
 

 

 
Columbia City Council Meeting Recap 

Council Chamber, Columbia City Hall 
7:00 PM  

Monday, February 3, 2020 
________________________________________________ 

 
INTRODUCTORY ITEMS 

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

  (Absent: Thomas, Peters) 
Approval of Minutes (None approved.)  
 
Adjustment of Agenda (Mike Trapp asked to abstain from discussion of Report 6-20.) 
 

SPECIAL ITEMS 
(None.) 

 
APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

(See Reports Section for appointments to Downtown CID) 
 

SCHEDULED PUBLIC COMMENT 
(None.) 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

PH2-20 Voluntary annexation of property located on the south side of I-70 Drive SE and east of Upland 
Creek Road (5300 I-70 Drive SE) (Case No. 51-2020). 
(Action: It should be noted that this is a public hearing only, and no vote is intended to be taken on this 
request at tonight’s meeting. Staff provided the following report. 
 
The applicant is seeking to annex and permanently zone 1.46 acres to City M-C (Mixed-use Corridor) 
from County R-S (Single-family Residential) upon annexation. The subject site is addressed 5300 I-70 
Drive SE. The applicant also has a concurrent rezoning request (Case #37-2020) to rezone the 
commonly-owned 1.06-acre A (Agriculture) zoned property immediately to the north also to M-C; this 
property is within the City corporate boundary, and the two properties together are addressed 5300 I-70 
Drive SE.  
 
The subject property is contiguous on all four sides to the City’s corporate boundary. The property is 
improved with a home which appears to have been vacant for some time. Access to the home is via an 
unpaved drive which goes through the property to the north which is already within the City’s corporate 



 

boundary. Both parcels are unplatted and any future development proposals would necessitate a 
platting action prior to the issuance of a building permit. This property is presently contained in the 
Urban Service Area as presented in the Columbia Imagined Comprehensive Plan. Water is provided by 
Public Water Supply District 9, and electric service is provided by Boone Electric. There is existing service 
to the site now, but future development may require an extension depending on the intensity of the 
use. Costs for utility extensions would be the responsibility of the developer. City services that will be 
provided in the future upon annexation include sewer, solid waste and police.  
 
Fire protection services would be provided jointly by the City of Columbia Department and the Boone 
County Fire Protection District. Pursuant to State legislation, property annexed into the City is not 
removed from the Fire Protection District’s service territory. Currently, the nearest fire station to the 
site is County Station #1, located approximately .8 miles away to the northeast near the intersection of 
St. Charles Road and Lake of the Woods Road. The nearest City station is Columbia Fire Station #5, 
located approximately 1.5 miles to the north near the corner of Clark Lane across Interstate 70.  
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission considered the requested assignment of M-C zoning upon 
annexation at their January 9, 2020 meeting. The Commission voted in favor of the requested rezoning 
to M-C by a vote of 7-1. The Mayor asked if the property was contiguous. Staff confirmed that it was. 
The hearing was opened. 
 
An attorney appeared on behalf of the applicant and offered to answer questions. None were 
forthcoming. 
 
The next speaker asked why don’t you slow down and enlarge the city right? We need more police. We 
are supposed to be a warm nice place. We spend more money on roundabouts than on a safe city like 
police. I want kids to be able to go to school and work. I don’t want people to be afraid. 
 
 

OLD BUSINESS 
(The next three items were considered jointly in terms of content.) 

(NOTE: all discussion on these three bills occurred as part of the same hearing. Much of the discussion 
revolved around a list of 14 or 15 amendments that were compiled by city staff, but NOT included in 
the Attachments to the Agenda typically made available to the public. To more fully understand the 
discussion that follows, CityWatch has attached a complete list of those amendments that you can 
refer to as you read the recap of the presentation. A link to that Amendment List is available here: 

 
LINK TO AMENDMENT SHEET). 

 
B348-19 Amending Chapter 29 of the City Code to establish use-specific standards governing the 
operation of short-term rentals (Case No. 31-2019). 
(Tabled at the January 21, 2020 Council Meeting.) 
(Action: This legislation is received by council with no recommendation for or against from P&Z. 
Hearings on the additional two companion bills are also on tonight’s agenda. All three items are 
combined in the discussion of this bill. 
 
The Mayor asked if amendment sheets were available to the public. Staff said that there were some 
hard copies distributed at the back of the room. He then asked what was new and asked for a report 
from staff. Staff indicated that people had sent in amendments and some were generated by staff or 

http://www.citywatchcolumbia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Short-Term-Amendments.pdf


 

council. The Mayor suggested walking through all of the amendments first and suggested that maybe 
the council would decide to act on all or none of these tonight. 
 
Generally, the amendments were as follows: 

• An owner does not need to be present all day and may have a designated agent 

• An STR could have: 2 guests per bedroom OR a maximum of 8 guests OR exempt out children 
under 3. 

• Administrative approval could be granted 

• An owner can have an unhosted unit next door to a hosted unit. The Mayor asked if you could 
have an unhosted operation next door in any zoning area. Staff said yes. 

• Allows an unhosted unit to get administrative approval for less than 95 days in an R-1 district. 

• Require conditional use for unlimited guests in all zoning areas. 

• Prohibit all STRs in R-1 but allow administrative approval in all other districts 

• Allow neighborhoods to opt in to allow STRs and allow all other types in other districts by either 
administrative or conditional use process. 

• Require operators to disclose 

• Provides for revocation of license if 2 substantiated complaints are received. The Mayor said this 
should be a responsibility of the platform for enforcement through cross reporting. If the 
platform bumped them, then that would be the equivalent of losing their license and it takes us 
off of our backs. Skala asked how we are going to vote on this? The Mayor said he just wanted 
to hear them all first, then decide what to do. 

• Provides for an enforcement fee by unhosted either by $2 per month or on a yearly basis. Legal 
staff said it could be collected by all platforms to make sure payment would be made. The city 
would have to make it an obligation of the owner, but it could be collected by the platform. 

• This item would allow a tenant to host an STR. 

• This would prohibit all STRs first, then allow administrative approval of Hosted units, but no 
unhosted without conditional use. 

• The next item would treat STRs the same in zoning, but require taxation and oversight through 
the Rental Conversation Program 

• The next item would only subject unhosted rentals to the Rental Conservation rules. 
 

LINK TO FULL AMENDMENT SHEET 
 
Additional exhibits regarding use, room nights and zoning dispersion were also attached to tonight’s 
agenda. 
 
Pitzer asked about amendments regarding occupancy limits and wanted to know if this would make 
occupancy limits the same for both hosted and non-hosted? Staff said it would make it the same across 
the board. He then asked if it were feasible for platform operators to revoke certificates for operation? 
Legal staff she did not get into that level of detail and did not know if we could force platform operators 
to do that through a contract. Pitzer also asked if we do something that makes an existing operation 
illegal, could we allow them in? Legal staff said that there could be an administrative delay and then 
asserted that short term rentals were not currently a lawful use of residential property. Skala 
suggested that we could grant grandfathered exceptions. Legal staff said they could not grandfather 
illegal, non-conforming operations. 
 

http://www.citywatchcolumbia.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Short-Term-Amendments.pdf


 

The Mayor asked a similar question and legal staff asserted that they were still illegal. Pitzer asked what 
would happen if we ban STRs? Legal staff said they could not operate. The Mayor argued that if they are 
not defined, then they are not banned. Legal staff said that they are not allowed so they are not lawful. 
Skala said he was confused on that opinion. Does this mean that illegality has already occurred on 
something that we have not even acted on yet? Legal staff said that the former city manager decided to 
put staff in a holding pattern on enforcement. If we don’t act, then where are we? Legal staff said that 
would be up to the city manager. The Mayor asked if there was any authority for the city manager to not 
enforce the zoning code. Legal staff that’s the way they have been operating. 
 
The Mayor asked what we would do if some of the amendments conflict with others, how will we do 
that? Do we open up the amendments now and dispose of some one way or the other? Kala said he 
thought it would be good to get new information. 
 
The Mayor opened the public hearing and suggested leaving the amendment summary up on the 
screen. 
 
The first speaker said that there are only a few people coming in. Why don’t you just go after the 
landlords and leave these bed and breakfast operations alone? They are not making a whole hell of a lot 
of money. Just tax the motels. You gonna tax me? I have an extra room. Don’t tax me. That’s not fair. 
You people are mean. Each one of you should be replaced. I am low-income. You need to try to help the 
poor people and you aint’ doing it. 
 
The next speaker said she was in support of amendments 7 and 8 but she wanted to emphasize that it is 
important to have limits on certain geographic areas. She said investors tend to buy in certain areas and 
that can affect affordability. She also said that there should be a certain timeframe allowed to process 
any existing properties. 
 
The next speaker said he would support Amendments 14, 12, Amendment 11, Amendment 10 and 
Amendment 9 and Amendment 2. The speaker asked about his options on Amendment 2 and he 
thought it was OK to limit occupancy to two per bedroom. 
 
Another speaker said she has been scrambling to catch up since these amendments were not included in 
the public agenda attachments and Amendment 5 was not in the summary. We are worried that some 
of these are contradictory. We are worried that the definitions particularly those that define hotels as 
any building with more than 1 transient guest unit. We could go for Amendment 14, but only if you 
change the definition. We would also like you to provide a list of complaints received to prove that there 
is a problem. We would also like to see how you are going to fund this new enforcement. I would also 
hate to see nightly or monthly fees charged, particularly if this goes over to long-term rentals. We just 
got this all together right before the Super Bowl. YOU SHOULD NOT ACT ON THIS TONIGHT. 
 
The next speaker said he could support some of these amendments, but nothing that would open it up. 
He wants regulation since this is commercial activity in residential neighborhoods. I could support 
Amendment 3 and 4, 9 and 10 as amended and my pipedream is Amendment 13. I will leave it there. 
 
Another speaker hoped that his comments were received. It was late, but the amendments were not 
available until very recently. This started as a discussion about not paying the lodging tax. Now it has 
been taken up by people who have animus against short-term rentals, and it is all anecdotal. We need 
that data and you should not make a decision on such a flimsy basis. He thinks Amendment 14 would be 



 

OK. We will pay the lodging tax, but these are no different in short term and long-term rentals in terms 
of business operations. He thinks they could be governed by the Rental Conservation Program. He thinks 
the conditional use process would effectively ban STRs in neighborhoods and he believes that that was 
the goal of opponents. He thinks that all of these thinks should be equal to both hosted and unhosted. 
He thought it was crazy to say that a 3-year old is more of a threat than a 4-year old. What about a 15-
year old from Neosho? This is all arbitrary. He thought that hosted properties should be able to have 
another unhosted property adjacent to the original one. His would be prohibited since it is not 
immediately next door. 
 
The Mayor asked about conditional use and wording. The speaker said that none of the properties 
should be subject to conditional use. He thought that if an owner lives within the city limits, then they 
should be able to have other properties. The amendments he doesn’t like is Amendment 13. It is a 
disaster. Amendment 5 would limit all to 95 guests in a year. That is not fair. He did the math and 
showed how it works and that it is very arbitrary. This was pulled out of a hat. Amendments 6 and 7 
return to the conditional use part, and they are expensive, invites non-compliance and you will have 
litigation. Amendment 8 is absolutely wrong. Amendment 9 could be worked out, but in this form, it is 
not good and requires a burdensome fee. In short, the best approach at this point is implement 
registration and taxation and leave the rest alone. 
 
The next speaker was a member of the P&Z commission. She wanted to talk about data gathering. She 
thinks that we should acquire real local market data. She suggested that they use Air DNA to acquire 
market DNA. This is primarily used to provide data for investors. This information is useful to us. We can 
get an idea of occupancy, revenue and distribution. She thinks that the availability of local data is not 
the fault of our local people. There are many services that can provide this. Some data is missing. We 
should have some data on compliance and thinks local governments should rely on data. I think we need 
multi-listing data in this market. We don’t know what those number look like here. I think we need that 
before we start making distinctions between hosted and unhosted sites. She handed some data to the 
council and noted that some sites encourage investors to invest in places that don’t regulate STRs 
closely and stay away on big tourist markets. She is worried about relying on investor-based data. She 
wants us to look into other sources. 
 
Another P&Z member appeared, and the Mayor noted that there were several P&Z members present. 
He did not want to address any amendments specifically. He did not want to be here at this meeting. A 
lot of thought has already been put into this by P&Z and I want you to consider that. Think heavily about 
the work that has already been done. Appreciate that work. Now consider my own situation. The 
original AirBnB business model was for the little guy to take advantage of markets to make a few extra 
bucks. Small operators should be considered different than institutional investors. Make sure the little 
guy can take advantage of this and not make them be overburdened. Keep that in mind as you consider 
this. It would not be a bad idea to gather additional data. The Mayor asked what if they referred this 
back to P&Z with the new amendments? The commissioner said that would be fine, but he would prefer 
not. The Mayor asked how this would have gone if all members had been present. He said he couldn’t 
make that call, but look at the vote count. 
 
Skala asked when the last time P&Z had nine members present. He did not know. Skala said they will 
look into it. 
 



 

The next speaker said she found Amendments 7 and 8 are offensive and thought that all neighborhoods 
should be considered equal. She said Grasslands might want more protection but don’t expand this to 
the whole town. 
 
The next speaker was a Realtor. She said that her board could support Amendment 14. They do not 
consider this to be a commercial activity. She disagrees with the legal opinion that since it is not 
mention it is illegal. She also opposes the business license. Long term rentals do not require a business 
license, and when you think about it, all renters are transient since they don’t own their property. We 
do believe that you could charge the tax. We are not for amendments 7 and 8. We could see opt out, 
but not opt in legislation. We disagree with amendments 10 and 11 and do not believe that these fees 
are correct. Having the platform collect it means that the owner is not really paying it. This should not be 
a zoning code issue. You can do inspections. We are for the hotel tax. There has been a lot talk about 
people and who can come in and who can’t. There are federal rules about renting, and we can’t break 
those ideas related to fair housing. 
 
The final speaker said she thought that the last time she was hear they were only supposed to bring new 
thoughts. She is an environmentalist. Back then rivers caught on fire. We can’t continue to pollute and 
not expect consequences. Her mother called one day and apologized for not believing in climate change, 
but she was late. But the speaker decided to work on people in her neighborhood. What does this have 
to do with unhosted STRs? Well, we are supposed to be reducing our carbon footprint. We need to do 
that now. In the next ten years, kids at the pre-school where she works will grow up. Those kids and 
people who follow them will live with the decisions you make now. The deny-ers and the optimists may 
not be right. Should we have better neighborhoods? These kids might die of raging fires or some horrid 
disease. You have the responsibility and the world is on fire. Don’t stress my neighborhood with STRs. 
 
Another speaker lives on Aldeah. He fears Amendments 7 and 8. He thinks those amendments would 
force downzoning to be able to deal with the STR rules, and that would be our recourse. We are 
concerned about protecting our investments. 
 
The next speaker was an attorney on behalf of the Grasslands. We do think this is a zoning issue. This 
use is currently illegal. We are trying to figure out how to make that work. We have never allowed a 
traditional Bed and Breakfast in an R-1 district. We are open to expanding the same prohibitions in 
Amendments 7 and 8 to other zoning districts other than R-1. I have forwarded a letter regarding 
enforcement to the council. Our association had to deal with driveways being blocked, trash in yards 
etc. We had to wait this process out. The only way to make something that has some teeth is to pass the 
desired amendment. 
 
The next speaker lives on St. Christopher street. She is an STR operator and has been for 4 years. I guess 
I have been illegal. Is it really illegal? How does not being mentioned make you illegal. To the people in 
the Grasslands, if you live next to frat houses, what do you expect. In my neighborhood, my neighbors 
know what I am doing and it is OK. I am confused. It was OK when I rented 6 months to a student, but 
now that I rent out 1 week to a nurse it’s illegal? We are getting tied up in knot s about something that 
could be addressed more simply. If you want to do something in your neighborhood, that’s what 
neighborhood associations are for. One neighborhood next to fraternity houses should not penalize the 
rest of us. Step back and reconsider. As an empty nester making a little extra money, who do I hurt? The 
Mayor asked if she had guests more or less than 95 days a year. She had guests on more than 200 nights 
last year. She thinks it would be hard for a platform to collect an upfront nuisance fee. We are getting 
lost in the weeds. We are overcomplicating this. 



 

 
The next speaker lives on Brandon Woods. She has a problem with STRs. She shares a condo wall with 
the Airbnb. The water was left on next door and it damaged the properties on both sides. I had to pay 
for that and nothing happened to the owner. I am interested in the rental surcharge fee. I don’t know 
how it will be worked out. The Mayor sees it as a $2 fee that would be paid to the platform. He thinks it 
would generate more than $50,000 a year. The Mayor thought this would not help her since she was in 
a neighbor to neighbor dispute. The speaker said she still won’t be reimbursed. 
 
The last speaker said these amendments were not available until late yesterday. She believes that the 
majority of STRs are in R-1. She is not for Amendments 7 and 8 and does not want to prohibit STRs in 
neighbor hoods with the neighborhood opt in rule. She has operated an STR. She thinks this is 
contradictory. She got a note in January saying that she would be charged taxes for having an AirBnB. 
She now pays taxes to the State. Legal staff said that was correct, Missouri was one of the first states to 
charge that. The platforms are supposed to collect that. I am not saying we shouldn’t tax these or keep 
them safe; I just think some of these amendments are wrong. I would like to see the occupancy levels 
expanded. I think that minor children are minor children, and not all of them are under 3. I think people 
have not had time to digest this. Good luck. 
 
The hearing was closed and council discussion was invited. 
 
Skala said he would state his inclination. He wants some safe haven for hosted operations in residential 
neighborhoods. My approach is a hybrid. I am not as sure about non-hosted. Hosted STRs are 
reasonable. Unhosted, institutional STRs are not. I thought we separated this at the last meeting. We are 
only functioning with 5 council members tonight. I think we should send this back to P&Z. This is 
sufficiently important and it has generated a great deal of controversy.  
 
He made a motion to send the main motion and the related motions back to P&Z for six months, along 
with a couple of caveats. One is, I want to see all the commissioners show up. Is that a problem. I 
appreciate their work, but they need to be there. The other problem is that this needs to be simplified. I 
appreciate the legal contribution to this but the synergy between P&Z and legal has made this very 
complicated. 
 
Trapp asked about discussing some of the amendments and asked which amendment Trapp would like 
to start with? Trapp said why not Number 1? The Mayor said he thought they should start with 13, 14 
and 15 first. Then the Mayor made a motion to adopt Amendment 14, then send it back to P&Z for all 
the rest. The city legal staff said that Amendment 14 only provides for registration and taxation. There is 
no conditional use. City staff said they would have limited ability to deny approval. The mayor then 
asked about Amendment 15. Then he asked if number 14 would prohibit Amendment 15 from being 
passed. Legal staff said they would give up all regulation, would eliminate the distinction between 
hosted and unhosted, would eliminate occupancy rules and all you would have is taxation and 
inspection. The you would add in the limitation of 95 days in R-1. Legal staff asked if you eliminate the 
distinction between hosted and unhosted then how would you decide what is subject to the 95-day rule 
and streamline the approval process for all others. The Mayor thought this would provide some 
protections and still allow the use of some properties who are smaller players. 
 
Skala said he specifically is not inclined to support any of the amendments and any of these bills until we 
get better recommendations and more information back from P&Z again. Pitzer said he is not confident 
in voting on a single amendment itself. The Mayor suggested sticking Amendment 5 onto Amendment 



 

14 if that made him feel better. Pitzer amended Amendment 14 with Amendment 5 and gave staff the 
authority to grant administrative approval to any hosted STR in R-1 if they are less than 95 days per year. 
The Mayor asked if he had to have a=Amendment 14 to adopt Amendment 5. 
 
Skala asked what the source of the 95 days in this legislation is. Legal staff said that it is the way it is 
done in Kansas City. Legal staff said if we can get some input from the staff tonight, maybe we can come 
back again with a consolidated look at this again and that there are some inconsistencies. Give us some 
direction and let us try this again. Maybe try the first 12. 
 
The Mayor then said he would like to eliminate Amendment 13, 14 and 15 and vote on the first 12 
amendments, then let staff bring something back then send it back to P&Z for reworking. The Mayor 
said he did not feel comfortable doing a show of hands. 
 
The Mayor made a motion to adopt Amendment 1. Seconded by Trapp. 
The amendment passed. 
 
Trapp proposed Amendment 2, Option 2, with minors under supervision. Legal staff said the staff 
thought process on using the age of three was when kids usually stay in the same room as parents. 
Other kids, like soccer teams, have more impacts. 
The amendment was defeated. 
 
Amendment 2, Option 1 was moved.  
This amendment passed. 
 
Amendment 4 dealing with having neighboring unhosted properties was made. Skala said he would 
like to support this possibility, but he thinks this could be achieved by a conditional use process. So, he is 
not sure about this. Staff explained that the way it is currently written, you would have to have a hosted 
operation in the first house to get an unhosted in the neighboring house. The logic is that you would 
have someone right next door to be responsive. Ruffin asked if had to be immediately adjacent, and not 
down the block? Legal staff said that’s the way it is written. Staff further said that the title doesn’t quite 
match what it actually says in the text. 
That amendment passed. 
 
Amendment 5 was moved, prohibiting short term rentals in R-1 less than 95 days by administrative 
approval. Legal staff said this creates a fast-lane administratively and that Kansa City has the same 
provision.  
The motion passed 4 to 1. 
 
Amendment 3 was moved to allow STRs in commercial areas downtown. 
The motion was approved 4 to 1 with Trapp voting no. 
 
Amendment 10 was moved with an amendment that would show how platforms could actually 
revoke approvals of operators who have complaints. Legal staff said that you have to show a 
registration number from the city, and we can notify the platform if complaints are received, then they 
can boot them off the site.  
The amendment passed. 
 



 

Amendment 11 was moved to collect a $2 nuisance fee but wants staff to come back with how this 
would work. Does this language direct those funds, or do we have to do that through the budget 
process? Legal staff said the fee will have to be put on the property owner but then we can see how you 
collect it from the platform. The Mayor thinks that that this would create initial funding. 
The amendment passed. 
 
Amendment 12 was moved. This would allow a tenant to lease a unit that he was already paying for and 
it would be treated as hosted. You would have to verify that you have the owner’s permission. Legal 
staff said that the tenant would be treated as another owner and that there is still a restriction on using 
more than 25% of a building as a short-term rental. The Mayor said he would vote against this and Skala 
said he would also vote against it. 
That amendment failed. 
 
Pitzer said he wants an amendment that harmonizes occupancy for both hosted and unhosted 
properties. He made a motion to that effect. (Called Amendment 16, option 2) 
The amendment passed. 
 
Skala proposed Amendment 7.5. He wants to prohibit all unhosted in R-! and R-2 except if a 
neighborhood creates an overlay to opt in. (This kind of blends Amendment 7 and 8). This would allow 
unhosted din R-MF. The Mayor said he thinks contradicts Amendment 5.  
The amendment failed. 
 
Legal staff suggested Amendment 9. They described that every operator has to update information in 
between inspections. The motion was made. 
The motion passed. 
 
The process from here would bring this back harmonized. As far as he is concerned, the Mayor believes 
that this is Bill 348-19 as amended and it also amends some other companion bills. Staff will come back 
with another version of the draft. Pitzer asked about implementation and wants to see something more 
solid on this before we vote. 
 
Skala said he offered a motion to send this back to P&Z for three months, then come back. The Mayor 
countered by suggesting that they would send this back to P&Z for 1 month. Skala said he thought there 
should be a public hearing, not a worksession. The Mayor agreed. P&Z could do a public meeting on 
March 19 and get to council by April 6. The Mayor then asked if the city council got a harmonized 
version back at its regular meeting on February 17, then we could start public advertising, which could 
get you a recommendation from P&Z by March 16, if that is needed. Staff said that if they have a public 
hearing on March 5, they won’t get verbatim transcripts until Wednesday of the following week. 
 
So, the consensus, a motion was made to table this item to March 16 and in the meantime begin 
advertising for a P&Z hearing on March 5. We will make a draft version for both council and P&Z and 
we will publish all the attachments when available. However, we will put this on the agenda as a 
report at the February 17th meeting. 
That motion was agreed to. 
 
B22-20 Amending Chapter 13 and Chapter 26 of the City Code relating to bed and breakfast 
establishments and short-term rentals of residential dwelling units. 



 

(Action: The proposed amendments to Chapter 13 require that a short-term rental (STR) possess a valid 
business license from the business services administrator before operation. An STR must provide proof 
to the business services administrator that it is in possession of business liability insurance for the 
property and is certified as a STR under other applicable City Codes prior to a business license being 
issued. Once a STR receives a business license, the property owner will be responsible for paying annual 
business license fee under Sec. 13-27, similar to hotels and motels.  
 
The proposed amendments to Chapter 26, Article IV include adding “bed and breakfast establishments 
and short-term rentals” to the existing definition for a “hotel, motel, or tourist court” for purposes of 
imposition of the gross receipts license tax, which will consequently apply the same obligations, benefits 
and penalties established in Chapter 26, Article IV to STR properties. Prior to these amendments, the 
gross receipts tax on hotels only applied to establishments with more than 12 bedrooms.  
 
The obligations imposed by Chapter 26, Article IV include: 1) A license tax of five (5) percent of the gross 
daily rental receipts due from or paid by any transient guests. NOTE: This is in addition to the business 
license fee. 2) Granting the City Manager, or the Manager’s designee, the authority to examine and 
inspect all books and records of the STR as may be necessary to determine the correct license tax 
amounts.  
No specific action was taken on this bill, although some amendments adopted earlier could change 
some aspects of this bill. 
This item was tabled until March 16 and was referred to P&Z for a public hearing on March 5.) 
 
B23-20 Amending Chapter 22 of the City Code to add short-term rental provisions to the City’s Rental 
Unit Conservation Law. 
(Action: Staff has prepared a bill for Council consideration that makes various amendments to Chapter 
22, Article V to add short-term rentals (that is, dwelling units or parts thereof occupied by transient 
guests for periods of less than 31 days) to the Rental Conservation Program. This bill accompanies 
separate bills amending Chapter 13 (Business Licenses); Chapter 26 (Lodging Tax); and Ch. 29 (Unified 
Development Code; Zoning Districts and Use – specific standards applicable to short-term rentals).  
 
The Rental Conservation Law requires owners of rental properties to apply for Certificates of 
Compliance for each rental building that they own. Each rental dwelling unit must pass an inspection; 
after Certificates of Compliance are issued, an owner need only renew its application in three years. 
Extension (renewal) without inspection is not allowed if a property is cited for code violations during the 
term of the Certificate. If a Certificate is renewed in three years without inspection, the rental property 
must be inspected again in a maximum of six years from the initial application.  
 
The existing ordinance is designed for conventional residential rental properties housing residents of the 
community. The proposed amendment would define short-term rentals and related terms and subject 
short-term rentals to the inspection requirements of conventional rentals.  
 
There are a number of provisions that apply specifically to STRs; namely, an affidavit attesting to the 
number of days an owner resides at the address; the contact information for a designated agent of the 
owner; and a list of web-site or other media platforms where the dwelling will be advertised for short-
term rental. It is also stated that an owner that holds an active Certificate for Compliance for long-term 
rental at the time of application for an STR need not re-certify the heating and ventilation systems of the 
dwelling.  
 



 

There is no proposal to amend the fee schedule other than to affirm that the application and inspection 
fees apply to short-term rentals. Owners of rental properties pay an initial application fee of $60 per 
building with an inspection fee of $26 per unit; additional fees are required for reinspection ($43); 
failure to meet the inspector ($34); and extension/renewal of a Certificate of Compliance ($43) after 
three years. A third-party heating and ventilation systems certificate of inspection and approval is 
required to accompany applications and renewals. That is an additional out-of-pocket expense for 
landlords/STR hosts or operators. 
 
No specific action was taken on this bill. 
 
This item was tabled until March 16 and was referred to P&Z for a public hearing on March 5.) 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
B10-20 Rezoning property located on the southwest corner of the Lakeview Avenue and Poplar Street 
intersection from District R-MF (Multiple-family Dwelling) to District M-C (Mixed-use Corridor) (Case No. 
21-2020). 
B11-20 Granting the issuance of a conditional use permit to Jonalyn Siemer to allow for the construction 
of an accessory dwelling unit on property located at 103 Anderson Avenue (Case No. 22-2020). 
B12-20 Approving the Final Plat of “Arbor Falls, Plat No. 3A” located on the southeast corner of the 
Ranger Drive and Old Hawthorne Drive intersection (Case No. 35-2020). 
B13-20 Accepting a donation from Central Bank of Boone County for the 2020 Affordable Housing 
Summit; amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B14-20 Authorizing Amendment No. 1 to the agreement for professional engineering services with 
Weaver Consultants Group, LLC for the Columbia Sanitary Landfill Horizontal Expansion Permitting 
Project - Phase II; amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B15-20 Authorizing the City Manager to execute an easement for highway purposes and a utility 
easement for fiber optic cable purposes to the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission for 
property located along State Route B and adjacent to Columbia Terminal Railroad (COLT) right-of-way. 
B16-20 Amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds for the replacement of streetlights 
associated with the First Presbyterian Church sidewalk reconstruction project along a portion of the east 
side of Hitt Street between Locust Street and the alley south of Cherry Street. 
B17-20 Accepting a conveyance for utility and drainage purposes; accepting Stormwater 
Management/BMP Facilities Covenants. 
B18-20 Amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds for outreach efforts related to the 
2020 Census. 
B19-20 Authorizing an agreement with Boone County, Missouri for public health services in 2020. 
B20-20 Authorizing an agreement with Boone County, Missouri for animal control services in 2020. 
B21-20 Amending Chapter 2 of the City Code as it relates to membership requirements and duties of the 
Downtown Columbia Leadership Council. 
R11-20 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the L.A. Nickell Golf Course driving range 
improvement project to include expansion of the natural grass driving range tee box and artificial turf 
tee box, rerouting the cart path to Hole 15, and repositioning certain poles and netting adjacent to the 
driving range tee box. 
R12-20 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the Leslie Lane storm water improvement 
project. 
R13-20 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the College Avenue, Court Street and Hickory 
Street sanitary sewer improvement project. 



 

R14-20 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the Stanford Drive PCCE #21 Sanitary Sewer 
Improvement Project. 
R15-20 Setting a public hearing: proposed construction of the Glenwood Avenue PCCE #25 Sanitary  
R16-20 Appointing an at-large member to the Columbia Parks and Recreation Fund Advisory Committee. 
R17-20 Authorizing application for federal assistance from the Recreational Trails Program for 
construction of the Perche Creek Trail Phase I - MKT Trail to Gillespie Bridge Road project. 
R18-20 Authorizing an agreement for professional services and annual licensing and support with HUB 
Parking Technology USA Inc. for a hosted web validation parking system in municipal parking facilities. 
R19-20 Authorizing an agreement for professional engineering services with Walker Consultants for 
conceptual design consulting services to provide enhanced fall protection and related self-harm 
deterrent measures for the Fifth Street and Walnut Street municipal parking structure. 
R20-20 Authorizing Amendment No. 1 to the sales agreement with Patagonia Health, Inc. for an 
electronic medical records software system for the Department of Public Health and Human Services. 
R21-20 Approving the “Discovery Park Subdivision Preliminary Plat Revision #3” located west of the 
intersection of Nocona Parkway and Endeavor Avenue (Case No. 25-2020). 
R22-20 Adopting legislative tracking priorities for the 2020 federal and state legislative sessions. 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

(None.) 
 
 

INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING 
B24-20** Voluntary annexation of property located on the south side of I-70 Drive SE and east of Upland 
Creek Road (5300 I-70 Drive SE); establishing permanent District M-C zoning (Case No. 34-2020). 
B25-20** Rezoning property located on the south side of I-70 Drive SE and approximately 750 feet east 
of Upland Creek Road (5300 I-70 Drive SE) from District A to District M-C (Case No. 37-2020). 
B26-20** Approving the PD Plan for “Discovery Park Subdivision Plat 5, Lot 501” located on the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Nocona Parkway and Endeavor Avenue; granting a design 
adjustment relating to entry door placement (Case No. 24-2020). 
B27-20** Approving PD Plan Major Amendment #1 for “Discovery Park Subdivision Plat 4” located on 
the west side of Nocona Parkway and approximately 1,500 feet south of Ponderosa Street (Case No. 38-
2020). 
B28-20** Rezoning property located on the northeast corner of the intersection of Switzler Street and 
Trinity Place (201 and 209 Switzler Street) from District PD and District R-MF to District M-OF (Case No. 
39-2020). 
B29-20* Authorizing a right of use permit with Boone County, Missouri, on behalf of its Office of 
Emergency Management, for the construction, improvement, operation and maintenance of a warning 
siren with supporting infrastructure within a portion of the Vandiver Drive right-of-way. 
B30-20 Authorizing construction of the L.A. Nickell Golf Course driving range improvement project to 
include expansion of the natural grass driving range tee box and artificial turf tee box, rerouting the cart 
path to Hole 15, and repositioning certain poles and netting adjacent to the driving range tee box; 
authorizing the Purchasing Agent to call for bids or utilize a duly authorized term and supply contractor; 
amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
B31-20* Authorizing a first amendment to the redevelopment agreement with Broadway Lodging Two, 
LLC and Columbia TIF Corporation Two in connection with the Broadway Hotel Phase Two TIF 
Redevelopment Plan and Project on property located at 1104 E. Walnut Street. 
B32-20* Authorizing a program services contract with the Missouri Department of Health and Senior 
Services for HIV Prevention services. 



 

B33-20* Authorizing Amendment No. 2 to the 2017 Master Services Agreement with N. Harris Computer 
Corporation, on behalf of its division Advanced Utility Systems, for the implementation of the 
community solar program module as part of the utility billing software; amending the FY 2020 Annual 
Budget by appropriating funds. 
B34-20* Authorizing the acquisition of easements for construction of the Grace Ellen Drive PCCE #27 
Sanitary Sewer Improvement Project. 
B35-20 Amending Chapter 27 of the City Code to establish water conservation incentives to water utility 
customers; amending the FY 2020 Annual Budget by appropriating funds. 
 

REPORTS 
REP5-20 Performance/Integrated Audit Request for Proposal (RFP). 
(Action: The City of Columbia is seeking the professional services of an experienced contractor to 
conduct a variety of performance (integrated) audit services, on an as-needed basis, in response to a 
request from the City Manager. The audit services could include financial, compliance, investigative, or 
other performance audits. The initial audit will examine the Budgeting process, Cash 
Management/Investing, and a review of the policies and procedures of the Finance Department.  
 
The audit shall do a risk assessment and evaluation of internal controls, and will entail objective and 
systematic examination of evidence to provide an independent assessment of the performance and 
management of a program or function against objective criteria. The initial audit shall encompass a 
variety of objectives, including assessing program effectiveness and results, economy and efficiency, and 
compliance with legal or other requirements. It will also provide information to improve program 
operations and facilitate decision making by parties with responsibility to oversee or initiate corrective 
actions and improve public accountability.  
 
Audit work will be summarized in a report with findings, conclusions, and recommendations, and a 
presentation to the Mayor and Council and/or City Manager may be requested upon completion. The 
cost of such an audit could be as much as $500,000. 
 
No specific date was given for the implementation of this RFP. This idea has been taken to the Finance 
and Audit Commission and they support this. 
 
The Mayor said that although the Finance Department is singled out in this report, he also wants to take 
up a performance audit of the Water & Light Department. Skala said he could support the general idea 
of using an independent auditor, but he wishes we could do that in-house. He thinks this is a reasonable 
compromise that would not include the state auditor. Skala also thought that looking at Water & Light is 
important and wants to explore these areas under the new city staff administration. Pitzer asked if they 
were talking about all practices of Water & Light or just their financial process? The Mayor said he 
thought the scope could be determined as they negotiate with a vendor and that areas of interest could 
be determined after preliminary discussions and then home in on those. The longer these 
inconsistencies go on, the more this compounds. The Mayor said you will see more of this on TV tonight 
and that there are other things you may not see yet. 
 
Skala asked where we are heading in terms of staff for internal audit staff. The City Manager said they 
are interviewing a new internal auditor on Friday and if we need more staff we will go from there after 
the new auditor is hired. Pitzer asked about the amount of money we are planning to spend on this. He 
suggested that you could hire in-house with this amount of money. He also wants this report delivered 
to the Council directly. He also wants the private auditor to be able to interview council members. He 



 

also wants the city clerk to retain all documentation so it does not reside with the city manager. He also 
noted that financial and performance auditors are different kinds of operations. The Mayor said he 
would like to lean toward financial areas more than performance. The city manager said that all this is 
driven by the Finance Department. Water and Light doesn’t drive the financial choices. If you go to 
Water and Light first, you may have to do it all over if you don’t do Finance first. The City Manager said 
he wants to include the Finance Director and Deputy City Mangers in any thing like this that we do. 
 
The Mayor said we are changing leadership at Water & Light and this is the perfect time do get this 
done. The Mayor disagreed that Water & Light is driven by the Finance Department. He said they 
sometimes ignore the standards of the Finance Department and he wants to find that out through this 
audit. The city manager warned that you need some firm that has experience with municipal utilities, 
not private utilities, because they are very different. Utilities are big and complicated. The Mayor also 
wants this to be a look back exercise and to make recommendations going forward. Pitzer said we need 
to get some confidence back in terms of Water & Light and that they have been operating too 
independently. We need to know how to fix and when and how. The Mayor also pointed out that the 
council can’t direct the operations of an internal auditor, but they can be somewhat involved with a 
private vendor. There will be some renewals involved in such a contract, hopefully within 3 years on a 
rolling basis. 
 
The Mayor asked when the city can roll out an RFP. The Finance Director said they could roll out the RFP 
fairly quickly, but they need at least 30 days to collect responses. The Finance Director asked if they 
wanted staff to determine finalist candidates. Pitzer said he thought they could send them to council. 
Skala said maybe we could have a report on finalists before the finalists are ultimately chosen with 
scoring matrixes. It seemed like they would like to have at least 3 solid finalists from a potential pool of 
at least 7 or more. The chair of the Finance Committee appeared and said they have seen a copy of the 
draft RFP and we feel supportive of seeing this process happen. In response to the Mayor, the chair of 
the committee said they would like to score the applicants and help determine the finalists. They want 
to do part of this at a closed meeting so things don’t get out to the public too early, but they can do that. 
The city manager does not think there is anything that would prevent this. 
 
Pitzer added back in his earlier comments that the results of all of this need to be shared with the 
council, that all records be retained by the city clerk and that they work through the confidentiality and 
scoring process. 
 
This was a report only, so no formal action was taken, although the consensus was that the process 
will move forward and that council will be heavily involved as the process is implemented.) 
 
REP6-20 Downtown Community Improvement District (CID) Board of Directors - Annual Membership 
and Membership Change due to a Resignation. 
(Action: Late last year, the Downtown CID presented the Mayor with a list of people who could fill the 
various vacancies or positions required on the board of the Downtown CID. After back and forth 
correspondence, the Mayor has suggested the following appointments to the CID Board:  

• Deb Sheals for the partial term ending February 2021  

• Deb Rust for the full term ending February 2023  

• Kenny Greene for the full term ending February 2023  

• Heather McGee for the full term ending February 2023  

• Mikel Fields for the full term ending February 2023  



 

• Josh Safranski for the full term ending February 2023 
 
With no objection, the appointments were confirmed.) 
 
REP7-20 Amendment to the FY 2020 Annual Budget - Intra-Departmental Transfer of Funds. 
(Action: No additional action required.) 
 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS BY PUBLIC, COUNCIL AND STAFF 

Public 
One speaker indicated that she supports the performance audit and that there have been several issues 
that have come up since the idea of an audit was first brought up. We hope you understand how far this 
reaches and how this affects citizens and rate payers. This is your opportunity to fix the problems and 
delays that are affecting our rate payers. The bottom line is we are customers – and we don’t have a 
choice in our vendor. We have never been treated that way. It is time to start. 
 
Council 
(None.) 
 
Staff 
The City Manager asked if there was any lack of confidence in him to get the performance audit done. 
The Mayor said there was no problem. The city manager said that’s what he needed to hear. Skala then 
said it does not have to do with a lack of confidence. It was a perfect storm where we had new players, 
financial challenges and changing software. But, he said, he did not like being on the receiving end of a 
phone call from a reporter being asked about things he had no information about. The City Manager 
said, “my apologies” and that he understood. 
 

ADJOURNMENT  
(Time: 10:01 PM) 
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