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Introduced by _________________________ 

First Reading ____________________ Second Reading ____________________ 

Ordinance No. ___________________ Council Bill No. _______B 324-14_______ 

AN ORDINANCE 

granting a variance from the Subdivision Regulations regarding 
construction of a sidewalk along a portion of the west side of 
Lake Valley Lane (4805 Lake Valley Lane); and fixing the time 
when this ordinance shall become effective. 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI, AS 
FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The City Council grants a variance from the requirements of Section 
25-48.1 of the Subdivision Regulations so that sidewalks shall not be required along a 
portion of the west side of Lake Valley Road, adjacent to Lot 1538B within the 
Administrative Replat of Lots 1538, 1538A and 1541 of The Highlands Plat 15-C (4805 
Lake Valley Lane).  

SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage.  

PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2014. 

ATTEST: 

______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor and Presiding Officer 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

OCTOBER 9, 2014 

V) SUBDIVISION

Case No. 14-165 

A request by JMJ Enterprises, LLC (owner) for approval of a variance from Section 25-48 of 

the Subdivision Regulations, which requires a five-foot-wide sidewalk to be constructed along the 

street frontage of all lots platted prior to January 1, 2001.  The subject site, which was platted in 

1999, is located on the west side of Lake Valley Lane, and addressed 4805 Lake Valley Lane.   

Staff report was given by Mr. Steve MacIntyre of the Planning and Development Department.   

Staff recommends approval of the variance. 

MR. REICHLIN:  Are there any questions of Staff?  Mr. Strodtman?   

MR. STRODTMAN:  If we denied this request and required a sidewalk, and a sidewalk was 

installed, would the home to the south -- I believe that it is the rear of their property.  If that house was to 

change in any way -- it would need permits or anything done to it -- would a sidewalk be required for that 

property in the rear? 

MR. MacINTYRE:  Yes, it would be, by the Section, the same -- 

MR. STRODTMAN:  The same scenario.  So even though there is not a sidewalk south of them 

now, in theory, there might -- there could be? 

MR. MacINTYRE:  Absolutely. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  Because there is no sidewalks on the Forum Boulevard side of those homes.  

Correct -- on the back?   

MR. MacINTYRE:  No, not on the back.  And those are mostly double-fronting lots that front -- are 

oriented toward Forum.  On the rear-yard side, there is a -- this photo captures a bit of it -- quite a bit of 

scrub brush, trees, et cetera, and that open ditch.  So there would need to be some clearing, certainly, but, 

you know, a sidewalk could probably otherwise be installed.   

MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Any other questions of the staff?  Seeing none, what is the -- I have a question of 

the staff regarding protocol here.  Is this -- are we allowed to ask for public comment? 

MR. ZENNER:  Yes. 

MR. REICHLIN:  Okay.  With subdivision items, it’s not a public hearing, but we do take input from 

applicants, if there is anybody in the audience who represents this request cares to speak.  Just so you 

know, we would appreciate your name and address.  Thank you. 

MR. SATTERLEE:  Thank you.  My name is John Satterlee, and I’m the owner of -- JMJ 

Enterprises is the owner, but through me.  And I’m here basically to answer any questions that you all 

might have concerning this property here.   
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MR. TILLOTSON:  I could take clarification on the property that -- north of there that has the 

sidewalks.  What -- are those single homes?   

MR. SATTERLEE:  Yes. 

MR. TILLOTSON:  I noticed it looks like a long driveway that runs -- 

MR. SATTERLEE:  Yeah.   

MR. TILLOTSON:  -- in front of them. 

MR. SATTERLEE:  I think they -- they elected rather than to pull down that hillside there, they just 

pushed the houses back far enough to where they could get that driveway in the front.   

MR. TILLOTSON:  Oh, I see.   

MR. SATTERLEE:  Yeah.  That’s what -- there’s a lot of scrub -- actually, that is an old fence line 

that was there on the farm originally, and it’s -- you can still see parts of it when you walk down through 

there.   

MR. TILLOTSON:  I noticed in one of the photos there was signs that said to slow down, kids 

playing -- kids at play.   

MR. SATTERLEE:  Uh-huh. 

MR. TILLOTSON:  Are there a lot of kids that play in the streets? 

MR. SATTERLEE:  The tenant there right now in the house has a small daycare center there.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Any other questions of this speaker?  Mr. Strodtman? 

MR. STRODTMAN:  Would the use continue to be the same?   

MR. SATTERLEE:  Pardon me?  

MR. STRODTMAN:  Is the daycare going to be continued?  You -- the person that lives in this 

home is doing a daycare service? 

MR. SATTERLEE:  Yes. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  And that -- 

MR. SATTERLEE:  She’s licensed. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  And that business would continue?  I mean, going forward, there is no 

change in that? 

MR. SATTERLEE:  Yes.  Yeah.  Yeah.  In fact, they plan on -- they want to buy it.  That is the 

reason why we are going through this and making sure that we have all of our i’s dotted and our t’s 

crossed.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you very much.   

MR. SATTERLEE:  Thank you. 

MR. REICHLIN:  Comments of Commissioners?  Get the ball rolling here.   

MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ll start it off, unless -- 

MR. REICHLIN:  No.  You can start it off. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  You know, typically, I look at the -- you know, the cost and how much work is 

required and, you know, is it going to be an easy sidewalk or is it going to be an extreme grading, 

construction, you know, et cetera, et cetera.  And so I was initially going to approve the variance up until I 
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heard that maybe this is a daycare.  And that maybe changes my beliefs a little bit if there is going to be 

children in this area more than your normal, you know, 2.5 children or whatever it is.  Maybe there is more 

of a need for this sidewalk than I originally thought.  So I’m kind of pondering that use of the business 

there.   

MS. BURNS:  I -- 

MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Burns? 

MS. BURNS:  -- also -- I mean, I didn’t realize that was what was occurring on the property.  When 

I drove out there though, I agree with the staff that it is tough to figure out where you’re going to place the 

sidewalk.  And so I’m in favor of supporting the variance just because I think it is going to so difficult with 

those drainage ditches and how far it encroaches in on the property.  I also -- you know, this is new 

information to us, but I think, technically, it would be very difficult to construct a sidewalk that would not 

impact the property in a negative manner.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Mr. Stanton? 

MR. STANTON:  I concur because we have a drainage system that seems to be working at this 

time, and if the sidewalk -- how it would have to be constructed would have -- it’s really close to one of 

those houses.  And I think even the sidewalk this close to that daycare kind of makes public access a little 

closer to the property.  And if it is not really necessary and it’s not really warranted by traffic, I tend to 

support the variance.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Anybody else?  Mr. Lee? 

MR. LEE:  To Mr. Strodtman’s concern about kids in a daycare center, I would assume if they 

were out playing in the driveway, there will be adult supervision for them at all times.  So that does not 

concern me as much, and I would be in favor of the variance.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Ms. Loe? 

MS. LOE:  I have a follow-up question for the staff.  The report notes that the site is not a major 

pedestrian route -- that there is no parks, schools, or other major pedestrian generators for which the 

sidewalk would provide access.  Just north of that four-plex property -- north of the property, we are 

looking at isn’t there a pool, fitness center, waterpark-type space?   

MR. MacINTYRE:  Yes, there is.   

MS. LOE:  They are not neighborhood participation at that location? 

MR. MacINTYRE:  I believe there would be.  The -- in my analysis of the access though, I don’t 

know how many exact -- exactly how many homes there are to the south of this site on Lake Valley Lane, 

but on the west side, most of them are fronting on Forum Boulevard, so they would, you know, take that 

sidewalk to access the swim club.  And so I think there are only a few homes to the south of the site.  And 

to the east of the site, Cedar Lake Lane has no sidewalk along it.  Let me pop out the view here so we can 

have a better look.  So there are a handful of homes.  It looks like about maybe 10 homes to the south of 

the site on Lake Valley Lane that might see some benefit from a sidewalk for that northbound -- for that 

northbound route up to access the swim club.  As far as our consideration of neighborhood traffic flowing 

through this site that might utilize the sidewalk, I saw North Cedar Lake Drive is the -- perhaps a greater 
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pedestrian corridor in that there are more homes off of that might, you know, have pedestrians walking 

toward the swim club or other amenities which we assumed again to be north of this site.  And they would 

really see no benefit -- or minimal benefit from -- from a sidewalk along this site’s frontage since Cedar 

Lake Drive dumps out right on to -- right about to where that existing sidewalk picks up.  So that is how we 

looked at it.   

MS. LOE:  So you’re interpreting that pedestrians coming along North Cedar Lake walk up the 

driveway currently to catch the sidewalk heading north on the west side of Lake Valley Lane? 

MR. MacINTYRE:  That would be my estimation.  If I were walking there, that is probably what I 

would do.   

MS. LOE:  So is there any benefit in connecting the truncated sidewalk to the street -- to Lake 

Valley Lane to eliminate the necessity to use the driveway? 

MR. MacINTYRE:  There certainly could be.  That would be -- without disrupting the berm, which I 

believe straddles the property line or is on the subject property, there may be a challenge associated with 

that as well.  However, since as you can see there’s a, you know, berm which elevates upward before 

dropping down.  I know it would be difficult to meet ADA standards unless there was a cut made into the 

berm, which may affect stormwater flow through there in heavy rains in a negative fashion.  And then also 

there does appear to be a rip rap and further ditch here that is an established swale that directs the water 

to the larger swale along the ditch on Lake Valley Lane.  So I see that as potentially being a challenge in 

itself.   

MR. REICHLIN:  I would just like to comment that one thing with regard to perspective about this -- 

this property and the whole of -- that part of Cedar Lake Subdivision, it was developed in the mid ‘70s, and 

it was probably a rural -- rural type of development given that there wasn’t anything else around it at the 

time that it was put in place.  There is -- and from my point of view, I think that if the sidewalk is going to 

happen on Lake Valley Lane, I think everybody would be better served if it happens in coordination with an 

improvement to Lake Valley Lane where the engineering aspect of it is done appropriately rather than 

taking and putting a piece of sidewalk in this spot and maybe or maybe not having to move it or change an 

elevation at a later date.  So with that in mind, I’m comfortable with supporting this variance.  Mr. Stanton? 

MR. STANTON:  I would like to make a motion for Case No. 14-165 to approve the sidewalk 

variance as recommended by Staff. 

MS. RUSSELL:  I’ll second that.   

MR. REICHLIN:  Second by Ms. Russell.  We’ll take roll call, please. 

MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes, Mr. Chair.   

Roll Call Vote (Voting “yes” is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Mr. Lee, Ms. Loe, 

Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Tillotson, Ms. Russell, Ms. Burns.  Voting No:  Mr. Strodtman.  Motion 

carries 7-1. 

MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 


