
 

 

 
Columbia City Council Meeting Recap 

Council Chamber, Columbia City Hall 
7:00 PM  

Monday, August 5, 2019 
________________________________________________ 

 
INTRODUCTORY ITEMS 

Pledge of Allegiance  (Recited as indicated.)  
Roll Call    (Present: Treece, Ruffin, Trapp, Skala, Pitzer, Peters, Thomas)  

  (Absent: None.) 
Approval of Minutes (Minutes from July 1 and July 15, 2019 were approved.) 
 
Adjustment of Agenda (B207-19 and B208-19 were moved to Old Business. Both deal 

with agreements with MUPD for campus policing.)  
 

SPECIAL ITEMS 
SI9-19 Presentation of Well-Deserved Award by United Healthcare Representatives 
to the City of Columbia Human Resources Department Wellness Program. 
(Action: The city provides a robust wellness program including many individually targeted programs that 
range from hypertension to cancer screening to weight loss. Several success stories were shared with 
the council by employees who utilized the programs. The Well-Deserved Award and a check for $1,000 
was presented to the city for utilization of these programs among current city employees. 
 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
(None.) 

 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC COMMENT 

SPC49-19 Debbie Johnson - Annual fireworks problem. 
(Action: Did not appear.) 
 
SPC50-19 Clint Brinkley - Discussing the lack of availability of residential food waste composting in the 
City of Columbia and possible solutions, including amending Sec. 22-165 of the City Code to allow for 3rd 
party food waste collection. 
(Action: Did not appear as scheduled.) 
 
SPC51-19 Jim Windsor - Climate Change, Transparency, Risk Tolerance, and Critical Infrastructure. 
(Action: The speaker indicated that Columbia has enjoyed a relatively mild summer compared to some 
other areas. Weather events are having a disruptive effect on our world. The speaker thinks that the 
new climate action plan is switching to electric and abandoning some other forms of energy such as 



 

natural gas. This policy is short-sighted. Our system cannot handle additional load until the local 
electrical grid is fixed. The report does not take into account the increased demands on the system and 
years of latent load growth that have already occurred. We may get lucky and not hit the highest 
temperatures possible. However, we need a redundant and resilient electrical system before our luck 
runs out. 
 
We have already passed authorization to build out such a system, but we have not implemented the 
new plan yet, despite approving new demands on the system. We supported this in 2015 as voters. 
Option E would cost more than $10 million more than Option A. We need to address this problem with 
our local electrical system. 
 
SPC52-19 Julie Shiebany - Current debate on sampling liquor/craft beers. 
(Action: Did not appear as scheduled.) 
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
PH34-19 Proposed construction of a traffic calming device on William Street between Broadway and 
Rollins Street. 
(Action: A public hearing is being held to consider the installation of a traffic calming device on William 
Street, between Broadway and Rollins Street. The estimated cost of the project is $10,000. William 
Street scored as the third highest priority project within the 2017 Neighborhood Traffic Management 
Program (NTMP), with a score of 78.61 out of a possible 100. The scoring system takes a number of 
factors into consideration including speed, volume, pedestrian generators in the area, proximity to 
schools, bike routes, and recent crash history. 
 
There was mixed support received from attendees at preliminary community outreach meetings. The 
reasoning for the negative feedback was primarily because some didn’t think the traffic calming was 
necessary. Due to William Street, between Broadway and Rollins Street, scoring as the third highest 
priority within the NTMP, staff recommends proceeding with construction of a single speed table during 
the 2019 construction season. The calming device will be located at the intersection of William Street 
and Bouchelle Avenue. 
 
Skala indicated that he was interested in this particular area and would like additional information on 
this project. Thomas asked about the speed numbers that were presented on this stretch of road. Staff 
said that northbound was about 31 mph and that southbound was 20, with a few areas hitting 28 mph 
or less. This addresses the southern end, primarily, and the data reflects a place where there have 
already been some stop signs placed, but a four-way stop here was not warranted. Staff noted that 
unwarranted stop signs can cause rear end collisions. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
The first speaker said that people zip through this area all the time and believes that a speed table is 
warranted in this area. He also thought that people would ignore stop signs. He supports the speed 
table. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he is a bike rider and that people sweep through this area regularly. 
There have been many controversies in this area over the years. We asked who asked for this to happen 
and got incomplete information. William Street is already pretty narrow and that slows down traffic by 
itself. At the meetings, most people went for the stop signs, not the speed tables. Stop signs cost a few 



 

hundred dollars. Speed tables cost $10,000. He opposes this idea and wants it to be reconsidered. He 
noted that a third stop sign in this area that was denied. We have already put some stop signs in in this 
area. Why can’t we do this a different way?  
 
Thomas asked about speed measurements and when the earlier stop signs were placed in use. Thomas 
analyzed some of the testimony and asked if the data supporting this was collected after the stop sign 
placement. He noted that the stop signs did not appear to work well. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Peters indicated that she would support this and noted that a speed table at this location would help 
prevent people from speeding through this area. 
The motion to approved was supported unanimously.) 
 

OLD BUSINESS 
B187-19 Rezoning property located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Clark Lane and McKee 
Street from District R-2 (Two-Family Dwelling) to District R-MF (Multiple-Family Dwelling) (Case No. 142-
2019). 
(Action: The applicants are seeking to rezone their property, which is one lot, at the northwest corner of 
Clark Lane and McKee Street from R-2 (Two-Family Dwelling) district to R-MF (Multiple Family Dwelling. 
The applicants wish to pursue the rezoning in response to a market need they believe exists for one-
bedroom units. To the north of the subject site, on McKee Street, are two PUD zoned parcels with 
approved development densities of 7 dwelling units/acre and 6.6. du/ac, respectively. The 7 du/ac 
development, McKee Estates PUD Plan and Preliminary Plat (2000), was approved for 33 units, but never 
built. The PUD plan has expired, but the zoning entitlement remains effective. The 6.6 du/ac 
development, McKee Street PUD (2011), was approved for 12 units and has been constructed.  
 
In evaluating the appropriateness of this request, staff reviewed the density impacts it may create upon 
the surrounding area as well as its location. The applicant’s planned eight one-bedroom units would 
have a smaller impact than the combined impact of the two approved PUD plans which could yield as 
many as 45 multi-bedroom dwelling units. Based on this and given the size of the parcel, if rezoned, it 
could be improved with up to 14 total units (56 bedrooms), even though that is not the current intended 
density.  
 
Conversely, if developed in accordance with the existing R-2 zoning and developed with duplexes it 
could realistically yield as many as 4 duplex lots (8 total units) with a maximum of 32 bedrooms. Either 
scenario would still yield fewer dwelling units than the combined existing approved PUD zoned 
developments. Staff provided some visual aids to explain the general location. 
 
The location of the subject site, on the edge of the R-2 neighborhood at the intersection of McKee and 
Clark, is within 500-feet of the major intersection of Ballenger and Clark. Staff believes that the subject 
site’s location makes it better suited for multi-family development than the approved sites to the north 
and would be consistent with the goals and objectives contained within the Comprehensive Plan 
regarding placement of higher density development at nodal locations. 
 
Some public comments indicated a concern about traffic and density. 
 
P&Z considered this request and voted 4 to 3 in favor of the request. 



 

Skala asked about this request and wanted to know why the staff was citing density of the development 
without the actual development having occurred. Staff said they had to show some sort of comparative 
density potential since it already existed in this area, including some mobile home. 
 
The public hearing was opened. 
 
An engineer appeared on behalf of the project and noted the main features of the project. He noted 
that it fit in with the patchwork of building styles in the area and that there is a demand for one-
bedroom units. He cited the various zonings in the area, its proximity to minor arterials, and the desire 
of the builder to build 8, one-bedroom units, instead of trying to build those same units as duplexes 
which would add substantial additional cost. He believed this represents a transitional zoning. He noted 
that it was supported by staff and that it did receive approval at the P&Z level.  
 
The Mayor asked what would prevent the applicant from going ahead and building out to the max under 
R-MF. The engineer indicated that he conceded that this is open zoning, and that the applicant would 
desire, but not necessarily commit, to the lowest possible build-out. He did not believe that his proposal 
adds to crime and noted that it meets the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The next speaker said she represents the neighborhood association on McKee St. She believes that this 
would add significant density to the area; that the parking configuration would cause a lot of water 
runoff; that there may not be room for detention since there is a slope in that area; that it would add to 
traffic volume; that there would be no fencing required; and cited a concern about lighting. Staff said 
there are some buffering standards but that distance from neighboring properties would dictate that. 
The Mayor asked if the same things would happen if they built out under current rules. The speaker 
offered a few opinions but did not exactly know, however, the worst-case scenarios could be considered 
either way. If this is approved under the open rules, then it can be built out to the maximum. If the 
applicant would make a commitment to just one-bedroom units, that might be different. 
 
The hearing was closed. 
 
Skala noted that this was in his ward. He appreciates that there have been improvements to Ballenger 
and Clark Lanes. He noted that this shows a shift from Planned zoning to more open zoning. He believes 
that the city and neighbors give up some leverage over nearby development under the new code. This 
would be a high-rise compared to surrounding buildings. This would be an up zoning. We tried to get 
away from too much duplex development a while ago, and this is NOT proposing additional duplex 
development. Skala said he is leaning toward not supporting this because he thinks it is inconsistent 
with what is going on in this area. 
 
Staff noted that there is a parking lot included in this and that would trigger buffers and landscaping. 
The Mayor asked about maximum height. Staff said it was 35 feet and that would need to be stepped 
down to 30 feet depending on distance from different neighbors. The engineer corrected that estimate 
and indicated that 24 feet would be the maximum height. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he was born and raised on the north side of town and that he was the 
applicant. He knows this place. He wants to build a two-story building, with units stacked on top of each 
other. He did not want to build out multiple duplexes. This uses the land most efficiently. There are 
duplexes all over town. This is a better use. Each unit would be small and basic, less than 1,000 sq. ft. per 
unit. He noted that there could be a corridor in the center of the building, air conditioning on the top, 



 

and that getting additional plans drawn up to try something different is cost prohibitive until he knows 
what he can actually do. The Mayor said he would trade that way, too, but that this runs in his favor. 
The speaker noted that his roofline will not be that much higher than surrounding buildings. 
 
Council asked about surrounding properties and drop off in elevations.  
 
Trapp indicated that he could support this, particularly since it was designed as multiple one-bedroom 
units. He thinks the comprehensive plan calls for this kind of plan. He understands that more density 
could occur – but that’s what we really have been asking for. I think this is better than what could be 
built here under the current zoning and still is in alignment with city plans. 
The motion to approve passed 6 to 1 with Skala voting NO.) 
 
B190-19 Approving the Final Plat of “The Backyard” located on Sixth Street and Seventh Street, between 
Locust Street and Cherry Street (120 S. Sixth Street and 119 S. Seventh Street); granting design 
adjustments relating to alley right-of-way width, corner truncations and reduced utility dedications. 
(Case No. 82-2019). 
(Requires approval by 2/3 of Council.) 
(Action: The applicant is seeking approval to replat .32 acres of parts of the Original Town of Columbia, 
including parts of Lots 82, 83, and 84, into a two-lot final plat. The plat is required to bestow legal lot 
status in advance of future site redevelopment.  
 
The subject property is currently being used as the My House Nightclub and Sports Bar, addressed 119 S. 
Seventh Street, and My House -The Backyard, an outdoor entertainment facility addressed 120 S. Sixth 
Street which is proposed to be expanded with an outdoor stage and seating space in the area between 
the two structures. That is currently an accessory use to the main bar. The two lots are currently 
technically under different ownership. An alley runs on the north side of the property. 
 
Concerns regarding existing solid waste issues, including insufficient dumpster capacity for the existing 
use and the need for an on-site compactor, especially upon redevelopment, have been cited throughout 
the review process by Solid Waste Utility staff. Correspondence from Columbia College, which owned 
the property to the north, expresses concerns regarding dumpsters being in the alley, including 
uncontrolled refuse and rodents, and parking pressures on their parking lot. A solid waste management 
plan is required for development within the M-DT district pursuant to Section 29-4.2(d)(13) and will 
need to address these issues prior to approval of any future building permits for the proposed 
redevelopment. The Solid Waste Utility is recommending an on-site compactor and the applicant has 
indicated they are working on the solid waste plan, including exploring options with nearby properties.  
 
Associated with this request are three design adjustments. The first two requests are from Section 
29.5.1(c)(7) and Appendix A of the UDC and relate to right of way dedication and corner truncations. The 
first adjustment seeks a 2.5-foot waiver from the required 10-foot halfwidth dedication requirements 
for the adjoining east-west alley along the northern property. The existing alley is currently 15-feet wide 
and the required (non-M-DT) width is 20-feet. It should be noted that the pavement width of the 
existing alley is 1-foot short of the required 16- feet of paved surface. Should this design adjustment not 
be granted, and the additional ROW dedicated, the applicant will be required to extend the pavement 
width to the required 16-feet.  
 
The preferred alley configuration recommends that construction of a new alley be located within a 24’ 
right of way or easement. The alley in question; however, is existing; therefore, staff believes that a 20-



 

foot wide alley right of way is most appropriate. This width would consistent with that required for any 
other non-M-DT alley and is in keeping with the spirt of Appendix A, Section A.1(b), which states in part 
“due to the wide range of circumstances; however, the standards [of Appendix A] need to be applied 
with a certain amount of flexibility”.  
 
The second design adjustment seeks waiver from providing the required corner truncations where the 
alley intersects with S. Sixth and S. Seventh Streets. The UDC requires a corner truncation with a radius 
of not less than five feet in length. The preferred M-DT configuration for alleys recommends 10-15’. 
Again, staff believes the standard 5-foot truncation is most appropriate given the existing built 
environment; however, additional radii width would be desirable for enhanced visual interaction and 
safer turning movements for pedestrian and vehicular traffic. Staff noted that there had been an earlier 
case about this same topic in this area. Staff noted that most alleys in the downtown do not adhere to 
this rule. Staff, however, is supporting the letter of the law in this case. 
 
The third design adjustment seeks waiver from the requirement to dedicate 10-foot utility easements 
along S. Sixth and S. Seventh Streets. The requested wavier is from Section 29- 5.1(g)(4) of the UDC, 
which describes that, to the extent possible, utilities shall be located in designed easements and not in 
the street right-of-way.  
 
If these three design adjustments are not granted, parts of the existing My House building and existing 
retaining wall may encroach into the newly dedicated areas on the plat. The applicant may request a 
right of use permit from the City, if desired, to continue to encroach into the dedicated areas typically 
until such time as the right of way or easement area is needed for public improvements. The existing 
improvements would become legal non-conformities and would be allowed to remain; however, the 
current encroachments could not be expanded. City legal explained that existing conditions could be 
maintained legally without modification unless actual changes to the building were proposed. 
 
When evaluating the requested design adjustments, the Public Works and Community Development 
staff considered the role of a platting action in reserving areas for future public improvements. While 
plats are often viewed as a precursor to immediate or future development, the act of reserving right of 
way and easements upon that plat are, at times, of an equal if not greater importance than 
accommodating existing or proposed buildings on a single site. Simply put, waiving the right to reserve 
right of way or easements at the time of platting may have long-reaching consequences in the City’s 
ability to serve its citizens and visitors with public infrastructure and utilities in a timely and cost-
efficient manner now and into the future. This is especially true within the downtown where growth and 
development must consider the needs of pedestrians, automobiles, residents, visitors, and businesses 
alike in a dynamic system. Staff acknowledged that the city most often relies on the utility easement 
grant outside of the downtown area since most downtown utilities are already located within the 
existing road right of way. 
 
Additionally, as noted earlier, this site has existing issues with waste collection and disposal, issues 
which will have fewer options for remediation if the sub-standard alley is allowed to persist in terms of 
maneuvering solid waste equipment and refuse through and away from the site. Additional 
development also requires additional utility provision to match the growth, and while capacity is 
acceptable at this time, the downtown area has had utility challenges in the recent past which would 
ideally be avoided in the future.  
 



 

The standards sought to be waived were vetted throughout the development of the UDC, and without 
specific and highly significant reasons, deviations from the subdivision requirements do not serve the 
larger public good and the City’s obligation to plan for the future. Therefore, following staff review of 
the requested design adjustments and in light of the five design adjustment criteria, staff does not 
support the approval of any of the design adjustments. If granted, the design adjustments may have 
negative effects on public health and safety, be injurious to other properties in the area, and will provide 
accommodation to this site not afforded to other similarly situated developments required to provide 
additional right of way, corner truncations, and utility easements. 
 
The Mayor asked if they could delete the design adjustments and approve the plat? Staff said that could 
occur. The Mayor invited the engineer to return to explain the request. 
 
The engineer stated that the plat is the easiest part of this and is pretty straightforward. The problems 
come with the design adjustments that were requested. He noted that there is simply no room to 
expand under the new code. All old improvements were achieved under the old code. The new code 
would run the rights-of-way right through our building, and if enforced on the other side, a similar 
situation would occur. How could we possibly agree to do this without encroaching on our current 
building? We are not trying to change the existing building. We are trying to build in the back. But the 
city wants us to enlarge the alley. City legal staff disagreed with the characterization made by the 
engineer and stated that some existing uses were grandfathered. The engineer disagreed with that 
characterization and read the text from the staff report. City legal countered that if development 
occurred on the front building, then it would have to be changed. And, if other city staff said they would 
be required to expand the footprint of the old alley into the existing footprint of the old building, they 
were incorrect. 
 
The engineer indicated that recent improvements were made about a year and a half ago. The new alley 
truncations would impinge on the relatively new improvements that were already made under the old 
code. Peters asked additional questions about the width of the truncations and the engineer explained 
that they would impinge on the footprint of the existing structure. He noted that the city has already 
granted exemptions from corner truncations downtown, despite the fact that the Mayor identified a few 
places where the truncation WAS required. 
 
The engineer further explained the discrepancy between the 24-inch setback and encroachment on the 
required building line. He noted that this has been addressed at Jeff Junior in a different part of town. 
We cannot build a new building without gaining this relief. Thomas asked where the utility easement 
would be placed under the rule. Staff said it would be ten feet back from the street, and that would 
encroach on a part of the existing building. The city will not generally issue a building permit for 
something that encroaches in that manner, and that is what the engineer is arguing about. 
 
Thomas asked about the platting action and staff indicated that this would basically recodify those lots. 
Peters asked about the sidewalk. Staff said the sidewalk actually is a part of the regular right-of way. He 
noted that the downtown is a different situation than regular subdivisions. Staff said that their personal 
opinion was that they don’t need the additional easement – but it is required. Thomas said if we want 
density, then why don’t we just amend that rule? Staff said don’t go too far too fast. If there were some 
really large new developments, you might need this kind of additional area for infrastructure placement. 
Staff suggested that there should be a process for waiving that easement. Maybe it could be less than 
asking for a design modification. 
 



 

The engineer again indicated that this has been discussed and that he understands that staff is following 
the rules – but in this case they don’t fit. There are other exemptions that have been made just like this 
in the downtown area. 
 
The next speaker indicated that he was appearing individually. He is a member of the P&Z Commission 
and noted that the commission decided to defer this to the council because the commission did not 
want to rule on the spot at that time. He suggested that this needs an alternate process and that this 
should not be decided on the spot. There are some unique pieces of property. No one should get an 
automatic pass, but this is unusual. 
 
The public hearing was closed. 
 
Peters indicated that when we passed the new code we were supposed to keep track of problems with 
the new code. Are we doing that? Staff said yes and we can expect to see that list in 2020. Thomas 
asked if this situation would appear on the to-do list? Staff said that that this might be on there and that 
if you walk around downtown you will see that there are existing places where rules don’t meet the built 
environment, but there are some reasons to have wider alleys for trash and vehicular access. A general 
discussion of the reasons for the rules ensued and no decision was rendered on the topic at this time. 
Some of those things, however, may not be possible in reality. Thomas asked staff what to do now, not a 
year from now. 
 
Staff said you want to avoid conflicts in traffic access and block fronts and other considerations. Thomas 
said he doesn’t think they need the wider alleys and the utility easements. The Mayor said there would 
be some ways to avoid intrusion on the new buildings. Skala said he would prefer not to do this on a 
case-by-case basis until this could all get resolved. He wants to be fair to the engineer who spoke earlier. 
He is also worried about setting a precedent without the process already in place. How much tolerance 
should we have? The Mayor said we should be consistent in our application of the new zoning code. He 
believed that this was supposed to be uniform and should not be revisited on a site-specific basis all the 
time. Trapp thought that we have granted corner truncations downtown. He also noted that there are 
two sides to the alley. The 15-foot alley might seem obsolete, but this does not seem to be a high-
demand need. I also don’t think we need the utility easement. He supports all the design adjustments. 
 
Ruffin asked about the building time frame. The engineer noted that this has been pushed back several 
times so he could not say with certainty when everything would occur. Peters asked about the 
truncation on the alley. The engineer indicated that the truncation would impose on the new plan and 
that impinges on the requirement to build up to the property line. Pitzer indicated that this specific case 
may make some sense, but someday it might be redeveloped again. Is it all or nothing on these requests 
or not? I could see one of these design adjustments, but not all. Skala thought that there is a bigger 
picture and he does not want to continue to grant non-conforming exceptions going forward other than 
grandfathering in the older existing buildings. He was concerned about new uses. 
 
The Mayor indicated that there are three design adjustments requested. If we approve the plat, we can 
approve that, but not with these design adjustments with changes. He asked if the council could 
eliminate or modify the design adjustments and then vote on the underlying plat approval. The engineer 
indicated that he would not request modifications to the design adjustments because he does not want 
a non-conforming plat to be recorded with impossible situations. Legal staff said you could ask for a 
continuation. If you get beat, you have to wait to come back unless it is significantly changed. The 
engineer indicated that he would prefer to have a straight up vote tonight. The Mayor said he wanted to 



 

preserve the right for the council to amend its ordinances, but, if there were no amendments that 
passed, they would call the roll on the original request. The engineer agreed. 
 
Thomas asked about voting on the individual amendments and wanted council to provide guidance on 
this issue before the applicant came back with an alternate proposal. Legal staff said that to give the 
applicant the most guidance, you should vote on the individual requests for design adjustments first. 
You could vote to delete some items or leave the requests for design modification intact. (For 
clarification, a YES vote on each design adjustment removes that part of the request from the proposal. 
If all three design adjustments were removed, the plat could be approved without a two-thirds majority, 
but none of the deign adjustments would then be granted. The engineer indicated that they would 
prefer NOT to have the plat if it were approved in a manner that would result in an impossible situation 
for the builder.) 
 
The motion was made to delete the half-width right-of-way alley design adjustment from the request. 
Skala said he thinks this opens up a different can of worms. If the council does not think we need to get 
this much right of way, we can vote that way. Thomas does not want to require the additional 2.5 feet of 
alley right of way. If you believe that, you should vote yes to remove the requirement. There was further 
discussion.  
By a vote of 4 to 3, the ordinance to remove the alley right of way request was approved. 
 
A motion to remove the corner truncation from the request was then made. 
The corner truncation request was removed by a vote of 4 to 3. 
 
A motion was made to remove the utility easement requirement from the request. Peters asked if 
anyone else on this street has the same requirement? Staff said they did not. The Mayor asked if there 
are currently utility easements encroaching on existing buildings? Staff said that in the downtown area 
there are some things like that. The city manager noted that the new historical society ran into this 
problem and that they had to put utilities into the street. They could have avoided that with this new 
rule, and we need to look down the road.  
The motion to remove the request failed by a vote of 4 to 3. 
 
Now, the application has been amended with two parts of it removed. But, the plat is not drawn in 
accordance with the original request so what happens? The Mayor now asked if the existence of the one 
design adjustment would still require a two-thirds majority. The legal staff said they would still have to 
pass the ordinance but that the applicant could withdraw the request. The applicant said that they will 
withdraw unless they are prohibited from coming back. Legal staff said that they could only do that 
partially since there were already some voted. The applicant agreed to continue this item until 
September 3 and return for consideration at that time. 
The motion was continued until September 3.) 
 

(The following two items were removed from the Consent Agenda for discussion and vote.) 
 
B207-19 Authorizing a mutual aid agreement with The Curators of the University of Missouri for law 
enforcement services and assistance. 
B208-19 Authorizing a memorandum of understanding with The Curators of the University of Missouri 
for Greek Town operational authority, mutual aid and primary response by law enforcement officers. 
 



 

(Action: Peters noted that she asked for these to be removed from Consent and wanted to know who 
neighbors will now call for assistance. The new police chief indicated that you can call any police 
department for assistance, but this allows for the two departments to hand off without additional 
problems. Peters said this seems much more spread out than before. 
 
The chief indicated that we are talking about multiple issues. When we are talking about Greek Town, 
we don’t give up any jurisdiction, but joint communications will transfer calls at fraternities and campus 
properties to the MUPD first. We can still respond. MUPD will be the first line of response in the 
properties lists. This does not change anything for the citizen. The Mayor indicated that he met with the 
Panhellenic Council in the Spring. MUPD has a goal of having one officer assigned to each of the 
different fraternities and sororities. This is community policing. MUPD does this well. There may be 
some issues relating to sexual assault and we can still respond to that. This had a lot of discussion and 
there is a lot of trust. We are a unique community and this responds to that factor well. The chief said 
he did not know if one department does better than the other, but they may have different tools and 
approaches at times. The Mayor added that there are some referrals that will go through student 
handbook procedures rather than the municipal court system. 
 
Trapp agreed that this was a positive step forward and added that he liked our new relationship with the 
Sheriffs department as well. With all the shootings we are seeing nationally, I think this makes us safer 
locally. 
 
No public input was received. 
The most to approve passed unanimously on both bills.) 

 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
(All items remaining on Consent Agenda passed with unanimous approval.) 

B188-19 Rezoning property located on the northeast corner of the intersection of Brown School Road 
and Highway 763 from District PD (Planned Development) to District M-C (Mixed-Use Corridor), District 
M-N (Mixed-Use Neighborhood) and District M-OF (Mixed-Use Office) (Case No. 143-2019). 
B189-19 Approving the Final Plat of “Auburn Hills Plat 17” located on the northeast corner of the 
intersection of Brown School Road and Highway 763; authorizing a performance contract (Case No. 144-
2019). 
B191-19 Approving the Columbia College Amended Development Plan dated April 2019 (Case No. 146-
2019). 
B192-19 Approving the Final Plat of “Gas Light Industrial Park Plat 4” located on the east side of Highway 
763 and approximately 550 feet north of International Drive (5210 and 5250 N. Highway 763); 
authorizing a performance contract (Case No. 147-2019). 
B193-19 Approving the Final Plat of “Wellington Gordon’s Subdivision, Plat No. 2” located on the west 
side of Old 63 and south of Gordon Street (Case No. 129-2019). 
B194-19 Approving the Final Plat of “Tandy’s Addition Plat 2” located on the southwest corner of the 
College Avenue and Wilkes Boulevard intersection (Case No. 151-2019). 
B195-19 Authorizing construction of a sidewalk along the east side of McKee Street between Orchard 
Lane and Nick Court; amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B196-19 Authorizing the acquisition of easements for construction of a sidewalk along the east side of 
McKee Street between Orchard Lane and Nick Court. 



 

B197-19 Amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds for municipal building repairs, 
and to finalize and close out completed capital improvement projects and to provide funding for current 
and future capital improvement projects. 
B198-19 Amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds received from donations, 
miscellaneous revenue and Park Sales Tax revenue to provide funding for various Parks and Recreation 
Department projects. 
B199-19 Authorizing construction of the FY 2019 storm water rehabilitation improvement project along 
portions of Ann Street, Bluff Dale Drive, McKee Street, Ridgemont, Rollins Road at Brewer Drive and 
Sinclair Road; calling for bids through the Purchasing Division or authorizing a contract for the work 
using a term and supply contractor; amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B200-19 Authorizing an agreement for professional engineering services with Weaver Consultants 
Group, LLC for the Columbia Sanitary Landfill Horizontal Expansion Permitting Project - Phase II; 
amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B201-19 Authorizing Amendment No. 1 to the memorandum of understanding with the Missouri 
Department of Social Services - Family Support Division to expedite the filing and processing of 
electronic Medicaid applications for provision of presumptive eligibility for the Show Me Healthy Babies 
and MO HealthNet programs. 
B202-19 Authorizing Amendment No. 2 to the program services contract with the Missouri Department 
of Health and Senior Services for the Healthy Families Missouri Home Visiting program. 
B203-19 Authorizing an amendment and consent to assignment with The Curators of the University of 
Missouri and Columbia Family Medical Services, Inc. for physician services. 
B204-19 Authorizing renewal of the residential lease agreement with Property Professionals 
Management LLC for property located at 4507-A Orchard Lane to be used for the Police Department’s 
northeast substation. 
B205-19 Authorizing a memorandum of understanding with The Curators of the University of Missouri 
relating to primary response areas by law enforcement officers for property owned or leased by the 
University of Missouri together with certain roadways and intersections within and bordering the 
University of Missouri Campus. 
B206-19 Authorizing a memorandum of understanding with The Curators of the University of Missouri 
relating to primary response by law enforcement officers for off-campus apartment buildings leased by 
the University of Missouri and staffed by University’s Residential Life Program. 

(The following two items were moved to Old Business for consideration.) 
B207-19 Authorizing a mutual aid agreement with The Curators of the University of Missouri for law 
enforcement services and assistance. 
B208-19 Authorizing a memorandum of understanding with The Curators of the University of Missouri 
for Greek Town operational authority, mutual aid and primary response by law enforcement officers. 

B209-19 Authorizing a subrecipient monitoring agreement with Boone County, Missouri relating to 
acceptance of the FY 2018 Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program Award to purchase equipment for the 
Police Department; amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
R108-19 Setting a public hearing: setting property tax rates for 2019 for the City of Columbia. 
R109-19 Setting a public hearing: FY 2020 Annual Budget for the City of Columbia. 
R110-19 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the Kiwanis Park improvement project to 
include renovating the Talbert Thurston Shelter, resurfacing the parking lot and driveway, constructing 
an ADA walkway from the parking lot to the shelter, replacing existing lighting with LED lights and 
other miscellaneous improvements. 
R111-19 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of improvements to the solid waste collection 
site located at 912 E. Walnut Street. 



 

R112-19 Authorizing the temporary closure of a portion of sidewalk and parking lane on the east side of 
Waugh Street, between Paquin Street and Locust Street, to facilitate the removal and replacement of a 
retaining wall adjacent to Locust Street Elementary School. 
R113-19 Authorizing various Adopt a Spot agreements. 
R114-19 Appointing members to the Columbia Parks and Recreation Fund Advisory Committee. 
R115-19 Granting a temporary waiver from the requirements of Section 16-185 of the City Code to allow 
possession and consumption of alcoholic beverages along a portion of Park Avenue associated with the 
2019 Fortune Fest event. 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
R116-19 Approving the proposal contained in a commitment letter from Regions Capital Advantage, Inc. 
to purchase Sewerage System Refunding Revenue Bonds, Series 2019, of the City of Columbia, Missouri, 
and authorizing certain matters relating thereto. 
(Action: The issuance of the 2019 Sewer Revenue Bonds will be used to do a current refunding of 
$10,405,000 outstanding principal amount of the 2009 Sewerage System Revenue Bonds (Build America 
Bonds – Direct Subsidy) and pay costs of issuance. This current refunding is estimated to save the City 
approximately $948,000 over the next fifteen years. 
 
The Mayor noted that there was an amendment sheet that would reflect a new interest rate. The legal 
department indicated that this was a little different than usual since this was a private placement bond 
sale rather than a public sale and that this would require additional action in two weeks. 
 
The Mayor moved the amendment sheet regarding the rate and terms. 
The amendment passed unanimously. 
 
On the main motion, Pitzer asked why this was a private placement rather than public? Legal staff 
indicted that it seemed to be the best course of action in this instance based on professional judgment. 
Staff indicated that they need to lock in when possible. This will come back for final approval. 
The motion to approve as amended passed unanimously.) 
 
R117-19 Establishing revised CDBG and HOME Program Administrative Guidelines. 
(Action: The City of Columbia’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Administrative 
Guidelines are internal guidelines and procedures to help guide the effective implementation of CDBG 
and HOME funded programs and projects. The Loan and Grant (L&G) Committee is the primary City 
board/commission responsible for approving recommendations to the guidelines when changes are 
desired to maintain effective operations or to meet new regulations. The L&G Committee approved 
several significant amendments to the CDBG and HOME Administrative Guidelines recommended by 
City staff on July 24, 2019. 
 
Recommendations include amending the guidelines to rename and combine its current Owner-Occupied 
Rehabilitation Program and Minor Home Repair Program. The Minor Home Repair Program limits 
projects to $10,000 per participant, while the Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation Program limit at $35,000 
per participant. Staff recommendations included combining the programs into one program with the 
title, “Home Rehab & Energy Efficiency Program.”  
 
There would be no changes to eligible program activities, however City staff and the L&G Committee 
found that this change will assist in streamlining the management and marketing of the program, while 
still maintaining the options of larger or smaller loans based upon individual project work scopes.  



 

 
Home Rehab & Energy Efficiency Program recommended changes also include increasing the project 
eligibility amount from $35,000 per home to $50,000 per home. The anticipated result of this change 
would be participants potentially having access to additional resources to allow for additional energy 
efficiency upgrades. Program changes also include a structured and tiered repayment schedule based 
upon the size of the project. 
The final recommended change to Home Rehab & Energy Efficiency Program includes postponing loan 
forgiveness of projects exceeding 100% of the LTV ratio until the participant sells the home or transfers 
title of the property. 
 
Recommended amendments to the Homeownership Assistance Program Guidelines include increasing 
the current assistance amount of 7.5% up or $7,500 per participant and increasing it to 10% up to 
$10,000 per participant. The base cost of homes has gone up over the past five years and this reflects 
our ability to adjust to newer market conditions. 
 
An additional amendment is also included to meet fair housing counseling requirements under new HUD 
regulations. 
 
The final category of recommended amendments to the CDBG and HOME Administrative Guidelines 
pertain to loan subordinations. One recommended change to the loan subordination policy includes 
requiring full or partial payoff of existing loans involving a subordination request that includes debt 
consolidation or payoff of consumer debt.  
 
The final significant guideline amendment pertaining to loan subordinations includes existing loans for 
non-profit organization subordination requests. The City has historically only maintained a 
subordination policy for rehabilitation program liens, however in response to the most recent City 
Council approved loan subordination for the Nora Stewart organization, City staff has developed an 
additional subordination policy for non-profit organizations with existing CDBG liens. Prime plus 3 was 
adopted as the maximum rate. 
The motion to approve was supported unanimously.) 
 

INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING 
PR118-19 Establishing revised guidelines for the City of Columbia Police and Fire Pension Statement of 
Investment Policy. 
B210-19* Appointing John Glascock as City Manager for the City of Columbia; authorizing an 
employment agreement. 
B211-19 Authorizing the issuance of Sewerage System Refunding Revenue Bonds, Series 2019; and 
prescribing other matters relating thereto. 
B212-19 Changing the uses allowed within the "Shapira Clinic" O-P Development Plan located southwest 
of the intersection of College Avenue and Rogers Street (411 N. College Avenue); approving a revised 
statement of intent (Case No. 153-2019). 
B213-19** Rezoning property located on the south side of Ash Street and west of Greenwood Avenue 
(906 W. Ash Street) from District R-2 (Two-Family Dwelling District) to District PD (Planned District); 
approving a statement of intent; approving the PD Plan for “Ash Street Community” (Case No. 154-
2019). 
B214-19** Approving a major amendment to the “Spring Creek - Phase 2” C-P Development Plan 
located on the north side of Vawter School Road and east of Scott Boulevard; changing the uses allowed 



 

within the Spring Creek - Phase 2 C-P Development Plan; authorizing a revised statement of intent (Case 
No. 158-2019). 
B215-19 Authorizing a first amendment to development agreement with THM Construction, LLC to 
permit the relocation of a 69-kV electric transmission line on Lot 3 within the Final Plat of Westbury 
Village located on the northwest corner of Scott Boulevard and the southwest corner of Smith Drive 
(Case No. 177-2019). 
B216-19* Amending Chapter 14 of the City Code to establish permit parking in the municipal lot located 
on the south side of Walnut Street, between Tenth Street and Short Street. 
B217-19 Establishing an administrative delay in the requirement to obtain a permit to operate a 
sidewalk café in the Downtown Community Improvement District. 
B218-19 Approving a revised Kiwanis Park Master Plan; authorizing construction of the Kiwanis Park 
improvement project to include renovating the Talbert Thurston Shelter, resurfacing the parking lot and 
driveway, constructing an ADA walkway from the parking lot to the shelter, replacing existing lighting 
with LED lights and other miscellaneous improvements; calling for bids through the Purchasing Division 
for a portion of the project. 
B219-19* Authorizing a downtown street lighting replacement agreement with the Downtown 
Community Improvement District; amending the FY 2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B220-19* Accepting conveyances for drainage and sewer purposes; accepting Stormwater 
Management/BMP Facilities Covenants. 
B221-19* Authorizing a cooperative agreement with the Missouri Department of Conservation for 
financial support of the community conservationist position within the Office of Sustainability. 
B222-19* Authorizing an airport aid agreement with the Missouri Highways and Transportation 
Commission relating to air service promotion for the Columbia Regional Airport; amending the FY 2019 
Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B223-19* Authorizing an airport aid agreement with the Missouri Highways and Transportation 
Commission for aircraft rescue and firefighting training assistance at the Columbia Regional Airport. 
B224-19* Authorizing a road relinquishment agreement with the Missouri Highways and Transportation 
Commission for the conveyance of a portion of the relocated Route H as part of the project to extend 
Runway 2-20 at the Columbia Regional Airport. 
B225-19* Authorizing an environmental childcare sanitation inspections participation agreement with 
the Missouri Department of Health and Senior Services. 
B226-19* Authorizing Addendum #1 to the agreement with the Boone County Fire Protection District. 
B227-19* Accepting a donation from United HealthCare as part of the “Well Deserved Award” program 
in recognition of the City’s demonstrated commitment to employee worksite wellness; amending the FY 
2019 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B228-19* Amending Ordinance No. 023721 to rename the Molly Bowden Neighborhood Policing Center 
to the “Molly Thomas-Bowden Neighborhood Policing Center.” 
B229-19* Amending Chapter 2 of the City Code relating to conflicts of interest and financial disclosure 
procedures. 
B230-19 Amending Chapter 13 of the City Code to add a new Article XIII establishing medical marijuana 
business licensing regulations. 
B231-19* Amending Chapter 18 of the City Code as it relates to the investment committee of the police 
and firefighter retirement boards. 
B232-19 Setting property tax rates for 2019. 
B233-19 Adopting the FY 2020 Annual Budget for the City of Columbia. 
B234-19 Amending Chapter 5 and Chapter 11 of the City Code as it relates to Public Health and Human 
Services Department fees. 
B235-19 Amending Chapter 12A of the City Code as it relates to stormwater utility charges. 



 

B236-19 Amending Chapter 17 of the City Code as it relates to Parks and Recreation fees. 
B237-19 Amending Chapter 29 of the City Code as it relates to planning and zoning processing fees. 
 

REPORTS 
REP68-19 West Area Plan. 
(Action: On July 1, 2019 the City Council requested a report on the feasibility of a West Area Plan to 
guide development in the area west of the existing city limits. Such a plan is feasible with in-house 
resources, and Boone County officials are interested in collaboration on the plan. 
 
Two recent projects in the west area have brought the need for area planning to the forefront:  

a) The Henderson Branch Sewer Project (with associated annexation proposals) and  
b) the Perche Ridge Subdivision proposal on Gillespie Bridge Road.  

 
The cost of infrastructure and the carrying capacity of the land to support continued urban development 
appear to be primary concerns. A well-considered plan could offer beneficial guidance to manage 
growth in the area. Staff would propose the following steps:  

1. Determine a tentative study boundary. Staff believes the boundary at its fullest extent could 
include territory from the north side of I-70/Hwy 40 in the north to south of Rte. K, west of the 
existing city boundary to the edge of the Columbia Area Transportation Study Organization 
(CATSO). Council could amend this area definition. This is a very large area but the majority of 
the territory within it is rural in character.  
2. Data collection. Document the existing conditions with particular attention to land use/land 
cover patterns, infrastructure locations and capacities; development activity; and plans and 
projects.  
3. Public outreach. Gather public, stakeholder, and Planning & Zoning Commission input on the 
representation of the existing conditions, and solicit goals and objectives of the plan.  
4. Preparation and presentation. Write draft recommendations for public, stakeholder, and 
Planning & Zoning Commission review and comment.  
5. Review and revision. Revise the plan recommendations as necessary and schedule plan for 
public input/public hearing sessions.  
6. Public hearings. County and City Planning & Zoning Commissions approve the plan and 
recommend adoption to the County Commission and City Council.  
7. Adoption of the Plan by the County Commission and City Council.  

 
Staff would be inclined to break the West Area down into three distinct sectors: An I-70/Hwy 40 corridor 
sector; Gillespie Bridge Road sector; and a Route K sector. Each has distinctive challenges.  
 
Staff would propose to develop the plan in cooperation with City and County Planning & Zoning 
Commissions and using in-house resources. The only cost of the plan would be the diversion of staff 
time from other projects and some printing and postage expenses and do this mostly in-house. 
Realistically, a plan prepared in-house will require 15-18 months to complete. If additional technical 
tasks are desired, such as collection of traffic count data, this would be presented to the City 
Council/County Commission as part of a budget request.  
 
The City and County have worked together in this manner before to develop the East Area Plan and the 
Northeast Area plans which remains a policy guidance document for city-county development on the 
east side of the metro area. 
 



 

Thomas stated that he supports this coming forward and has no specific suggestions at this time. In 
terms of timing, he would like this to apply to future zoning and annexation considerations. Is that a part 
of this study? Staff said that land use recommendations will be included and that this may not dictate 
annexation plans, but it may deal with density and the provision of services. Thomas asked about 
recommendations that would lead to clustered development and supported such an approach. Staff said 
they will present those sorts of concepts in this project. 
 
Skala said he participated in the NECAP Plan discussion. Is this similar in terms of collaboration with 
constituents and the county? Staff said that would be true and that this would provide additional 
guidance. Pitzer asked if this would include Midway. Staff said they thought it probably would. Staff also 
said this would extend as far south as Route K. Thomas asked about how far west the proposal would 
include and staff confirmed that it would include the MDO. 
No official action was taken.) 
 
REP69-19 Waiving application fees for rezoning to District O (Open Space District). 
(Action: Council requested that staff prepare a report on the possibilities for waiver of the application 
fee for “downzoning” land to the O Open Space District. Staff said this was brought up because one 
neighborhood group was thinking about bringing something like this forward. 
 
The O - Open Space District was created with the adoption of the Unified Development Code in 2017. 
The purpose of the district is “to ensure and regulate the use of publicly owned parks, open space, and 
nature reserves, as well as designated private open spaces within master planned developments or 
subdivisions with the consent of the property owner.” Permitted uses within the district are limited to 
public parks, playgrounds, or golf courses; community gardens; farmer’s markets; schools; religious 
institutions; and major public utility services. Outdoor recreation or entertainment is a conditional use.  
 
Considering the restrictive nature of Open Space zoning, it makes sense to consider proposals to amend 
the zoning map to “O” as “downzoning.” However, such a request would require the payment of a fee.  
 
In the event a private outdoor recreational facility is proposed, a conditional use permit will be required 
including payment of the application fee. City policy offers an incentive to downzone property by 
waiving fees for rezoning to R-1 single-family dwelling from any districts or to R-2 Two-family District 
from multiple-family zoning. Waiving the application fee for the shift to the “O” zoning designation is 
more efficient than the other option of consideration of application fee waivers case-by-case. This would 
not waive advertising fees. The Mayor asked if that would be made clear. Staff said that they could do 
that and bring forward a final ordinance. Thomas suggested it could be similar to other downzoning fee 
waivers. This will be taken up during the budget process. 
No formal action was taken.) 
 
REP70-19 Housing and Community Development Commission Recommendations on FY 2012 Surplus 
Funds. 
(Action: City Council approved a mutual rescission and release from an agreement with Central Missouri 
Community Action (CMCA) at its February 18, 2019 meeting. Staff recommended utilizing its annual 
funding process to align funding with potential interest in directing funds towards economic 
development activities on the business loop. The City received one application from Columbia Gadget 
Works that aligned with this approach, for $2,850. The Housing and Community Development 
Commission voted to recommend Council approve funding for this project and to reserve the remaining 
$34,650 for the Cullimore Cottages project. 



 

 
Should Council proceed with approving $2,850 funding for Columbia Gadget works, there is a balance of 
$34,650 remaining. The Housing and Community Development Commission voted to recommend 
Council reserve this funding for the Cullimore Cottages project located on N. 8th Street. The Housing 
Community Development Commission plans to recommend additional CDBG and HOME funding 
allocations for the Cullimore Cottages project this fall. Reserving the $34,650 in remaining FY 2012 
surplus funds will additional project capacity to Show-Me Central Habitat for Humanity, Job Point, 
Central Missouri Community Action and the Columbia Community Land Trust. 
 
The Mayor suggested that all of this should revert to General Revenue. Skala said it was worth 
discussing. Peters asked where other Cullimore money was coming from and staff indicated that there is 
a mix of funds, including some stormwater projects that run the overall project cost into the millions. 
These cottages are now going to cost about $200,000 per house to construct, even though it was 
considered to be an affordable housing project. Peters thought that seemed high. Does this make you 
reevaluate the project or bring it back to council? Staff said that the Lynn Street Cottages came in at 
around $175,000 to $185,000. When we bid those projects in 2017, just the structures alone were at 
$117,000. Today, those same homes would come in at $135,000 (structure only). Staff indicated that 
with materials, labor, tariffs, natural disasters and other costs, the true cost of building is going up, 
particularly on this current project because there were some stormwater challenges with the water 
table. 
 
Trapp said he thought the whole area needed some relief in this area. He supports this project. Staff said 
they could get all of this money out of HOME or CDBG, but then they diminish other projects and the 
housing cost continues to go up each year. Staff said they could change the schedule for building, but 
each year they wait the cost goes up. Peters said she is not inclined to send this to General Fund and 
would like this to go toward housing funds. Pitzer thought this would be a new appropriation and so it 
should go through the regular budgeting process, and that is through the General Fund. Peters asked if 
we need to do this tonight? The Mayor said they could vote to allocate to a specific project tonight or 
wait until the next meeting and take this through the General Fund appropriation process. 
 
Ruffin asked if the $200,000 would be the final selling price? Staff said no. They would try to get an 80% 
loan to value ratio of the appraised value. These homes will probably appraise at between $135,000 and 
$145,000. That would in turn make the base price somewhere between $104,000 to $115,000, 
somewhere in there. Staff noted that the cost of compliance with the historic presentation, stormwater, 
energy efficiency rules, the hardy board siding, etc. increased the cost on the individual homes. Some 
other homes with fewer stormwater problems come in at a lesser true building cost. Peters asked who 
owns the underlying land? Staff said eventually all of the land would go to the land trust which helps 
protect the subsidy that maintains the lower sale price over time. 
(No official action was taken.) 
 
REP71-19 Amendment to the FY 2019 Annual Budget - Intra-Departmental Transfer of Funds. 
(Action: No formal action required.) 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS BY PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND STAFF 

Public 
The first speaker indicated that she lives on Coats Lane just off of Gillespie Bridge Road. She is appearing 
on behalf of the Perche Creek Coalition and they support the creation of a West Columbia Area Plan. 
They originally formed to oppose Fred Overton’s development plan. They thought they had valid 



 

concerns. They reminded officials of their concerns. They suggested a pause in the plan. Two of three 
county commissioners voted against them. She said that two of the commissioners told them they did 
not have a leg to stand on. She noted that Overton brought in letters of support from people who own 
several hundred acres of land in this area. This might be the first domino to fall in this area. Please work 
with the county to work on an area plan. Out goal is to return the natural beauty and environmental 
integrity of this area. 
 
Council 
Ruffin noted that the Atrium on 10th opened and that this is a great reuse of the old Parker Funeral 
Home. He also noted that COMO Magazine is now locate at Orr Street. There is also a new outreach 
program called Prosper U that provides financial literacy to people and it is also located in the 1st Ward 
at 7th and Broadway. It is free of charge and open to everyone and they can take workshops off-site. 
 
Trapp wanted to thank everyone who participate in the homeless workshop project. Our counts of 
homeless people are going down. That is positive. Steve Hollis has helped coordinate this and we have 
better points of entry to services. 
 
Thomas is going to be absent at the second meeting in September (September 16). He will express his 
preferences at meetings prior to that time. 
 
Skala noted earlier comments about electrical capacity regarding the Perche Creek substation and noted 
that some Chamber members had inquired about that. Staff indicated that a report would be coming 
forward. Skala noted the action on William Street traffic calming and wanted to know the current status 
of those sorts of projects. Also, he received a let from the Walnut Street neighborhood and wants to 
know about parking agreements for Root and Blues this year or will it all just come up at the end? Skala 
also noted that there was a lot of concern about alcohol sales downtown. Skala reminded the council 
that last year there had been some moves to change how many drinks were allowed at that festival. He 
wants a report. He then asked for a change to the design adjustment appeal process and wants a report 
before anything changes. He also asked about the Broadway Tower 2 development. Staff said they are 
looking at final drawings and that there will be new reports regarding pedestrian travel and other 
encroachments. 
 
Staff 
(None.) 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 (Time: 9:51 PM) 
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