would be borne by the property owners.  He stated it was something they encouraged,
while explaining it would take time to do.  Whether the development occurred or not, they
could be prepared to proceed with taxing a sewer district, should the property owners desire. 
Mr. Hutton asked if there was potential for properties in the middle of this development to
benefit from a closer sewer.  Mr. Patterson felt there was and clarified that sewers would
need to be put in as part of the development and, as part of the sewer review, they assured
those sewer lines were adequate for any upstream development.  They also ensured there
were easements on the property to make it possible for the line to be extended at some point
in the future. 

Mr. Ash commented that the traffic was already bad in this area and that a planned
development could actually improve it.  As a result of the traffic study, he stated the amount
of development could be limited if it was found it could not be done safely.  He had spoken
with his mother, who lived in Springfield and worked as a commercial realtor, about the
project Lindsey Company had there.  She had favorable comments.  She stated it was very
upscale for the area and had made a lot of positive additions.  He noted they were approving
the zoning at this stage, not the plan and felt all of the concerns about traffic, the trail,
connectivity, and etc., could be covered when the site plan came in. 

Mr. Hutton made the motion that B87-05 be amended by removing the 2.77 acres per
the amendment sheet.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku and approved by voice vote
with Mr. John abstaining.  

Mr. Hutton made the motion that they substitute the statement of intent presented this
evening for the original statement of intent.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Loveless and
approved by voice vote with Mr. John abstaining.

Mr. Hutton commented that there was no question about traffic being the issue in this
area.  He noted a backup offer on the existing PUD property and stated it could come forward
with all of it done in PUD-8, piecemeal, as opposed to one development.  Although this
development was a little dense and there were traffic problems, he felt this was a good
development and indicated he would rather see 106 acres done in one piece than six to eight
tracts of 20 to 25 done separately. 
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Mr. Janku agreed with the idea that the unified ownership of the tracts was important. 
He thought that would help maintain the quality of the development over time. 

Mayor Hindman agreed they had raised issues that they did not need to deal with until
the plan came to them.  He thought it was understood that they were very concerned about
the issues raised.  Mayor Hindman also commented that he checked with the Mayor of
Fayetteville, who gave the company very favorable statements.  He indicated they kept up
the property and did what they stated they would do. 

B87-05, as amended, was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: 
VOTING YES: JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO:
NO ONE.  ABSTAINING: JOHN.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  
 
B88-05 Approving a revised signage plan for Bass Pro at CenterState Crossing.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Watkins explained that this dealt entirely with a change in signage, particularly

several changes in the wall signs.  There was some additional approved square footage from
the proposal, but on balance, he noted the wall sign changes were minimal.  The Tracker
Boat sign would be back lit instead of lit with flood lights, which they considered to be an
improvement.  One addition was a pylon sign located in the northeast portion of the site, with
the signage area being approximately 284 square feet.  He explained the pylon sign was not
included in the original sign package approved by the Council.  Because the Planning and
Zoning Commission did not meet one time, Mr. Watkins pointed out that an administrative
decision was made by himself with some backup from the Public Works Department to allow
the wall signs to go up right the first time without them being changed, but being subject to
Council approval.  If the Council decided they wanted the existing package, Bass Pro had
agreed to take them down and move them around.  He reiterated that they felt the wall signs,
in general, were an insignificant change and an improvement.  The pylon sign, he felt, was
the issue presenting the most heartburn.  Staff recommended the revised plan as did the
Planning and Zoning Commission.     

Mr. Ash asked where the pylon sign would be located.  Using the overhead, the
location was illustrated.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Jack Urbec, Bass Pro, explained that he had been active on this project since it began

and noted that the pylon sign they were asking for was not unusual for this type of project. 
He pointed out there would only be two of them, one for Furniture Row and one for Bass Pro. 
The sign was made of steel and was covered with fiberglass to make it look like a log.  

Mr. Loveless asked about the purpose of the sign.  Mr. Urbec replied that
management liked to have this kind of look for their properties.  More than anything, the sign
was to attract business.  Approaching the building from either the north or the south, Mr.
Loveless stated the whole building was a billboard and could not be missed.  He thought this
sign was superfluous and felt it could not attract any more attention than the building did,
particularly with the amount of wall signage they now had.   

Mr. Ash commented that he had problems finding the entrance once he got off
Vandiver and that he had turned the wrong way.  He suggested that this sign be used to take
cars off of the exit.  

Mr. Urbec explained that the signage on the building was very dull and back lit and
could not be seen from 63.  He also noted they kept the parking lot lights very low.  Mayor
Hindman commented that they had done a very good job with the lights.  Mr. Urbec stated
the pylon would pick up on a 90 degree angle to the roadway, which would give one a view
on how to get there.  

Mr. Ash felt that signage was needed further back, closer to the exit at Vandiver or at
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the entrances.  Mr. Urbec replied that beyond the Bass Pro 27 acre parcel, it would be up to
Mr. McDonald.  

Mr. Beck commented that he had talked to MoDOT about directions as far as getting
onto 63 South.  He stated they were working on better signage. 

Mr. John asked about the size of the pylon sign.  Mr. Urbec replied it was 283 feet. 
Mr. John asked what was allowed in C-3.  Mr. Urbec replied 288 was allowed.

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Hutton clarified that the plan noted the pylon sign was 284 feet.  
Mr. Hutton asked about the size of the Furniture Row sign. Mr. Watkins did not recall

the exact size, but thought it was a really tall monument sign.  Mr. Hutton asked what they
had discussed with Mr. McDonald.  Mr. Loveless thought it was that Mr. McDonald would
require monument signs, except at Furniture Row because that sign had already been
granted, and that Bass Pro would be a separate issue.  As far as restaurants and other
properties, they had agreed there would be no pylon signs. 
  Mr. Janku asked if the height and setback were consistent with C-3.  Mr. Watkins
replied they were.

Mr. Loveless felt Bass Pro needed an “attention getter” north of the Vandiver exit.  By
the time people saw it and the pylon sign, they would be past the Vandiver exit  or too late to
make the turn.  He reiterated that he did not feel this sign was useful. 

Mr. Janku noted there had been discussion at the Planning and Zoning meeting about
whether or not this was noted on the original site plan.  He asked if they ever received an
answer.  Mr. Watkins replied that they looked at the original approved site plan and that it did
not have a notation for a future pylon sign.  He thought there had been some confusion
between Bass Pro and the engineers that did the site plan.  His observation was that the
Bass Pro people were very surprised it was not on the site plan.  

Mr. Ash pointed out that the sign might be a little deceiving now, with that being the
only thing out there, but when the area was fully developed, it might be a little more difficult to
figure out where one wanted to go right away.  He felt he could approve the request.  

Mr. Janku noted that the signs at the Broadway Market Place did help people know
what was in the shopping center.  

Mayor Hindman asked if the primary direction they were trying to catch was people
coming from the south.  Mr. Urbec replied from the north.  Mayor Hindman asked if he
thought people would not see the building, but just the sign.  Mr. Urbec thought they would
pick up the pylon sign before the building going south.  

Mr. Loveless asked if MoDOT still had a program where they could put a logo type
sign on a MoDOT sign as one approached the Vandiver exit.  Mr. Urbec thought they would
have to get their legal people involved, but noted they had that situation in Springfield.  Mr.
Ash pointed out the Springfield location was in the middle of town and not right off of the
highway.   

Mr. John understood the reasons Mr. Loveless did not want the sign, but stated he
thought that anything on that side of the road would be helped by the sign.  He noted it was
under the C-3 limits.  In addition, the Council told Mr. McDonald that there would not be a row
of tall signs there and that he would have to put the small monument signs on everything
else.  He was willing to permit two tall signs. 

Mr. Loveless made the motion that they amend the sign plan submitted by omitting the
pylon sign.  The motion was seconded by Mayor Hindman.  

Mayor Hindman agreed that the building itself was a billboard and although he
managed to get there, he also had problems finding it.  He pointed out the sign was big and
also included more than a logo because it had the opportunity to push merchandise.  He did
not think that was necessary and thought a compromise might be in order where they would
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allow a sign, but an identifier sign only. 
Mr. Urbec explained the reason for the billboard look was to share with the public a

certain event or demonstration.  He stated it would not announce sales.  Mayor Hindman
asked if they could be assured of that.  Mr. Urbec replied that he would see to it that it would
only be used for special events. 

Mr. Janku realized the request was within C-3 standards and that they would not be
going beyond standards for a commercial area.  He noted the major tenant was applying for
the sign and the other tenants would have to draw from Bass Pro.  He thought the major
tenants or tenant should be allowed to have some sort of attractive pylon sign.  Something
different from the other smaller stores that would feed off of it. He felt this area was going to
be the Bass Pro Shopping Center and the other stores would draw from that.  Because of
this, he was comfortable with it being a model for the future.

Mayor Hindman asked about the hotel.  Mr. John replied their plan was already
approved and that the Hilton could advertise that they were at the exit with Bass Pro.  Mr.
Janku thought the Hilton was allowed more building signage because of the height of the
building.

Mr. Ash commented that he thought the interchangeable component of the sign was a
useful thing.  

Mr. Hutton commented that since this sign was slightly less than the maximum
requirements for C-3 zoning, he had no problem with it.  He also thought they talked about
having two tall signs when they talked about the furniture store.  

The amendment, made by Mr. Loveless and seconded by Mayor Hindman, was
defeated by voice vote.  

B88-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:   

B89-05 Amending Chapter 29 of the City Code relating to planned zoning
districts.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck pointed out that two work sessions had been held on this issue.
Mr. Watkins explained four changes were made to what the Council saw several

months ago, which were outlined in the memo dated February 21.  The four changes were as
follows: the minimum lot size for the PUD district was revised so that the only minimum size
was 2,500 square feet for single-family detached homes; the words “when conditions warrant
such modifications” were removed; the criteria for private street signs was changed from a
different colored sign to the words “private street” being indicated on the sign; and the word
“submittal” was replaced with “submission” where appropriate.  Mr. Watkins also pointed out
language was also included to allow a conceptual landscape and stormwater plan to be part
of the C-P initial submittal and part of the zoning, as opposed to part of the site plan.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comments, Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
Mr. Ash noted that a lot of the stakeholders were developers and people who would

actually have to use the new regulations.  He was comfortable with the changes knowing they
were okay with them.  

B89-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  
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(A) Voluntary annexation of property located on the north side of Prathersville
Road, southwest of U.S. Highway 63.

Item A was read by the Clerk. 
Mr. Beck described this as a 13 acre tract located in north central Columbia.  The

applicant was requesting C-P zoning.  The property was in the Boone Electric service area
with City sewer and water available to the site.  As part of the condition for using City sewer,
the applicant was asked to sign a pre-annexation agreement.  He noted that no Council
action was required at this time.  

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
There being no comments, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.

(B) Voluntary annexation of property located on the south side of Richland Road,
east of St. Charles Road.

Item B was read by the Clerk.
Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.
James Fairchild, 9603 E. Vemer’s Ford Road, urged tabling or denial of the issue.  He

explained this property was in an area near the proposed extension of Stadium Boulevard
and a path had not been finalized.  Further movement on this tract, he stated, might limit
options for the Stadium extension and ultimately the I-70 intersection.  He pointed out that
Richland Road lacked shoulders and had a one-lane bridge east of this site.  He noted
another bridge just west of this, with a limit of 15 tons.  He felt the annexation should not
occur until there were City and County plans to widen Richland Road and its dangerous
intersection with St. Charles Road.  He thanked the Council for tabling the issue until the
Stadium Boulevard extension plan was finalized.  

Mr. Boeckmann clarified that this was just the public hearing for the annexation and
that it did not have to be tabled.  Coming next would be the recommendation from Planning
and Zoning on the zoning.  At that time, the annexation and zoning would be combined into
one ordinance to be voted on.

There being no further comment, Mayor Hindman closed the public hearing.
Mr. Hutton asked if the developers of this property were currently working with staff. 

Mr. Watkins replied they had met with both petitioners and had told them that staff felt their
request was premature because of 740.  Until we had the study confirming where the right-of-
way was going to be, he felt zoning would be premature.  Mr. Hutton asked why June 20th
was the date set because he did not think the right-of-way plan would be done by then.  Mr.
Watkins replied that Planning and Zoning would hear it the second meeting in May, which
would send it to the Council the second meeting in June.  Mr. Hutton pointed out that this
developer and the developer on the tract to the north had both requested open zoning, which
he was not very impressed with.  He assumed staff was working with them and trying to lead
them to realize the benefits of planned zoning districts.  Mr. Watkins replied that they had
conveyed to them what they felt to be the preference of both the Commission and the
Council.   

OLD BUSINESS

B70-05 Voluntary annexation of property located on the south side of State Route
WW, east of the City limits.

The bill was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Watkins explained that a valid petition had been received regarding this request for

annexation and because the request did not meet the requirements for an involuntary
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annexation, it could not move forward.  
Mr. Boeckmann further explained that there was not a sufficient common boundary

with the City because 12 feet did not constitute the required 15%.  

PR60-05 Amending the City of Columbia Convention and Visitors Bureau Tourism
Development Program, Festivals and Events Guidelines.

The resolution was given second reading.
Lorah Steiner explained this was the second revision of the guidelines and noted this

was the fifth year since the fund was started.  The majority of the revisions, she pointed out,
were to clarify existing provisions.  She commented that there were only two substantial
changes.  One had to do with a professional survey of all of the events and the information
gained being used as a baseline so that each year the advisory board could look at the
surveys to determine whether or not they were seeing growth in different areas, be it in room
nights, attendance, or retail expenditures.  The other was that they add a provision allowing
an applicant to ask for prize money.  The Convention & Visitors Advisory Board unanimously
approved the revisions.  Ms. Steiner noted a copy of the guideline revisions had been sent to
all previous applicants for review. 

Mr. Ash noted a typographical error on page 7, item 6.  Ms. Steiner replied it would be
changed.

The vote on PR60-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: JANKU, HUTTON,
LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  Policy resolution
declared adopted, reading as follows:
  
B90-05 Approving the Final Plat of Stephens Lake Park; granting a variance to the
Subdivision Regulations.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a minor subdivision on City owned property.  The plat

would create one R-1 lot.  The variance, described at a work session, would allow the
proposed pedway/sidewalk along Walnut Street to vary some from the normal standard of the
distance behind a future curb and gutter.  This was being requested in order to avoid trees.  

Mr. John assumed the property was already zoned R-1 and that they were just
creating one legal lot within the R-1 zoning.  Mr. Beck replied that was correct. 

B90-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:   

B91-05 Authorizing and agreement with Bucher, Willis & Ratliff Corporation for
design of the Southwest Outfall Relief Sewer project; appropriating funds.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this approximate 5,000 foot project as the design of a relief line

along County House Branch Creek from Rollins to 600 feet south of Highridge Drive.  He
noted that this project had been included on the last ballot issue.  The estimated cost of the
project was $1.5 million, with the engineering proposal calling for a not to exceed amount of
$100,290.  

Mr. Hutton noted the contract did not call for them to do any construction inspections
or oversight.  He asked if that was because it would be done in-house.  Mr. Patterson replied
that was correct. 

Mayor Hindman pointed out there was currently a place where the sewer went over
the creek.  He asked if the portion sticking up in the air would be buried.  Mr. Beck replied
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they could investigate it, but that the area had not been engineered yet.  Mr. Patterson
commented that the purpose of the contract was to go through and evaluate the best
alternatives.  

B91-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows; VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  

B96-05 Authorizing an agreement with Socket Internet, Inc. for connection to the
City’s fiber optic cable system.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this agreement would provide for a connection at a monthly rate of

$3,847 payable to the Water and Light Department.  
Mr. Loveless asked if this was the same thing they got cuffed around about with the

bank.  Mr. Boeckmann replied this was different.  This was for Internet type services, which
was specifically allowed by statute.   

B96-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows; VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  

B99-05 Authorizing agreements with the Missouri Highways and Transportation
Commission for MKT Trail crossings at Stadium Boulevard and Providence Road.

The bill was given second reading by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck explained this dealt with two locations, the one at Providence Road and the

one at Stadium Boulevard, and that this agreement would recognize MoDOT’s approval for
the City to construct the proposed MKT Trail under the Providence/Stewart intersection.  The
agreement also dealt with issues like insurance, which was not formalized currently in the
Stadium Boulevard underpass situation. 

B99-05 was given third reading with the vote recorded as follows: VOTING YES: 
JANKU, HUTTON, LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO
ONE.  Bill declared enacted, reading as follows:  

CONSENT AGENDA

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

B92-05 Authorizing a right of use permit and post-mitigation agreement with
CenterState Properties, LLC.

B93-05 Confirming the contract with J.C. Industries, Inc. for construction of the F-
1 Relief Sewer - Phase I (UMC Campus Relief Sewer) and Maryland
Avenue Drainage Project; appropriating funds. 

 
B94-05 Calling for bids for sidewalk construction in portions of Auburn Hills

Subdivision.

B95-05 Accepting conveyances for drainage, sewer, street and utility purposes.

B97-05 Accepting conveyances for utility purposes.

B98-05 Appropriating funds for the Nifong Park animal pen project.

R61-05 Setting a public hearing: voluntary annexation of property located on the
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north side of Brown School Road, west of the City limits.

R62-05 Setting a public hearing: construction of storm drainage improvements in
the Woodside Drive area.

R63-05 Setting a public hearing: construction of improvements to the MKT Trail
access at Providence Road and Stewart Road.

R64-05 Authorizing Amendment No. 1 to the agreement with the Missouri
Department of Health and Senior Services for the WIC Program.

R65-05 Authorizing an agreement with the University of Missouri Sinclair School
of Nursing to provide health clinic experience for nursing students.

R66-05 Authorizing the City Manager to apply for an Emergency Shelter Grant
from the Missouri Department of Social Services.

R67-05 Authorizing the University of Missouri to temporarily close a portion of
Rollins Street to allow for utility repairs.

R68-05 Authorizing a Restrictive Covenant for City owned property located at
1107 Again Street.

R69-05 Approving the Boone County Hazard Mitigation Plan.

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

NEW BUSINESS

R70-05 Authorizing the sale of SO2 allowances for coal cost mitigation.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Dasho explained they had an annual allocation of 4,659 SO2 allowances, which

were gathered because of burning a lower sulfur coal than required by permit.  In 2001, 2002
and 2003, the City sold 9,592 for about $3 million for an average of $310 per ton.  Because
the price of natural gas and the price of low sulfur coal was going up, individual companies
were switching from natural gas, where they could, to low sulfur coal.  That increased usage
of coal drove up the SO2 allowances from approximately $300 per ton to about $600 per ton. 
Beginning in June, Mr. Dasho commented, they were anticipating the cost for the low sulfur
coal to double.  The sale of SO2 allowances would help them mitigate the coal costs.  The
proposal was to sell excess allowances in 2004, 2005 and 2006.  He felt if we could get $600
per ton, we could generate approximately $6.3 million.  That would help reduce the impact of
what was expected in the new coal contract.  He asked for Council approval of the sale now
because the market was good. 

Mr. Loveless praised Mr. Dasho and his staff for being innovative in trying to save the
citizens of Columbia money.  However, he noted, in his opinion, we were selling Columbia’s
license to pollute the air.  He did not believe this was the right thing to do.  

Mr. John thought the operating cost and the operating expenses of providing power on
a daily basis needed to be paid for by the citizens.  He explained that last time we upgraded
facilities with the $6 million.  He thought it would be much more fiscally sound for them to
make the sales and use the funds towards having reserves for capital improvements that
would be needed, like buying shares into a power plant, and having the customers pay the
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fair rate for what it was costing to produce and generate the electricity.     
Mayor Hindman asked if the allowances were only available for using coal fired plants. 

Mr. John thought it was based on what pollution levels were and a long term plan to reduce
them.  If you went under that amount, you were allowed to sell to others.  Overall, he stated,
there was a scheme to lower the SO2 level nationwide.  Mr. Dasho replied that was correct. 
For the individual coal fired plants, they were allowed a certain level of SO2 emissions and if
you could go under those emissions, you gained the credits associated with how far under
those emissions you went.  Those credits were available for the market place for SO2
allowances.  In theory, Mr. Janku stated this was supposed to be an incentive for people to
reduce their pollution.  People in the market place buying these allowances would still look to
reduce their pollution to avoid higher costs.  Mr. Dasho agreed and commented that people
would buy the allowances, while reducing or fixing their equipment so they could emit SO2. 
He described it as a stop gap or transition mechanism by which they could get to the point
where they were going to have their new controls and new boilers in place.  Mr. Janku
pointed out that we paid more for the low sulfur coal, so he did not see a problem with using
this to offset those costs. 

Mr. Hutton noted our coal contract would expire May 31, which meant we would have
an increased coal cost, probably over budget by roughly one million, from then until October
1, the new fiscal year.  Mr. Dasho replied that was correct.  Mr. Hutton wondered if there
were reserves that could absorb that, if they used the money for capital improvements as
opposed to higher coal costs.  He did not think it mattered what the money was used for
because if we did not set it aside for capital improvements and had a boiler or turbine break
down costing a million dollars to fix, we would have to come up with the money, whether it
was by rate pay or reserve.  Mr. Dasho agreed.  Mr. Hutton asked if we had the money to pay
for the difference without raising rates mid-term.  Mr. Dasho replied that we did not.  He
stated that we needed the money and if our coal contract went up $1.2 million, we would not
have the money without dealing with rates.  With this resolution, Mr. Hutton commented, they
would be simply selling the SO2 allowances, not determining what would be done with the
money, per se. 

The vote on R70-05 was recorded as follows; VOTING YES: JANKU, HUTTON, 
JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: LOVELESS.  Resolution declared
adopted, reading as follows:  

R71-05 Authorizing the City Manager to apply to the Missouri Department of
Natural Resources for a Recreation Trails Grant for the construction of the Garth
Nature Trail.

The resolution was read by the Clerk.
Mr. Beck described this as a mini-trail on our recycled lagoon site north of Bear Creek

and west of Garth.  This trail would spur off of the main trail that connected Oakland Park to
Cosmo Park.  The proposal was to apply for a grant to be able to construct the project at an
estimated cost of $70,000.  It would be a 60/40 match.  

Mr. Hood explained that the map was a very preliminary concept developed for the
purpose of the grant application.  Should they receive the grant, they would go through a
more detailed planning process.  He noted the grant application deadline to be April 18, which
was before the next Council meeting, and that the application required a resolution of support
from the Council before it could be submitted.  

Mr. Janku commented that staff had indicated this could be made into a leash free
area, which would be consistent with the grant.  He asked if that was correct.  Mr. Hood
replied it was.  He stated they were working on the report requested from staff at the last
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Council meeting and looking at several options as to how they could best incorporate the
leash free area along with this trail. Their thought was that this trail would function very
similarly to the trail on the Forum Nature Area, next to the MKT trail in southern Columbia. 

The vote on R71-05 was recorded as follows: VOTING YES: JANKU, HUTTON,
LOVELESS, JOHN, ASH, HINDMAN, CRAYTON.  VOTING NO: NO ONE.  Resolution
declared adopted, reading as follows: 

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

B100-05 Voluntary annexation of property located on the north side of Prathersville
Road, west of U. S. Highway 63; establishing permanent C-P zoning.

B101-05 Rezoning property located on the north side of Richland Road and on the
south side of St. Charles Road from R-1 to R-2, R-3, O-1 and C-1.

B102-05 Rezoning property located on the west side of Rangeline Street (State
Route 763) and on the south side of Blue Ridge Road from A-1 to O-P and
C-P.

B103-05 Rezoning property located on the northwest corner of West Worley Street
and Bernadette Drive from C-1 to C-P; approving the C-P Development
Plan of Chuck E. Cheese’s Restaurant.

B104-05 Approving the Final Plat of CenterState Plat 8; authorizing a performance
contract.

B105-05 Vacating a sewer easement located in The Colonies Subdivision.

B106-05 Accepting certain streets for public use and maintenance.

B107-05 Accepting conveyances for utility purposes.

B108-05 Authorizing construction of improvements to the MKT Trail access at
Providence Road and Stewart Road; calling for bids through the
Purchasing Division; appropriating funds.

B109-05 Amending the FY 2005 Pay Plan, the Classification Plan and the 2005
Annual Budget; appropriating funds.

B110-05 Authorizing Amendment No. 2 to the agreement with the Missouri
Department of Health and Senior Services for the WIC BFPC program;
appropriating funds.

REPORTS AND PETITIONS

(A) Intra-departmental transfer of funds.

Report accepted.

(B) Forum Boulevard - parking prohibition.

Mr. Beck explained that this would authorize the preparation of an ordinance that
would prohibit parking on Forum Boulevard from Green Meadows northward to Stadium
Boulevard.  He noted that parking had already been removed south of Green Meadows
Road.   

Mr. Hutton made the motion that staff be directed to proceed with preparation of an
ordinance.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Loveless and approved unanimously by voice
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vote.   

(C) Transit Grant recommendation.

Mr. Beck explained that Congressman Hulshof had been instrumental in the City
obtaining this 80/20 grant.  He noted the grant could be programmed over two years and that
staff was recommending the City proceed with the purchase of two additional Paratransit
vans, eight bus shelters, 8 benches and fareboxes, and security equipment for five existing
buses in the first year.  In second year, staff recommended purchasing two 40-foot fixed route
replacement buses.  He pointed out that none of the money was to be used for trolleys.

Mr. Loveless made the motion that staff be directed to proceed with the grant
application.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Ash and approved unanimously by voice vote.  

(D) Landfill Gas Utilization Study.

Mr. Beck suggested the next step would be to decide whether or not to take proposals
or if it should be looked at for use strictly in the Water and Light Department.  

Mr. Patterson explained that the completed study showed they did have a marketable
product at the landfill in the form of methane gas being generated by the decomposition of
material on the landfill.  The study was based on two premises; one that they would continue
operation as is with subtitle D construction of landfill cells and the other being on the
eventuality of the City going to Bio-reactor technology in the future.  He stated that they
determined there were viable markets for both direct sale to industry and for the potential for
generating electricity.  Mr. Patterson explained that staff felt it would be appropriate to go out
for proposals.  He noted the solid waste utility was like the Water and Light Department in
that it was a self-supported enterprise fund paid for entirely by the rates of the users.  He
pointed out there would be additional expenses at the landfill in the form of the construction of
cells, whether they were subtitle D or Bio-reactor, and in the process of this, they felt they
were generating a marketable product that should go back to benefit the solid waste utility
and its rate payers.  In some form, it was similar to what they just talked about regarding the
SO2 allowances they were able to sell because they had a marketable product.  The proposal
would be an open, competitive proposal that would determine a fair market value even if
Council chose to utilize it for electrical generation.  It would be a comparison with what
industry felt it was truly worth.  They would not know that without a public proposal.  

Mr. Ash asked if they would have to accept the highest bidder, if they did send out
proposals.  Mr. Patterson replied they would not be obligated.  He explained that they would
make the recommendation on what was the “best” proposal for the City.  He thought it would
give the Council a basis for making a determination and what the subsidized value would be.  

Mr. Hutton asked if there was any other way to set the price.  Mr. Patterson did not
think a price could be set because the fair market value was what someone was willing to pay
for it.  Mr. Hutton agreed, but was concerned that it could be looked at as simply an exercise. 
It made sense to him that Water and Light would be the purchaser, no matter what the price
was because of our green power initiative.  Mr. Patterson stated it became a policy question
of whether or not they wanted cheap power at the expense of another utility.  Mr. Hutton was
concerned about forcing people to do a bunch of calculations for nothing.  Mr. Patterson
commented that they might be surprised to see how much they might be willing to pay for it. 
Regarding the capital cost for the generation itself, Mr. Hutton asked if they were in the chart
for the Water and Light Department.  Mr. Patterson replied they were not because the
proposal was based on the cost to provide the fuel to them.  He stated they had tried to share
the information with Water and Light so they would have an idea of what was being talked
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about, just as they had with local industry.  The fact was, whatever investment they had to
make in capital equipment and whatever their costs were operating would dictate what they
felt like they were willing and able to pay for the product.  Mr. Hutton asked why there would
be two different prices, referring to a separate price on the use of the heat.  Mr. Patterson
replied the big thing was that they would have to also determine what their long term
investment was as far as capital and operating and how much they could purchase and how
much they could sell.  He felt that Water and Light had a great opportunity with the project
they had discussed with the potential of generating electricity and selling the waste heat from
that for boiler use.  Mr. Hutton understood that and asked why it was figured in here and why
it would not just be a straight bid where Water and Light would pay “x” for an MMB.  Mr.
Patterson replied that might be what they would like to make a proposal on whereas one of
the local industries might wish to provide that with some type of an escalator scale that made
it more valuable to them over a long period of time.  He pointed out they were trying to
establish something here that would have a value over a 20 year time frame, realizing they
would have to have variables throughout the contract.  Another thing involved, he stated, was
their investment at the landfill based on the proposal.  

Mr. Janku asked about the possibility of a pipeline.  Mr. Patterson replied that they
would have that option.  He stated that was why it was difficult to say this was a bid.  It was a
proposal, but would have to be tied down to actual dollars, so it could be determined which
would be the most financially preferable of the bids. 

Mr. Hutton made the motion that staff be authorized to proceed with the request for
proposals based on the memo.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Janku and approved
unanimously by voice vote.  

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS

None.

COMMENTS BY PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND STAFF

Ms. Crayton announced there would be a meeting in the Council Chamber Wednesday
evening at 6:00 p.m. to discuss activities or the lack of them for children during the summer
break.  She invited everyone to attend and to be thinking about positive activities for kids this
summer that they could share at the meeting.  

Ms. Crayton noted that problem houses were beginning to creep back up again and
asked everyone to keep an eye out. 

Regarding the Crown Power and Equipment annexation discussed earlier, Mr. John
stated that when the infirmary property was brought in, it was so they could get to all of the
linked pieces that had pre-annexation agreements.  He thought they seemed to moving very
slowly and asked the Council to keep working on the links.  

Mr. Janku had a letter from the Department of Conservation about the T.R.I.M.
Program, which was a grant program dealing with landscaping and tree planting.  He was
hopeful we could participate again this year.

Mr. Janku noted they heard today from someone concerned about problems created in
duplex areas due to single lot ownerships.   

Mayor Hindman noted that there was now grass in the median of Grindstone Parkway.
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Mayor Hindman reminded everyone to vote tomorrow.

Mayor Hindman mentioned the loss of the Pope and that the flags were being flown at
half mast in recognition of his leadership, especially toward world peace. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:11 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sheela Amin
City Clerk


