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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. _______B 40-15_______ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

extending the corporate limits of the City of Columbia, Missouri, 
by annexing property located on the north side of St. Charles 
Road and on the west and east sides of Battle Avenue; 
directing the City Clerk to give notice of the annexation; placing 
the property annexed in Districts R-1, O-P and C-P; approving 
the statements of intent; approving a development agreement 
with St. Charles Road Development, LLC; 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 hereby finds that a verified petition was filed with the 
City on January 26, 2015, requesting the annexation of land which is contiguous and 
compact to the existing corporate limits of the City and which is described in Section 4 of 
this ordinance.  The petition was signed by representatives of St. Charles Road 
Development, the owner of the fee interest of record in the land proposed to be annexed.  
A public hearing was held concerning this matter on February 16, 2015.  Notice of this 
hearing was published more than seven days prior to the hearing in a newspaper of general 
circulation qualified to publish legal matters.  At the public hearing all interested persons, 
corporations and political subdivisions were permitted to present evidence regarding the 
proposed annexation. 
 
 SECTION 2. The Council determines that the annexation is reasonable and 
necessary to the proper development of the City and that the City has the ability to furnish 
normal municipal services to the area to be annexed within a reasonable time. 
 
 SECTION 3. The Council determines that no written objection to the proposed 
annexation has been filed within fourteen days after the public hearing. 
 

SECTION 4. The City Council hereby extends the city limits by annexing the land 
described in Section 1-11.__ [number to be assigned by the City Clerk] of the Code of 
Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, which is hereby added to Chapter 1 of the 
City Code and which reads as follows: 
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 Section 1-11.__ [number to be assigned by the City Clerk]. March, 2015 
Extension of Corporate Limits. 
 

The corporate limits of the City of Columbia shall include the following 
land: 

 
Tract 1 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1 and the East half of 
Section 2, Township 48 North, Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, 
being all of a tract of land as described in the Warranty Deed recorded in 
book 3837, page 91, also being part of Lot 101 of Somerset Village Plat 1 
recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and Lot 203 of Somerset Village Plat 2 
recorded in plat book 46, page 45, and further described as follows:  
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of said Lot 203; thence along the Eastern 
boundary line of said Lot S 00°29’40”W 1492.35 feet; thence along a curve to 
the right, having a radius of 715.00 feet, a distance of 295.53 feet, the chord 
being S 12°20’10”W 293.43 feet to a point on the Eastern line of Lot 101 of 
said Somerset Village Plat 1; thence leaving the Eastern line of said Lot N 
65°49’20”W 348.74 feet; thence along a curve to the left, having a radius of 
575.00 feet, a distance of 9.80 feet, the chord being N 66°18’40”W 9.80 feet; 
thence S07°36’20”W 273.05 feet; thence S 46°07’30”W  221.05 feet;  thence 
N 89°58’15”W 209.19 feet;  thence S 73°22’00”W  75.89 feet;  thence S 
05°27’00”W 138.03 feet; thence S 22°52’05”E 232.93 feet; thence S 
07°24’00”E 83.61 feet; thence S 26°52’55”W 136.43 feet; thence N 
63°07’05”W  43.71 feet; thence N 71°32’40”W 123.63 feet; thence along a 
curve to the left, having a radius of 149.95 feet, a distance of 33.99 feet, the 
chord being N 81°27’40”W 33.92 feet to the West line of Lot 101 of said 
Somerset Village Plat 1; thence along the West line of said Lot S 00°13’25”W 
45.14 feet to the Southeast corner of said tract described in the Warranty 
Deed recorded in book 3837, page 91; thence along the South line of said 
tract N 89°00’50”W 2018.61 feet; thence along the West line of said tract N 
00°28’30”E 1122.05 feet; thence along the North line of said tract S 
89°59’50”E 1291.48 feet; thence S 01°41’40”E 288.29 feet; thence along the 
North line of said tract S 89°59’50”E 712.39 feet to the West line of said Lot 
101; thence along the West line of said Lot 101 and Lot 203 N 00°13’25”E  
1757.33 feet to the North line of said Lot 203; thence S 89°20’40”E  588.53 
feet; thence continuing along said North line S 89°32’35”E  444.88 feet to the 
point of beginning and containing 95.45 acres. 
 
Tract 2 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1 and the East half of 
Section 2, Township 48 North, Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, 
being part of Lot 101 of Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, 
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page 44, and part of Lot 203 of Somerset Village Plat 2 recorded in plat 
book 46, page 45, and further described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Lot 101; thence along the 
Eastern boundary line of said Lot along a curve to the right having a radius 
of 715.00 feet, a distance of 53.36 feet, the chord being S 22°02’20”W  
53.34 feet to the point of beginning;  
 
Thence continuing along the Eastern boundary line of said Lot along a curve 
to the right having a radius of 715.00 feet, a distance of 176.09 feet, the 
chord being S 31°13’55”W 175.64 feet; thence S 38°17’15”W 220.36 feet; 
thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 900.00 feet, a distance of 
607.96 feet, the chord being S 18°56’10”W 596.47 feet; thence leaving the 
East line of said Lot S 89°33’55”W 229.94 feet; thence along a curve to the 
right having a radius of 283.00 feet, a distance of 67.97 feet, the chord being 
N 83°33’15”W 67.81 feet; thence N 76°40’25”W 15.44 feet; thence N 
63°07’05”W 49.91 feet; thence N 26°52’55”E 136.43 feet; thence N 
07°24’00”W 83.61 feet; thence N 22°52’05”W 232.93 feet; thence N 
05°27’00”E 138.03 feet; thence N 73°22’00”E 75.89 feet; thence S 
89°58’15”E 209.19 feet; thence N 46°07’30”E 221.05 feet; thence N 
07°36’20”E 273.05 feet; thence along a non-tangent curve to the right 
having a radius of 575.00 feet, a distance of 9.80 feet, the chord being S 
66°18’40”E  9.80 feet; thence S 65°49’20”E 348.74 feet to the point of 
beginning and containing 8.47 acres. 
 
Tract 3 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 102 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Lot 102; thence along the 
northern boundary line of said Lot along a curve to the right having a radius 
of 608.00 feet, a distance of 100.41 feet, the chord being N 85°14’55”W  
100.30 feet to the point of beginning;  
 
Thence leaving said boundary line S 00°03’55”E 130.00 feet; thence S 
05°13’35”E 61.93 feet; thence S 14°44’20”W 72.72 feet; thence S 
23°36’55”W 67.45 feet; thence S 61°49’55”W 107.99 feet; thence S 
03°41’10”E 101.81 feet; thence S 46°29’20”W 48.26 feet; thence S 
29°16’20”W 76.52 feet; thence S 06°55’05”W 96.03 feet; thence S 
07°08’10”E 24.26 feet; thence S 89°56’05”W 458.39 feet to the West line of 
said Lot 102; thence along the boundary of said Lot 102, along a non-
tangent curve to the right having a radius of 800.00 feet, a distance of 
520.10 feet, the chord being N 19°39’45”E 510.99 feet; thence N 38°17’15”E 
220.36 feet; thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 815.00 feet, a 
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distance of 139.89 feet, the chord being N 33°22’15”E 139.72 feet; thence 
along a curve to the right having a radius of 30.00 feet, a distance of 44.89 
feet, the chord being N 71°18’55”E 40.81 feet; thence S 65°49’20”E 104.02 
feet; thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 608.00 feet, a 
distance of 155.94 feet, the chord being S 73°10’15”E 155.51 feet to the 
point of beginning and containing 7.70 acres.  
 
Tract 4 
A tract of land located in the East half of Section 2, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 101 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southwest corner of said Lot 101; thence along the 
Western boundary line of said Lot N 01°03’25”E 595.48 feet; thence N 
00°13’25”E  45.14 feet; thence leaving said Western line along a non-
tangent curve to the right having a radius of 149.95 feet, a distance of 33.99 
feet, the chord being S 81°27’40”E 33.92 feet; thence S 71°32’40”E 123.63 
feet; thence S 63°07’05”E 93.62 feet; thence S 76°40’25”E 15.44 feet; 
thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 283.00 feet, a distance of 
67.97 feet, the chord being S 83°33’15”E 67.81 feet; thence N 89°33’55”E 
229.94 feet to the East boundary line of said Lot 101; thence along the said 
boundary line S 00°26’05”E 415.78 feet; thence along a curve to the right 
having a radius of 30.00 feet, a distance of 41.89 feet, the chord being S 
39°33’55”W 38.57 feet; thence S 79°33’55”W 545.45 feet to the point of 
beginning and containing 6.59 acres. 
 
Tract 5 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 102 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of said Lot 102; thence along the 
boundary line of said Lot S 00°03’55”E 1001.15 feet; thence  along a non-
tangent curve to the left having a radius of 815.00 feet, a distance of 63.18 
feet, the chord being S 83°15’55”W 63.17 feet; thence S 81°02’40”W 208.68 
feet; thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 2050.00 feet, a 
distance of 52.94 feet, the chord being S 80°18’15”W 52.94 feet; thence S 
79°33’55”W 416.40 feet; thence along a curve to the right having a radius of 
30.00 feet, a distance of 52.36 feet, the chord being N 50°26’05”W 45.96 
feet; thence N 00°26’05”W 387.56 feet; thence along a curve to the right 
having a radius of 800.00 feet, a distance of 20.57 feet, the chord being N 
00°18’05”E 20.57 feet; thence leaving said boundary line N 89°56’05”E 
458.39 feet; thence N 07°08’10” W 24.28 feet; thence N 06°55’05”E 96.03 
feet; thence N 29°16’20”E 76.52 feet; thence N 46°29’20”E 48.26 feet;  
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thence N 03°41’10”W 101.81 feet; thence N 61°49’55”E 107.99 feet; thence 
N 23°36’55”E 67.45 feet; thence N 14°44’20”E 72.72 feet; thence N 
05°13’35”W 61.93 feet; thence N 00°03’55”W 130.00 feet to the northern 
boundary line of said Lot 102;  thence along said northern boundary line 
along a non-tangent curve to the left having a radius of 608.00 feet, a 
distance of 100.41 feet, the chord being S 85°14’55”E 100.30 feet to the 
point of beginning and containing 9.60 acres. 

 
 SECTION 5. The City Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to cause three 
certified copies of this ordinance to be filed with the Clerk of Boone County, Missouri and 
three certified copies with the Assessor of Boone County, Missouri.  The City Clerk is 
further authorized and directed to forward to the Missouri Department of Revenue, by 
registered or certified mail, a certified copy of this ordinance and a map of the City clearly 
showing the area annexed to the City. 
 
 SECTION 6. The property described in Section 4 is in the Third Ward. 
 
 SECTION 7. The Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 

the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is hereby amended so that the 
following described property: 
 

Tract 1 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1 and the East half of 
Section 2, Township 48 North, Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, 
being all of a tract of land as described in the Warranty Deed recorded in 
book 3837, page 91, also being part of Lot 101 of Somerset Village Plat 1 
recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and Lot 203 of Somerset Village Plat 2 
recorded in plat book 46, page 45, and further described as follows:  
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of said Lot 203; thence along the Eastern 
boundary line of said Lot S 00°29’40”W 1492.35 feet; thence along a curve 
to the right, having a radius of 715.00 feet, a distance of 295.53 feet, the 
chord being S 12°20’10”W 293.43 feet to a point on the Eastern line of Lot 
101 of said Somerset Village Plat 1; thence leaving the Eastern line of said 
Lot N 65°49’20”W 348.74 feet; thence along a curve to the left, having a 
radius of 575.00 feet, a distance of 9.80 feet, the chord being N 66°18’40”W 
9.80 feet; thence S07°36’20”W 273.05 feet; thence S 46°07’30”W  221.05 
feet;  thence N 89°58’15”W 209.19 feet;  thence S 73°22’00”W  75.89 feet;  
thence S 05°27’00”W 138.03 feet; thence S 22°52’05”E 232.93 feet; thence 
S 07°24’00”E 83.61 feet; thence S 26°52’55”W 136.43 feet; thence N 
63°07’05”W  43.71 feet; thence N 71°32’40”W 123.63 feet; thence along a 
curve to the left, having a radius of 149.95 feet, a distance of 33.99 feet, the 
chord being N 81°27’40”W 33.92 feet to the West line of Lot 101 of said 
Somerset Village Plat 1; thence along the West line of said Lot S 
00°13’25”W 45.14 feet to the Southeast corner of said tract described in the 
Warranty Deed recorded in book 3837, page 91; thence along the South line 
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of said tract N 89°00’50”W 2018.61 feet; thence along the West line of said 
tract N 00°28’30”E 1122.05 feet; thence along the North line of said tract S 
89°59’50”E 1291.48 feet; thence S 01°41’40”E 288.29 feet; thence along the 
North line of said tract S 89°59’50”E 712.39 feet to the West line of said Lot 
101; thence along the West line of said Lot 101 and Lot 203 N 00°13’25”E  
1757.33 feet to the North line of said Lot 203; thence S 89°20’40”E  588.53 
feet; thence continuing along said North line S 89°32’35”E  444.88 feet to 
the point of beginning and containing 95.45 acres. 

 
will be zoned and become a part of District R-1 (One-family Dwelling District). 
 

 SECTION 8. The Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is hereby amended so that the 
following described property: 
 

Tract 2 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1 and the East half of 
Section 2, Township 48 North, Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, 
being part of Lot 101 of Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, 
page 44, and part of Lot 203 of Somerset Village Plat 2 recorded in plat book 
46, page 45, and further described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Lot 101; thence along the 
Eastern boundary line of said Lot along a curve to the right having a radius of 
715.00 feet, a distance of 53.36 feet, the chord being S 22°02’20”W  53.34 
feet to the point of beginning;  
 
Thence continuing along the Eastern boundary line of said Lot along a curve 
to the right having a radius of 715.00 feet, a distance of 176.09 feet, the 
chord being S 31°13’55”W 175.64 feet; thence S 38°17’15”W 220.36 feet; 
thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 900.00 feet, a distance of 
607.96 feet, the chord being S 18°56’10”W 596.47 feet; thence leaving the 
East line of said Lot S 89°33’55”W 229.94 feet; thence along a curve to the 
right having a radius of 283.00 feet, a distance of 67.97 feet, the chord being 
N 83°33’15”W 67.81 feet; thence N 76°40’25”W 15.44 feet; thence N 
63°07’05”W 49.91 feet; thence N 26°52’55”E 136.43 feet; thence N 
07°24’00”W 83.61 feet; thence N 22°52’05”W 232.93 feet; thence N 
05°27’00”E 138.03 feet; thence N 73°22’00”E 75.89 feet; thence S 
89°58’15”E 209.19 feet; thence N 46°07’30”E 221.05 feet; thence N 
07°36’20”E 273.05 feet; thence along a non-tangent curve to the right having 
a radius of 575.00 feet, a distance of 9.80 feet, the chord being S 66°18’40”E 
 9.80 feet; thence S 65°49’20”E 348.74 feet to the point of beginning and 
containing 8.47 acres. 
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will be zoned and become a part of District O-P (Planned Office District).  Hereafter the 
property may be used for the permitted uses set forth in the statement of intent 
(“Attachment A”). 
 
 SECTION 9. The Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is hereby amended so that the 
following described property: 
 

Tract 3 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 102 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Lot 102; thence along the 
northern boundary line of said Lot along a curve to the right having a radius 
of 608.00 feet, a distance of 100.41 feet, the chord being N 85°14’55”W  
100.30 feet to the point of beginning;  
 
Thence leaving said boundary line S 00°03’55”E 130.00 feet; thence S 
05°13’35”E 61.93 feet; thence S 14°44’20”W 72.72 feet; thence S 
23°36’55”W 67.45 feet; thence S 61°49’55”W 107.99 feet; thence S 
03°41’10”E 101.81 feet; thence S 46°29’20”W 48.26 feet; thence S 
29°16’20”W 76.52 feet; thence S 06°55’05”W 96.03 feet; thence S 
07°08’10”E 24.26 feet; thence S 89°56’05”W 458.39 feet to the West line of 
said Lot 102; thence along the boundary of said Lot 102, along a non-tangent 
curve to the right having a radius of 800.00 feet, a distance of 520.10 feet, 
the chord being N 19°39’45”E 510.99 feet; thence N 38°17’15”E  220.36 feet; 
thence along a curve to the left having a radius of 815.00 feet, a distance of 
139.89 feet, the chord being N 33°22’15”E 139.72 feet; thence along a curve 
to the right having a radius of 30.00 feet, a distance of 44.89 feet, the chord 
being N 71°18’55”E 40.81 feet; thence S 65°49’20”E 104.02 feet; thence 
along a curve to the left having a radius of 608.00 feet, a distance of 155.94 
feet, the chord being S 73°10’15”E 155.51 feet to the point of beginning and 
containing 7.70 acres. 

 
will be zoned and become a part of District O-P (Planned Office District).  Hereafter the 
property may be used for the permitted uses set forth in the statement of intent 
(“Attachment B”). 
 
 SECTION 10. The Zoning District Map established and adopted by Section 29-4 of 
the Code of Ordinances of the City of Columbia, Missouri, is hereby amended so that the 
following described property: 
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Tract 4 
A tract of land located in the East half of Section 2, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 101 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southwest corner of said Lot 101; thence along the Western 
boundary line of said Lot N 01°03’25”E 595.48 feet; thence N 00°13’25”E  
45.14 feet; thence leaving said Western line along a non-tangent curve to the 
right having a radius of 149.95 feet, a distance of 33.99 feet, the chord being 
S 81°27’40”E 33.92 feet; thence S 71°32’40”E 123.63 feet; thence S 
63°07’05”E 93.62 feet; thence S 76°40’25”E 15.44 feet; thence along a curve 
to the left having a radius of 283.00 feet, a distance of 67.97 feet, the chord 
being S 83°33’15”E 67.81 feet; thence N 89°33’55”E 229.94 feet to the East 
boundary line of said Lot 101; thence along the said boundary line S 
00°26’05”E 415.78 feet; thence along a curve to the right having a radius of 
30.00 feet, a distance of 41.89 feet, the chord being S 39°33’55”W 38.57 
feet; thence S 79°33’55”W 545.45 feet to the point of beginning and 
containing 6.59 acres. 

 
Tract 5 
A tract of land located in the West half of Section 1, Township 48 North, 
Range 12 West, in Boone County, Missouri, being part of Lot 102 of 
Somerset Village Plat 1 recorded in plat book 46, page 44, and further 
described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Northeast corner of said Lot 102; thence along the boundary 
line of said Lot S 00°03’55”E 1001.15 feet; thence  along a non-tangent curve 
to the left having a radius of 815.00 feet, a distance of 63.18 feet, the chord 
being S 83°15’55”W 63.17 feet; thence S 81°02’40”W 208.68 feet; thence 
along a curve to the left having a radius of 2050.00 feet, a distance of 52.94 
feet, the chord being S 80°18’15”W 52.94 feet; thence S 79°33’55”W 416.40 
feet; thence along a curve to the right having a radius of 30.00 feet, a 
distance of 52.36 feet, the chord being N 50°26’05”W 45.96 feet; thence N 
00°26’05”W 387.56 feet; thence along a curve to the right having a radius of 
800.00 feet, a distance of 20.57 feet, the chord being N 00°18’05”E 20.57 
feet; thence leaving said boundary line N 89°56’05”E 458.39 feet; thence N 
07°08’10” W 24.28 feet; thence N 06°55’05”E 96.03 feet; thence N 
29°16’20”E 76.52 feet; thence N 46°29’20”E 48.26 feet;  thence N 
03°41’10”W 101.81 feet; thence N 61°49’55”E 107.99 feet; thence N 
23°36’55”E 67.45 feet; thence N 14°44’20”E 72.72 feet; thence N 05°13’35”W 
61.93 feet; thence N 00°03’55”W 130.00 feet to the northern boundary line of 
said Lot 102;  thence along said northern boundary line along a non-tangent 
curve to the left having a radius of 608.00 feet, a distance of 100.41 feet, the 
chord being S 85°14’55”E 100.30 feet to the point of beginning and 
containing 9.60 acres. 
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will be zoned and become a part of District C-P (Planned Commercial District).  Hereafter 
the property may be used for the permitted uses set forth in the statement of intent 
(“Attachment C”). 
 
 SECTION 11. The City Council hereby approves the terms and conditions contained 
in the statements of intent for the properties described respectively in Sections 8, 9 and 10 
above, attached hereto in substantially the same form as “Attachment A” – dated 
January 30, 2015,  “Attachment B” – dated January 30, 2015, and “Attachment C” – dated 
February 9, 2015, and made a part of this ordinance.  The statements of intent shall be 
binding on the owners until such time as the Council shall release such limitations and 
conditions on the use of the property. 
 
 SECTION 12. The City Manager is hereby authorized to execute a development 
agreement with St. Charles Road Development, LLC.  The form and content of the 
agreement shall be substantially as set forth in "Attachment D" attached hereto and made a 
part hereof as fully as if set forth herein verbatim. 
 
 SECTION 13. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage. 
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2015. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

FEBRUARY 5, 2015 
 

VI) PUBLIC HEARING & SUBDIVISION 

Case No. 14-180 and Case No. 15-30 

 A request by St. Charles Road Development (owner) to annex 127.81 acres of land into the 

City of Columbia, and to apply R-1 (One-Family Dwelling District), O-P (Planned Office District), 

and C-P (Planned Business District) as permanent City zoning and approval of a 276-lot 

preliminary plat to be known as "Somerset Village" and variances to Sections 25-42 (Block 

Length), 25-43 and 25-48.1 (Sidewalks), 25-45 (Curves), and 25-46 (Intersections) of the 

Subdivision Regulations.  The approximate 127.81-acre subject site is located on the north side of 

St. Charles Road on both the east and west sides of Battle Avenue.  The subject site is located on 

the north side of St. Charles Road, on both sides of Battle Avenue.  (The annexation and 

permanent zoning request was tabled at the October 23 and November 20, 2014 and January 8, 

2015 Planning Commission meetings.)  

 DR. PURI:  May we have a staff report, please? 

 Staff report was given by Mr. Pat Zenner of the Planning and Development Department.   

 Staff recommends approval of the requested permanent zoning subject to the revision of the 

uses to the Statement of Intent (SOI) for Tracts 4 and 5 as recommended by staff.   

 Staff recommends approval of the proposed preliminary plat and the requested variances as 

articulated in the applicant's variance letter. 

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any question of Mr. Zenner?  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I had a small one.  I just want to be sure I understood clearly about the TDD.  Is 

that -- I heard mention of a property tax component? 

 MR. ZENNER:  There would be an assessment to those properties within the established TDD 

per the development agreement, and that assessment is to cover, in essence, the traffic impact -- 75 

percent of the traffic impact charge over the 30 years. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Going forward, will there be a sales tax component? 

 MR. ZENNER:  The TDD does have a sales tax component, and that would basically be in 

addition, so the per-square-foot cost is what's being amortized, in essence.  The actual TDD charge, 

which would be managed by the City, would be the permanent tax on the property. 

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  Dr. Puri.  Mr. Zenner, thank you for that.  That was quite a report.  Thank you for 

the -- being so thorough.  I'm concerned about Battle Avenue and as far as how it's used during school 

hours, if that will coincide, and if the traffic engineer took into consideration business hours versus school 

hours, which, for high school, is right around 9:00 entrance time and 4:00 exit time.  And then my other 
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question was as far as for the residential area, exits to the east or will everybody be using Battle Avenue 

as far as how they're going to access St. Charles Road? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Well, all of the development -- and let me -- let me deal with the second question 

first.  All of the development will be coming back down Battle, so yes.  It will be coming either out Spartan, 

which is the principal -- will be the secondary roundabout to distribute traffic, and that is why the 

extension of Battle north to Mexico Gravel is so important.  But in the interim, without that connection, 

everything will flow back down to Battle and the -- or down Battle to St. Charles.  The installation of the 

traffic circle is to alleviate the congestion-related issues so traffic can better flow out of the northern 

portion and then be distributed back out on St. Charles Road either east or west.  It functions far better, 

according to our traffic engineers, a roundabout will than the signal.  Now, the road design and taking into 

consideration the individual -- the hours of operation of the commercial development as compared 

against the school, as each individual site plan comes in, the access points and how we manage that, if 

they're right-in/right-outs, if they're three-quarter, or they're full accesses, that will have to be determined 

based on the traffic generation out of each of the individual commercial or office tracts.  The road today is 

not built to its ultimate capacity.  It is a two-lane road that was -- that's in a 100-foot-wide road right-of-

way that was acquired.  The traffic circles, as they are proposed right now, show a single lane of traffic 

going around them.  The traffic engineer has indicated, and it is within the development agreement, that 

the traffic circles will need to be analyzed to accommodate dual-lane circular motion around them in order 

to deal with the increased flow in traffic, which is likely to occur over time.  So, I mean, we are looking 

beyond the immediate and the road was designed to look beyond the immediate as many of our new 

roads are.  They'll have to be improved at the time that that demand is created, and that's part of why the 

construction of the TDD and then the taxes that would be taken in on that is being considered because 

we have to figure out to fund it, but it has been and it will be reviewed on each individual submission.  The 

subdivision itself, the 272 lots, if we did nothing more than the subdivision today and did none of the 

improvements that are proposed to Battle or St. Charles, it would function.  And that -- it was -- we 

evaluated that very early on because really the delay that this project has experienced has been trying to 

work out the details with the plan zones.  So we wouldn't have to do anything if we were just developing a 

residential subdivision.  However, the improvements that are being -- that have been agreed to will 

definitely improve the current operational characteristics of this area, and then we have the ability to 

accommodate future growth through the expansion of the roadway and potentially the design of those 

traffic circles to accommodate additional dual-turning -- or dual-movements around them. 

 MS. BURNS:  Thank you.  I'm just thinking about, again, inexperienced high-school drivers trying 

to navigate a dual traffic circle, and that's a challenge. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Well, we'll have -- we'll have Paris driving school, probably, at some point. 

 MS. BURNS:  Okay.   

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  Maybe building on Ms. Burns' comments, I'm -- I very much appreciate all the thought 

that's gone into the streets and pedestrian circulation within the residential development, but I have to 
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admit I'm a little bit concerned that the plans appear to only show one pedestrian crossing on Battle, and 

I'm wondering where traffic circles fall on the scale of safe crossings for safe routes to schools, especially 

if they to go dual lane.   

 MR. ZENNER:  That is a very good question and I can't answer that for you.  What I can tell you 

is is that the crossing that is to the north of the bus lane for the new elementary school that has been -- 

it's been designed in such a manner -- and let me use a different project.  We have got a signalized 

crossing at the new southwest elementary school on Scott Boulevard, which will be a four-lane road, as 

well, ultimately.  This particular -- at this particular junction -- juncture, it was not believed necessary to 

have a signalized crossing and, therefore, it was not recommended by our traffic engineers.  It has, 

however, been contemplated that we may, based on the growth of traffic within this particular area, need 

to do a pedestrian crossover.  And included within the design options associated with where the 

pedestrian crossing is just north of the bus lane, there is sufficient space, according to our traffic 

engineers, to be able to get a crossing -- a bridge that crosses over, similar to what we have at MU, to 

where you could come over, get back down on either side of the future right-of-way.  It's been placed far 

enough back and the spacing would allow for it to ramp back down.  Traffic circles themselves, because 

of the nature of slowing traffic down versus signalized or just signed intersections, typically would be -- 

would be the deterrent as it relates to speeding.  And I think if I were to ask our traffic engineers to give 

me a calculation of the safety associated with traffic circles, it probably -- they probably would come 

across very high -- higher than regular signalized intersections with just crossings.  Now, I don't know 

where we would be putting them, and that's something that from the design of the infrastructure 

improvements as they are made, I'm sure we will to get to that as well.  And the subdivision plats, again, 

have to come back to the Commission, as well as the design plans.  So I would imagine we will have 

another opportunity to get a little bit deeper into that when we have actual physical design improvements 

for each land use. 

 MS. LOE:  So the PUD requirements require that the plan show the location and size of 

pedestrian ways.   

 MR. ZENNER:  It will -- 

 MS. LOE:  Are we seeing that now or will we see that again? 

 MR. ZENNER:  We will likely -- based on what we're doing here, we -- you have to provide 

circulation, pedestrian and -- pedestrian circulation within a planned district today.  So often we're -- you 

know, often we don't end up with projects that are adjacent to schools and, therefore, you're not seeing 

peripheral off-site pedestrian improvements.  Given where this property is located and what is around it, I 

am -- I would be fairly confident to say you will get something more.  We are maybe hypersensitive to that 

at this point.  Sidewalks will be required on both sides of Battle.  Where we choose to cross them to be 

able to get from one side to the other -- and I see your point being the only crossing is well north of the 

commercial and then would be down at where St. Charles Road is, we may need mid-block crossings.  

And those are something that are far more, I guess, design driven as it relates to the adjacent land uses 

that occur when they occur.  So it's difficult to say will we see one further down towards the secondary or 

the principal -- I wouldn't say the principal access, but the secondary access into the residential, which is  
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right between the corner commercial and the O-P.  Will there be something at this particular location 

where we come mid-block between the Battle and St. Charles traffic circle and the Spartan-Battle traffic 

circle with another crossing.  I can't tell you because we don't know what the actual development is. 

 MS. LOE:  Okay.  I'm just -- I'm thinking – 

 MR. ZENNER:  Ahead. 

 MS. LOE:  -- teen-aged students.  We're assuming family in the R-1.  If I'm living in that southern 

west wing, I'm not going to hike a block, block and a half north to use some crossing to get home.  I'm not 

going to do that as a – 

 MR. ZENNER:  Adult. 

 MS. LOE:  -- middle-aged adult-- no -- let alone a teen-aged kid. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Or you drive your student to school.  But, you know -- and – 

 MS. LOE:  Which is against our Columbia Imagination, which I can quote to you if you need me 

to.  Interconnectivity -- it also says interconnectivity between residential and commercial, so I just -- I feel 

we're not really reinforcing a multimodal connection at that commercial location either.  I'm assuming this 

is going to be a bit of a transportation hub in that it's on the boundary of the city, and that hopefully if 

people are living downtown and working outside, you know, I expect to see where the bus stops are and 

that there's crossing in conjunctions with those so we have people really using these. 

 MR. ZENNER:  Failed -- failed to acknowledge the development agreement also includes bus-

stop provision within the project at the request of our transit -- the transit department.  Our trails folks for -

- Ted Curtis, who deals with our pedestrian -- bicycle-pedestrian related matters out of our Public Works 

staff, did indicate that the -- a pedway does need to be provided along the southern boundary of the 

property as it comes up.  So pedway will be a requirement through the construction or reconstruction of 

St. Charles Road along the tract -- what would be tract number 4, and that likely, because the pedway is 

on the north side of St. Charles, south side of this development, as St. Charles Road is redeveloped 

along the frontage of this property, that pedway would be extended.  Sidewalks and shared trail 

alignments also would be being looked at on Battle Avenue, as well.  So there -- again, there are a 

number of things that are in flux just based on the fact that we don't have site-specific development plans.  

And as they approach the connectivity issues that you're desiring, get to be a little bit more elaborated 

because we're flushing out -- or fleshing out all of the different aspects of the development at that point.  

How do you connect your subdivision sidewalk system back into the commercial development to allow for 

walkability.  And that's -- I know that's what you're driving at and that's -- we have to let the development 

mature to be able to determine where we're going to be able to get those connections.  Sidewalks are 

required throughout the project with the exception of where the variances have been asked for to do dual 

sidewalks, but we will always have a sidewalk network that is -- that makes sense and is not putting the 

pedestrian in any greater danger.  That's one reason why we have tried -- there is no practical reason to 

put a -- two sidewalks two feet apart from each other along Battle and Merrick (ph.), and that's why that 

variance was requested because that's how the design requirements would result in it occurring.  But   

we'll -- we're definitely ensuring and the developer has shown through what they've wanted to do to it thus 
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far that that's their intention and our regs will require it, other than what we modify here this evening. 

DR. PURI:  Anyone else?  Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I just had a couple questions.  You made reference, and I was kind of -- just 

maybe clarification.  I was under the understanding that the St. Charles Road improvements would be 

along Lots 4 and 5.  You made reference to just 4 to Ms. Loe, but it's 4 and 5.  Correct? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Four and five.  All of St. Charles Road will need to be improved. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Along this applicant's property line.  Okay.  I assume -- and I don't know the 

distance, and maybe it's just for my own personal knowledge.  Assuming 4 or 5, the use allows -- the 

Statement of Intent allows alcohol, is the distance from Lots 4 and 5 appropriate from a high school and an 

elementary school for an alcoholic, you know, use?  I don't know what that distance is. 

 MR. ZENNER:  And I would say -- I was about to say I know -- I know the distance -- I believe I 

know the distance, roughly, for a church to a – 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right. 

 MR. ZENNER:  -- bar or something of that nature, and I believe it measured door-to-door.  It is not 

measured as the crow flies. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Or property lines? 

 MR. ZENNER:  Yeah.  Or to property lines.  So given the fact that you're likely going to get a  

C-store at this particular location that will sell beer, as well as other beverages and food, I would be 

surprised if it's not considered appropriate.  Legal representation here from the developer's side may be 

able to answer that, if Ryan Moehlman can't for us from the City. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I understand. 

 MR. ZENNER:  I just -- I can't remember the distance.  I apologize. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  No.  And it just -- you know, I assumed it was asked or it was reviewed.  Just 

it makes -- you know, being that close to a school maybe not an appropriate use, but anyway.  My third 

question is, and it maybe to build off Mr. Reichlin's question, a City-managed TDD is just that, that the City 

will pick the board, the directors, the board members.  They'll pick the rates that the TDD -- not random 

rates, but, you know, we have flexibility within our TDDs for rates.  They would pick the projects that the 

TDD is going to fund for future.  The City is in -- and, for example, would a board member be a City 

employee or would a developer have a seat on that board that is managed by the City? 

 MR. ZENNER:  I'm going to let Mr. Moehlman review that with you all since he reviewed this 

portion of the development agreement 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  The concept of a City-controlled TDD, so basically the basic setup   and 

-- and I have to admit that this -- part of these -- the components that are still being worked through, you 

know, on the detail level, but the concept is that the property owners appoint a person to act as a 

representative of the property.  But as part of that appointment, they have agreed to -- to appoint a person 

designated by the City.  So it is a -- the possibility of a City employee to be that particular designee is 

probably highly likely.  You often see high-level management staff serving on these types of board of other 

communities.  That's probably what would be contemplated here, so -- so that way, the board member is  
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accountable to -- ultimately, to the City.  So that way, City policies are -- are being advanced on the TDD 

board.  So that's generally the setup where – 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Is there a set number of members -- board members or seats? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  I believe it's five. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  That's minimum and maximum or – 

 MR. COLBERT:  You have to have at least five – 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  Yeah. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The minimum is five? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  The minimum is five.  I think that's probably where we would – 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So in that example five, you might have three seats being held by people 

from the ownership, if you want to call it, of the property, and the other – 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Flip it. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Flip it. 

 MR. MOELHMAN:  Yeah. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  And those would be City employees or appointees of the City? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  That's -- that is a generally seen way to do a City-managed TDD where 

the -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Majority -- 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  --- majority are appointed by the City, generally the mayor. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  But there are at least some representatives from the ownership on the seats, 

too? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  It's generally the – 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Not majority vote, but could? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  Generally, it's a good idea to have a developer representation and 

property-owner representation on those boards. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I think it's critical because, obviously, they have a lot of involvement and 

stake in it, and they should have a -- at least, maybe not a majority, but at least a stake on the -- at the 

table, so – 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yes. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  That seems -- is this first one that's City managed for us and within the City 

that we have? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  I believe it is. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  My experience is all not -- 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  I -- I have not been -- 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  -- privately -- 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  -- familiar with something where -- where the City is holding a majority of the 

positions on a board.  I think it's more developer driven. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right.  That's my experience, too. 
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 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yeah.  And I think the primary purpose of that is that the goals of the TDD    

are -- are much larger than this particular project.  This kind of addresses the entire northeast area and -- 

and a funding mechanism to do some broader projects, primarily including the extension of Battle north to 

Mexico Gravel Road. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Right.  And, primarily, this would probably be the heart of the ability with the 

retail or the components that are in those lots 4 and 5 and 2 and 3? 

 MR. MOEHLMAN:  Yes. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  So -- thank you.  I have one last question, and this is more of a technical 

question.  Are you looking for us to split this up into two motions? 

 MR. ZENNER:  We would like to have two, one obviously – 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  With the annex first and – 

 MR. ZENNER:  The annex and the permanent zoning with the staff recommendation of the use 

modification, if necessary, and then, obviously, the plat. 

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, are there any other questions of the staff?   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 

 DR. PURI:  Anybody wishing to speak on this, please approach the podium.  Three minutes. 

 MR. WOLVERTON:  Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, my name is Rob Wolverton.  I 

live at 2504 St. Regis Court, Columbia, Missouri 65203.  I'm a member of St. Charles Road Development, 

and I'm here tonight to represent our development and our plans.  The background of this project is is that 

St. Charles Road Development is the developer of the project we're calling Somerset Village.  The original 

project that we had was 284 acres.  We've since sold 84 acres to the Columbia Public Schools for -- which 

is now Battle High School.  We've sold an additional 32 acres for Battle Elementary School.  We've sold 

another 30 acres for a City park, and then there's about 11 acres that will be road -- that's road right-of-

way for Battle Avenue.  So that leaves the remaining 127 acres of which is Somerset Village.  We have 

several areas when we're planning a property like this that we take into consideration.  The first thing that 

we look at as the developer is the market needs, and we have -- we have short-term market needs and we 

have long-term market needs.  We see this project as probably a 20- to 25-year project.  If you -- if you 

look historically at when Rock Bridge High School was developed, the commercial area around Rock 

Bridge High School didn't really develop until -- until the 1990s and Rock Bridge High School opened in the 

early 1970s.  So we -- we don't think that this is going to develop quickly.  This is going to be a long-term 

project and one of the advantages of having the planned commercial districts and the planned O-P 

districts is that it gives us a little bit of flexibility to move with the market and to do what's needed at the 

time that the market is asking for it.  The second thing that we look at is -- is whatever we do, we want to 

do it -- we want to be respectful to our existing neighbors.  We don't want to have any more negative 

impact than we have to on the existing neighborhoods.  We don't want to do anything that's going to 

devalue anybody else's property, and we just want to be, in general, respectful to the needs of the 

neighborhoods.  And we have met with the Copper Creek Neighborhood Association, and so they're 

aware of what's going on with this property.  The next thing we look at are the natural features of the  
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property.  This property really is not -- there is nothing really incredibly unique about this property.  It's -- 

it's mainly farmland and has been farmed for many years.  The biggest feature of this property is the -- is 

the adjacent Lake of the Woods Golf Course, and we are -- we are working with the Parks Department to 

enhance one of the lakes on the golf course to use that for our storm-water drainage, but also use that for 

irrigation of the golf course.  And we're working with them on tree preservation and making sure that we 

are respectful of the golf course and make sure that we don't have any negative impact on the golf course.  

The next thing we looked at is the Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  The -- I believe that that commission 

was done in 2006, Pat; is that correct?  2010.  Okay.  So when Battle High School -- when this area was 

picked for Battle High School, the -- the Columbia Planning and Zoning Commission joined with the -- the 

County Planning and Zoning Commission and did about a year-long study, I believe, and that study -- what 

they produced is the Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  And in this area plan, it was -- it was an advisory 

document that kind of just gave a general overall look as to how they saw this area developing in the 

future.  And so we -- we did our best to -- to comply with that and we believe that the -- that our request 

does comply with the Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  The fifth thing that we looked at is in 2012 -- 

October 2012, the Boone County Commission published a traffic study that was done by a profession firm 

called Crawford, Bunte, and Brammeier.  And in this traffic study, they identified roadway improvements 

that would be needed throughout the entire area to work through the Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  And 

as Mr. Zenner said, it applied fees to different types of zoning and different types of properties.  And so  

we -- when we were designing this project, we were taking that into consideration, as well, and how we 

could be a part of participating in the cost and the overall development of the infrastructure in the entire 

area.  When we break down the project, the property in the yellow is our single-family residential property.  

That's approximately 95 acres, and there's roughly 260 homes that are expected to be in that area.  The -- 

we have eight acres that's in the green, and that's the O-P property that we anticipate will be some sort of 

a low-density multifamily property or some sort of a low-density office use.  Across the street from that in 

the blue, we have approximately seven acres, which, if that is developed as multifamily property, there 

would be a maximum of 138 living units on that, which we felt that would be appropriate for a more dense 

apartment-style project that would be next to the high school and next to a commercial area.  And then the 

area in the red is 15 acres of commercial -- of planned commercial property. 

 DR. PURI:  You've got a minute left.  Do you want to wrap up and hit the highlights?  

 MR. WOLVERTON:  Sure. 

 DR. PURI:   I think the staff did a pretty good explaining all of those things. 

 MR. WOLVERTON:  Okay.  I'll make this quick then.  So in our planning considerations, we tried 

to take into consideration all of the different studies and all the plans that were done, the traffic study in the 

Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  And our main emphasis of needing to move forward at this point is that 

the County and City leadership has -- they've determined that it's best that the high school and the 

elementary school actually be in the City.  And so we are contiguous with the City at this point, and so in 

order for them to annex into the City, we have to annex.  And so that's why we have urgency at this point 

to annex is because we want to bring the schools in, as well, and then we want to go ahead and zone our  
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property at the same time.  We believe our plan fits in with the Northeast Columbia Area Plan.  We believe 

our plan is respectful and identifies what's needed in the Boone County traffic study, and we are working 

through our traffic study and our funding.  And what -- there are several projects out there.  When you see 

the column on the right, the identified projects, which is the Battle Avenue extension, the rebuilding of St. 

Charles Road frontage along -- including a roundabout, the installation of a roundabout at Battle Avenue 

and Spartan Drive, and all the interior roads and access within the neighborhood, we will build that 100 

percent.  There will be no City investment in that.  There will be no County investment in that.  And so what 

we're asking for is for credit for our costs that we incur in those things is for credit towards the fees that we 

would otherwise pay towards the overall development of the area.  The road detail, Mr. Zenner already 

went through all of those things, and again we're paying 100 percent of the costs that are needed, and 

whatever -- whatever improvements are needed over time that are not directly adjacent to our property, 

that's where the TDD comes in and that's where we will be providing funding that will go into the TDD 

which then will be controlled by the City to be used for future traffic improvements.  I have a project team 

here with me tonight.  Jay Gebhardt is a civil engineer with A Civil Group.  I also have Caleb Colbert, who 

is with Brown, Willbrand, and we are here to answer your questions.  So if you have any questions of me, 

I'll be happy to answer them; otherwise, I'll turn it over to the rest of my team. 

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, any questions of this speaker?  Ms. Burns? 

 MS. BURNS:  How many neighbors occupy Copper Creek? 

 MR. WOLVERTON:  Yeah.  Those are -- those are one-acre lots, and they're on the east side of 

Battle High School, I would guess somewhere in the neighborhood of 40 to 50 homes in there. 

 MS. BURNS:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Any other questions?  Thank you. 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Good evening.  My name is Jay Gebhardt.  I'm a civil engineer, and I own a 

company called A Civil Group and it's at 3401 Broadway Business Park Court.  I want to thank Tim and 

Pat and their staff.  They made our job real easy tonight.  It's one hell of a staff report.  I'm sure it took a lot 

of time to do that, so I really appreciate that.  I'm going to flip through and I'm just going to just stick on my 

overview because they did such a good job, most of the points were covered.  But I did want to point out 

that I'm very fortunate to be working for the St. Charles Road people because I've been working on this 

piece of land since 2002, and it's taken a lot of time to get to this point, and there's been a lot of thought 

and effort gone into this plan.  And one of the things that I'm really happy about is how we've been able to 

work with the City to accomplish some mutual goals.  One of those things is with the Parks and Rec 

Department and their Lake of the Woods Golf Course.  They have a lake that they use for irrigation and as 

part of our storm water, we would have had to do detention and possibly dry up their pond that would have 

been downstream of it.  So we've gone into cooperation with them to do some modifications to their lake to 

do the detention at that point and not impact their ability to irrigate the golf course.  We've also -- you 

notice we don't have a clubhouse and a swimming pool and those types of things here because we have 

that right there at Lake of the Woods.  And we have built a pedestrian connection in the southwest corner 

of ours so that people in the neighborhood can go down and connect down to the facilities that are  
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provided by the City.  And pedestrian access through this is very important, and I'm glad you guys brought 

that up tonight.  And one of the things that Pat maybe didn't talk about as clearly is these roundabouts, the 

way they're designed is, you really cross one lane at a time and then there's pedestrian refuge because of 

all the diverting islands that are in these things, so the roundabouts are really pretty friendly for crossing 

because you only have to look at one lane of traffic to cross, whereas that's not the case at a signalized 

intersection necessarily because people are turning left and all the different movements that occur there.  

So having the roundabouts put in, especially at Spartan, I think will make that a good place to cross.  And 

then it's -- it's really a balancing act between the needs of the arterial street and mid-block crossings.  

We've decided that we do need a mid-block crossing for the elementary school and we've agreed to that.  

Whether we need another mid-block between the two roundabouts is yet to be determined and I think 

that's what Pat was saying.  The other thing that's really -- as Pat said, this is a unique plan is we're using 

what I -- they call them access roads in the City Code, but it -- I call them frontage roads.  And along 

Spartan on the north side and then along the west side of Battle, instead of having that typical house back 

up to those major roads with a row of fence that don't match and all that, we've turned the house and 

we've faced them to the street.  You know, they have their own little street in front of that that they can 

back out into and drive and get access to, so they're not using Battle, but they'll front Battle and put their 

front toward the main roads, which I think will be a lot better appearance and you won't have those -- well, 

pick a road, a major road in south Columbia, and we won't have that look.  We'll have more of a 

neighborhood -- what I consider a neighborhood look where it's people's homes when you drive by.  And I 

think will do -- go a long way in having a lot more respect for the pedestrian ways on both sides of the 

street.  So having said that, I'm going to buzz through this – 

 DR. PURI:  Your three minutes are over.  We've got you four minutes.   

 MR. GEBHARDT:  Okay.  All right. 

 DR. PURI:  Any questions for this speaker, Commissioners? 

 MR. GEBHARDT:  I'll let Caleb go. 

 MR. COLBERT:  Good evening.  Caleb Colbert, 601 East Broadway.  I am one of the attorneys for 

St. Charles Road Development.  My comments essentially will be limited to the development agreement 

and the infrastructure costs, and Mr. Zenner did cover a lot of this already, so I'm going to skip ahead.  He 

had mentioned the fee schedule that came out of the 2012 traffic study.  If you work those numbers out 

based on what we anticipate will actually be constructed at this project, the development share of the 

traffic infrastructure cost will be about $7.6 million.  Of that amount, St. Charles Road Development will 

contribute $5.7 million.  The City or the public will contribute the other $1.9 million.  So the two options that 

essentially we're working with here are either constructing the road improvements at our own costs or 

financing through the TDD.  We're going to construct actually $3 million worth of roads, but we're going to 

get credit for $2.2 million worth of the roads, and then the remaining three and a half million will be 

financed through the TDD.  As it was previously mentioned, the TDD will include the nonresidential parts 

of our development.  It will generate revenue through special assessments, property taxes, sales taxes, 

and it will irrevocably and unconditionally pledge all of those revenues to the City.  The City then, in turn,  
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will use those revenues for road projects in the study area, the 1,800-acre area.  So it won't be limited to 

infrastructure projects in our development, it will actually be the entire area.  Head through -- and the term 

of that agreement is 30 years, so this will -- this is, obviously, a long-term agreement.  Here's a list of the 

road projects that we are going to complete, and I won't read through all these, but, obviously, the big one 

is we're going to rebuild a portion of St. Charles Road.  And Pat already covered a lot of what I was going 

to talk about on the development agreement, so if you have any questions about the TDD, I'm more than 

happy to answer those.  I'm not the expert from Kansas City, but I'm more than happy to do my best. 

 DR PURI:  Commissioners?  Yes, Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Was your TDD a half a cent or a half a percent? 

 MR. COLBERT:  Half a cent. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Half a cent. 

 MR. COLBERT:  Yeah. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  If you could go back to that slide that shows total cost, you know, that -- so you use 

that $7.6 million development share of traffic study improvements, so $5.7 is the St. Charles Road 

development portion.  So out of that $5.7, you're looking for the TDD for $3.5 million? 

 MR. COLBERT:  That is correct. 

 DR. PURI:  And then $2.2 million in credits, you're doing, so taxpayers are picking up $1.9? 

 MR. COLBERT:  That is correct. 

 DR. PURI:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MR. COLBERT:  Thank you. 

 DR. PURI:  Anybody else wishing to speak on this matter?  No one. 

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 

 DR. PURI:  Commissioners, discussion?  Mr. Strodtman.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I'll go ahead and start off.  You know, I'm planning on supporting this project.  

You know, I think it's a -- a strong project, well worked between the applicant and the City.  You know, I 

think the developer just showed us the improvements, the off-site improvements and the cost to those, and 

how much of that is being contributed.  And I just compliment the group being able to work that out without 

being forced to do some type of trip generation tax or something of that nature, so I appreciate doing -- be 

able to do that.  And I definitely love the homes -- I'm glad that that was explained, that the homes are 

facing Battle as opposed to the traditional picket fences that we see throughout Columbia, so that will be 

nice.  And I think they will be more a part of the community as part of -- as opposed to just, you know, I 

back up to Battle High School, so I think that -- and the landscaping with the trees between the curb and 

the sidewalk is positive, so I'm very complimentary to this project and I plan on supporting it. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Thank you.  Well, I plan on supporting this project.  It's been a long time coming.  

There's nothing that makes more sense than having residential near school facilities.  It's -- the 

coexistence of the two seems to be successful in any of the areas I've seen this occur.  It's hard to say  
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what kind of commercial or office we'll have going out there over the years, but, obviously, it's going to 

save somebody a drive to the St. Charles area and the Lake of the Woods Road area, so it appears to be 

win-win, to paraphrase Mr. Stanton, and I'm very happy to see it coming to fruition. 

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Burns, go ahead. 

 MS. BURNS:  I have concerns about this project.  I would hope that the developers, as they go 

forth with this, consider what exists out there.  I don't think you can use Rock Bridge High School as a 

benchmark for 25 years of development.  Columbia continues to grow and I think this area will grow at a 

much faster rate than what Rock Bridge and the south area grew.  The roundabouts scare me.  I want 

complete consideration of the inexperienced drivers at Battle High School, as well as the hot moments of 

drop-off and pickup at the elementary school, so I would appreciate some consideration -- the utmost 

consideration for those issues. 

 DR. PURI:  Ms. Loe? 

 MS. LOE:  I think this project has a lot of potential.  I think it's very exciting.  It's bringing a lot of 

elements together.  I think a lot of consideration has gone into it.  I just -- I've heard some promises 

tonight, and I hope that consideration continues to pull it together.  I think it could be extremely successful 

if things are done right, and it sounds like thought -- there's some real thought being given to it, so I have 

high hopes. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Lee?   

 MR. LEE:  No. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Tillotson? 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I kind of echo all the things that's been said.  I tend to support it.  I think it's a 

good project.  I think it will be fun to see over the next several years that we see these faces in front of us 

again many times, I'm sure, as this project works itself out, so I do intend to support it. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Stanton? 

 MR. STANTON:  I’m ready -- (inaudible). 

 DR. PURI:  Can you speak in the mike so she can transcribe? 

 MR. STANTON:  I said I'm ready to put my vote where my mouth is -- or mouth where my vote is, 

whatever.  I'm ready to make a motion on it. 

 DR. PURI:  All right.  Then go ahead and make a motion. 

 MR. STANTON:  I move on Case 15-30 that we approve the preliminary plat known as Somerset 

Village. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I think we have to do the – 

 MS. LOE:  We have to do the annexation – 

 DR. PURI:  Annexation needs to be first, the plat is second anyway, so – 

 MR. STANTON:  Oh, yeah.  Okay.  The annexation of Somerset Village – 

 DR. PURI:  Based on those exceptions that Mr. Zenner said? 

 MR. STANTON:  Right.   

 DR. PURI:  That's a mouthful, Mr. Zenner, with all of the exceptions and the – 
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MR. ZENNER:  Apply it by just saying subject to staff's recommendation. 

 DR. PURI:  Yeah.  So let's vote on the annexation first.  That's what -- that's the first motion. 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Did we get a second? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Do we need a second. 

 DR. PURI:  Yeah.  Yeah. 

 MR. STANTON:  I can reword that if this needs to be clear. 

 DR. PURI:  We have a professional secretary here.  Who is going to second? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I'll second the motion. 

 DR. PURI:  Mr. Reichlin second. 

 MR STRODTMAN:  With that compliment, I'll do roll call for Case 14-180.     

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Burns, Mr. Lee, 

Ms. Loe, Dr. Puri, Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson.  Motion carries 8-0.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  The motion for Case 14-180 is approved and will be forwarded to City 

Council. 

 DR. PURI:  Okay.  Next item is going to be the subdivision portion, so Commissioners, anybody 

with a motion?  Mr. Tillotson? 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I'll motion to approve Case 15-30 with the recommendation of staff and 

requested variances as articulated in the applicant's variance letter. 

 DR. PURI:  Very well worded, Mr. Tillotson.  

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Second. 

 DR. PURI:  And Mr. Strodtman, second? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Yes, sir.   

 DR. PURI:  Roll call, please? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  For Case 15-30. 

 Roll Call Vote (Voting "yes" is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Burns, Mr. Lee, 

Ms. Loe, Dr. Puri, Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Stanton, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson.  Motion carries 8-0. 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  Case 15-30, a recommendation for approval will be forwarded to City 

Council. 






