City Council Minutes — 5/5/08 Meeting
MINUTES
CITY COUNCIL MEETING — COLUMBIA, MISSOURI
MAY 5, 2008

INTRODUCTORY

The City Council of the City of Columbia, Missouri met for a regular meeting at 7:00
p.m. on Monday, May 5, 2008, in the Council Chambers of the City of Columbia, Missouri.
The roll was taken with the following results: Council Members SKALA, WADE, NAUSER,
HOPPE, HINDMAN, STURTZ and JANKU were present. The City Manager, City Counselor,
City Clerk and various Department Heads were also present.
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

The minutes of the regular meeting of April 21, 2008 were approved unanimously by
voice vote on a motion by Mr. Wade and a second by Mr. Skala.
APPROVAL AND ADJUSTMENT OF AGENDA INCLUDING CONSENT AGENDA

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

SPECIAL ITEMS

P.R.I.D.E. Safety Award.

Mayor Hindman noted Kristina Vellema was the first winner of the City’s P.R.I.D.E.
(Promoting and Recognizing Individuals Dedicated to Excellence) Safety program, which was
awarded to employees who notice safety problems and submit solutions. He explained Ms.
Vellema was an Environmental Health Specialist in the Health Department and her
suggestion would help citizens safely dispose of used medical syringes reducing needle
sticks to solid waste collectors and recycling employees. The City would purchase containers
for free distribution at the City/County Health Department and when the container was full,
the individual would bring it back to the Health Department for appropriate disposal. The
program would be advertised and promoted to local physicians and pharmacists. This would
reduce the potential for workers compensation claims, help workers feel more comfortable
with handling solid waste, and encourage safe disposal throughout the community. He
pointed out they were recognizing Ms. Vellema for this idea and the Health Department would
be receiving a monetary award as well. Mayor Hindman recognized Ms. Browning, Mr.
Worley, Ms. Perry, and Mr. Hampton as they were also involved in this P.R.I.D.E. Safety
program and presented Ms. Vellema the award.

Ms. Browning stated they were proud of Ms. Vellema as this had a good benefit to

public health and safety.

SCHEDULED PUBLIC COMMENT

Jeff Stack - Missouri's Death Penalty.
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Jeff Stack, 112 Spring Valley, stated he was speaking on behalf of many Columbians
who were urging the Council, as their elected local officials, to pass a resolution supporting a
study of Missouri’s death penalty with a moratorium on executions while the study took place.
So far, 66 people had been executed since 1989, which was the fourth most of any U.S.
State, and in the coming months, some of the 50 plus people who were currently living under
a death sentence could be given execution dates as well. He believed this was an issue that
affected everyone. A lot of red flags had been raised by journalists, academic researchers
and government officials with legitimate concerns about the death penalty to include the fact
there had been wrongful convictions. He pointed out 129 people across the Country had
been wrongly convicted and later exonerated to include three people in Missouri. He
commented that the death penalty had too often been reserved disproportionately for African-
Americans, impoverished individuals and people who were mentally retarded and ill. For
those reasons, they felt a moratorium was essential. He noted 1,300 Columbians had signed
a petition urging the Council to support such measure and that he would leave it for the
record. He explained there had also been an effort to gather moratorium resolutions from
entities throughout the community. Almost 90 had been endorsed by different groups and
houses of worship, businesses, etc. In addition, about 300 entities had endorsed such
resolutions around the State. He pointed out Columbia would not be unique in considering
this kind of resolution as there were 150 city councils and county commissions across the
nation that had passed such resolutions. In Missouri, Columbia would be second as St. Louis
City was the first. He believed Columbia should be involved because it was an issue that
affected them all emotionally. He thought Columbia prided itself as being an enlightened
community, so it was troubling to think of people being executed. He noted a gentleman by
the name of Roy Roberts was executed, who he believed was wrongly convicted. He
commented that the expense was something that needed to be considered as well. They did
not know how expensive it was to have the death penalty in Missouri when compared to life
without the possibility of parole, which was the other punishment available for first degree
murder. He pointed out Kansas found it was 30 percent more expensive to pursue a death
sentence and other states had found it to be four or five times more expensive. He stated
that was money being siphoned away from needed resources in local communities, such as
youth services, crime prevention, community policing, housing, etc. He noted the Public
Defender Commission found there would be a $1.5 million savings for them alone if there
was no death penalty. They did not know how expensive it was for the Prosecutor’s Office or
the Attorney General’'s Office as they were not forthcoming with this information. He stated
he hoped the Council would consider passing such a resolution. He also asked those who

were in support of this action to stand and about 10-15 people stood.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

B82-08 Rezoning property located on the northeast corner of Old Highway 63 and
Alfred Street from R-1 to O-P: approving the Landmark Hospital O-P Development
Plan: setting forth conditions for approval.

The bill was given third reading by the Clerk.
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Mr. Watkins noted this item was tabled at the last meeting and explained it would
rezone property from R-1 to O-P and authorize the construction of a 42 bed, 32,000 square
foot long term acute care hospital. At its March 20, 2008 meeting, the Planning and Zoning
Commission made two recommendations. One was approval of the rezoning, by a vote of 5-
3, subject to the allowed uses and other provisions of the proposed statement of intent. The
other was approval of the O-P development plan, by a vote of 6-2, subject to several
conditions, which included the appearance of the building being in conformance with the
architectural renderings presented, the subject property and land to the east to be used for
stormwater management features being platted prior to the issuance of any building permits,
the developer, at his cost, extending a water line from East Walnut Street to the subject site,
and the section of Alfred Street, adjacent to the subject property, being improved to curb and
gutter local residential standards prior to any occupancy permit being granted.

Mr. Teddy stated that during the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing process,
the general opinion among the Commissioners was that the use, site plan and economic
development benefits were good. As indicated, however, a minority of Commissioners felt it
was the right thing in the wrong place, so the debate was generally with regard to the location
versus the site plan.

Mr. Skala understood one of the reasons this had been tabled was due a forthcoming
traffic study and asked for the differences between the traffic study sited in the staff report
and the latest traffic study. Mr. Teddy explained a letter was submitted on behalf of the
applicant seeking a waiver from a detailed traffic study and staff granted the waiver. He
commented that they did not have any specific requirement in the ordinances indicating an O-
P development had to submit a traffic study, but noted they were required on a discretionary
basis. Although they did not do a detailed study, they did provide information on sight
distance, particularly from the proposed access point on Old 63, and the estimated peak hour
trip generation in comparison to a hypothetical R-1 zoned development. The traffic study
received by Council during the past week was commissioned by a citizen of the
neighborhood and looked at the sight distance conditions off of Alfred, which could be
considered one of the access points to the site because there was a driveway on Alfred.
They also submitted a different calculation for peak hour site generated trips. While the data
was different, staff felt the conclusions were the same in that the facility would not have an
adverse impact on the roadway network. He noted that was also the basis for waiving a full
traffic study.

Ms. Hoppe understood this area was proposed as a neighborhood district in the Metro
2020 Plan, but the development was not a neighborhood oriented use and asked for an
explanation. Mr. Teddy replied the trip generation was similar to a single-family or R-1
development. In addition, it was a residential facility involving a shorter duration. He noted
people resided there for a time in order to receive care. He commented that it did not provide
a neighborhood service and was not a small convenience store or something else they might
see in a neighborhood district.

Mayor Hindman opened the public hearing.

Skip Walther, an attorney with offices at 700 Cherry, stated he was present on behalf

of Landmark Hospital and was asking for the Council’'s endorsement of their O-P rezoning
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request. He commented that this was not a short term acute care hospital like Boone
Hospital or the University Hospital. It was a facility where people were too sick to go to an
intensive care facility, but not well enough to go home. The average length of stay at a long
term acute care hospital was 25 days. He noted that it would be an all brick facility and
believed it was a very well planned and designed facility. He pointed out the Benton-
Stephens Neighborhood Association voted 8-1 to endorse this project and Hildelle Village,
which was not a formal neighborhood association recognized by the City of Columbia, voted
unanimously to endorse the project. He explained Hildelle Village was in the Benton-
Stephens Neighborhood District and included a group of modest but attractive homes. It was
immediately west of Old 63 and the 20 homes shared a park in the middle of the
neighborhood. He commented that 16 of the 20 single family residences in Hildelle Village
supported the proposal. He pointed out the Planning Department had also endorsed the
project and indicated “...the proposed O-P zoning, limited to the specific hospital use with its
development controls and very low traffic generation, is clearly appropriate for the subject
site...” in its staff report. In addition, the Planning and Zoning Commission recommended
rezoning this property from R-1 to O-P. They also had a number of surrounding neighbors
who had sent letters or signed a petition endorsing the project. He showed a diagram on the
overhead indicating those who had expressed support for this project. He commented that
people who owned property up and down the OIld 63 corridor agreed that this was an
appropriate use of the land. He believed this hospital represented their vision for something
good on that corridor. He showed another diagram on the overhead and stated that virtually
every property that was contiguous to the subject site was in support of this rezoning request.
He noted they were adding a water line. The 6-inch water line in place now was not sufficient
for the fire flow for their property, so they were agreeing to install an 8-inch water line from
Walnut to their site at their expense. The City was upgrading the line to 12-inch and would
pay the differential cost between the 8-inch and 12-inch. This meant all of the neighbors
would have better water service and the Fire Department would have a stronger flow to deal
with a fire. He pointed out their proposal would leave almost 50 percent of the property in
green space. It was an environmentally sensitive and sound design. They would have up to
150 highly compensated people working in the neighborhood and he felt it was reasonable to
believe some of the people working there would want to live in the Country Club Estates, the
Benton-Stephens Neighborhood or Hildelle Village. He thought it would improve the
marketability of those properties and enhance their property values. He commented that the
Columbia Country Club might benefit by having a walkable business where people could
enjoy lunch or dinner. He stated this was infill development and people in the neighborhood
could walk to it. He noted this also involved a significant tax revenue issue. He commented
that if the property remained R-1 and they built ten homes similar to the three recently built to
the north, it would generate $11,363.40 in property taxes. If Landmark, however, placed a
building worth $6 million on the site, it would produce taxes of $132,000 per year. He pointed
out that the property owner paid $808 in property taxes this year. He noted 80 percent of the
difference, which was $96,509.28 per year and the equivalent of three entry level teachers,
would go to the school district. He believed this was a significant benefit to the community

and was the reason Hildelle Village was so enthusiastic in their support.
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Ms. Hoppe asked if he had a diagram showing residential versus non-residential
support. Mr. Walther replied this map was from the City’s website and identified the zoning
classification for every piece of property. Ms. Hoppe noted some of the R-1 properties could
be owned by people not living there. Mr. Walther stated he did not know which ones were
rentals, but felt property owners were very interested in maintaining property values. Ms.
Hoppe commented that she was not saying they did not have a legitimate interest. She was
just interested in the breakdown. Mr. Walther stated Mr. Layton, the President of Hildelle
Village, was present and would probably know the rental versus ownership ratio. He stated
he knew a lot of people in Hildelle Village owned their homes and believed they were the
most affected property owners because they were directly across the street.

Jay Burchfield, with offices at 302 Campus View Drive, stated he was a development
consultant representing the Landmark Hospital Group and noted those in favor of this project
supported a well planned, properly vetted, high infill development. He commented that they
had support for rezoning Lot 1 from R-1 to O-P for the one specific use of a long term acute
care center. In addition, they had support for over six acres of Lot 2 as a substantial buffer
between Old 63 and the existing residential to the east. They also had support for an
attractive architectural design. He explained a long term acute care center took care of
patients with medically complex disorders or those who were too sick to be in a short term
acute care center. It was for those who needed an average of 25-30 days of intense care in
order to get well and go home. He noted short term acute care centers, like Boone or
Columbia Regional, were not equipped to take care of these people and get them home. In
addition, 100 percent of the patients in this proposed facility would be a direct transfer from a
short term acute care center like Boone or University Hospital. There were no direct admits
to this facility. It was amazing to him that this level of care in the health care continuum did
not exist due to the incredible focus this community had on healthcare delivery and with its
importance to the economic viability of the community. He commented that in the first
meeting they had with the Country Club Estates Neighborhood Association, they showed
them a picture of a sister facility built, operated and owned by Landmark Hospital in Joplin,
Missouri and they suggested it look more residential to fit in with the surrounding area.
Therefore, they had a pitched roof, architectural design shingles, dormers, cupolas, etc.,
beefed up the landscaping and designed parking for the rear of the building. They were
proposing all masonry, low profile monument signs with dimensions being smaller than what
the ordinance would allow. The screening between the O-P and residential was attractive in
design with the brick columns and exceeded the quality and quantity of screening required by
the ordinances. In addition, over 51 percent of the site would be green space. He noted they
were employing several BMP’s as part of the site plan. They had pervious pavement and a
vegetative swale to help clean the water at the same time it helped to regulate quantity.

Mr. Skala understood the stormwater mitigation BMP was on the adjacent piece of
property, which was jointly owned with the group selling the property to Landmark and asked
who was responsible for maintaining the BMP’s and how that would be guaranteed to the
City. Mr. Burchfield replied Mr. Walther had spoken to the City Counselor regarding this
issue and had drafted a stormwater maintenance and management agreement that gave

them the legal right to discharge from the property onto the adjacent lot and to maintain it
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since they were receiving the benefit. It was a dry basin with a grassy bottom and a mowable
slope. It would hold water during storm events, meter out, and be dry a majority of the time.
If this was approved, they would enter into the maintenance agreement and would figure out
how to appropriately reflect it on the plat. Mr. Skala understood it was a binding agreement
that would be stipulated in the plan itself. Mr. Burchfield stated that was correct.

Mr. Wade wondered if the area to the east of where the stormwater basin was could
ever be developed. He understood the land with the stormwater basin could never be
developed for any purpose. Mr. Burchfield stated that was correct. Mr. Wade understood the
property to the left of it to the property line remained as a vacant R-1 zoned property and
asked how large that area was. Mr. Burchfield replied about five acres.

Mayor Hindman asked about the landscaping being proposed. Mr. Burchfield replied
the landscaping that was submitted as part of the plan was in excess of that required by
ordinance. Since then they had received feedback from the neighbors and the community
indicating they could not landscape it enough if they wanted it to look residential. They,
therefore, came back with a plan with 70 trees being proposed of which 45 were large in
nature and the balance being small or ornamental. He noted they had over 500 plantings,
which included flowering plants, grasses, shrubs, etc. It would be a nicely landscaped and
well maintained facility.

Bob Hutton, 2252 Country Lane, stated he and his neighbors were opposed to this
rezoning and the use of the property as an LTAC for many reasons. First, this proposal was
for a 24/7 365 day hospital facility that would adjoin or be very close to eleven already built
and occupied single-family houses and another ten acres of R-1 zoned land. He did not
believe the impact of ambulances, visitors and other traffic such as food delivery and garbage
pick up at all hours, the lights being on all night, etc. were truly being considered. He
understood some on the Council believed office zoning was appropriate for this site, but he
felt this was different from O-P zoning that would allow an 8-5 office building. He asked them
to not disregard or downplay the significance of the negative impacts of this facility and what
it would do to the neighborhood. He understood the scale was different, but suggested they
ask the people living around Boone Hospital if there were neighborhood problems. He noted
the community need for such a facility and its economic impact had been strongly touted as a
major reason to approve this request, but he did not believe these issues should be a part of
the equation. If there was a need and the owners thought they would make a profit off of it, it
would be built in Columbia. He stated there were numerous locations where this facility could
be built without rezoning land and negatively impacting residential properties. He questioned
what need or economic impact had to do with whether or not O-P zoning and a hospital use
were proper at this location. The most important question they had to answer was whether
the zoning was proper. The rest was not applicable and should not be part of the
consideration. He believed it was reasonable to expect this area to develop residentially and
noted a realtor mentioned living in this area as being the best kept secret in Columbia. They
were close to downtown, Columbia College, Stephens College, Stephens Lake Park, Boone
Hospital and the University. It was a great place to provide housing for young families. In
addition, new housing in this area would be huge for Benton Elementary School. It was their

contention that the owners of the vacant tracts along Old 63, the McAlester Trust, had no
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intention of ever developing these properties residentially and that was the primary reason it
had not happened in the past. The neighbors firmly believed with a little imagination there
were many housing options available for the tracts, such as something similar to New Town
in St. Charles or Cherry Hill in Columbia. He thought that would work well and be profitable
for the sellers. He stated this was a great residential area and asked them not to threaten
them with small houses because it was not a threat. They would gladly accept small houses
in lieu of office or commercial. He commented that the vast majority of houses in their
Association were modest, middle class homes. Another idea presented was the need for
office or commercial in the area to provide jobs for people living nearby. He noted the people
in his neighborhood and the Benton-Stephens neighborhood were already employed. They
needed housing so people could live close to already established employment centers, such
as Columbia College, Stephens College, the downtown, Boone Hospital, MU, etc. He
pointed out this also had to do with the future of the remaining tracts. They firmly believed
the Trust was giving these buyers a great deal on this tract because Crawford Construction
would build the building allowing them to make a profit on it and because if they were able to
get this piece rezoned, it could set a precedent for the remaining tracts. He could hear them
at a future Council meeting asking how they could be expected to develop the tracts
residentially when it adjoined office zoning and a very obtrusive and busy hospital. He
understood several of the Council members had indicated they were leaning toward
supporting this request but would not support future similar requests and asked them to keep
in mind the fact Council membership changed every year. Future Councils would only see
the adjoining zoning and not the reasoning for it. In addition, they could not speak for future
Councils. He asked the Council to not be misled by the developers when they indicated they
had discussed this with the neighborhood. While they had attended several open
neighborhood and board meetings, their sole purpose was to inform them of the project and
convince them of it being a good thing. When the neighborhood asked for discussion
regarding the remaining properties, the answer received was that they had no control over
the other properties and could, therefore, not discuss future uses. They did not believe this
because, George Crawford, who signed the application for this rezoning, was the same
person who signed the application for the requested C-1 zoning of a sister tract just south of
the subject tract being discussed tonight in 1990. The McAlester Trust was still the owner of
the subject tract and the other 30 acres of vacant land. He noted they might not be nearly as
uncomfortable about this request if they had assurances about the remaining vacant land.
They feared it was the goal of the ownership to develop all of the Old 63 frontage as office or
commercial, which they felt was unacceptable, and that this request was phase one of their
plan. He commented that they were not asking for a guarantee but a vision. If this rezoning
was approved tonight, there would be no incentive for the owners to discuss the future of the
remaining properties with anyone. He questioned why the owners would work with the City
and/or the neighborhood if they could successfully piecemeal the rezonings. He also
guestioned the need for more office/commercial zoning in this area since there was currently
office and commercially zoned land north and south of the subject area. A much better use
of the land would be for residential purposes. He understood concern had been shown

regarding the proliferation of porn shops several blocks north of the subject area and while
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they appreciated current efforts to control them, he noted those uses were not permitted in
residentially zoned districts. If the Council’s intent was to protect them, he recommended
they keep it residential. He explained they also had issues with the staff report. The traffic
study prepared by the applicant and reviewed and accepted by City staff was misleading. He
commented that they had evidence that would be presented later showing the project would
generate quite a bit more traffic than the applicant reported. He understood staff did not
believe Alfred Street, the primary access to the new facility, was in need of improvement. He
commented that he was astounded by this as one of the primary purposes of a planned
district was to exact off-site improvements from developers and wondered if there was a
better exaction than getting a 20-foot wide unimproved street, which would be the primary
access to a hospital, built to City standards. He understood staff felt the stormwater
improvements made possible by this development was a reason for approval. He noted that
if this property was developed residentially, the developer would also have to deal with
stormwater issues and a residential development would generate less stormwater and
associated problems than a 32,000 square foot hospital with 103 parking spaces and
accompanying driveways. In addition, staff felt getting rid of some unsightly billboards on the
subject tract was a reason for approval. He pointed out residential development would also
cause these billboards to be removed. He believed the applicants had done an impressive
job lining up support for their proposal and noted 90 percent was either McAlester owned
property or rental property. He commented that Chamber support was unmatched and that
there was an ad in the paper encouraging citizens to contact the Council to let them know
they were in support of it. There was also an impressive list of citizens that would come
before the Council to support the application. He pointed out all but one did not live in the
neighborhood nor did they have their life savings invested in property in this area. He stated
this project might be an improvement to some neighborhoods, but they did not believe it was
an improvement to their neighborhood. They were respectfully requesting the Council to vote
against this rezoning and plan approval. He stated that although any development in this
area could be an improvement of sorts to the neighborhood by simply bringing in something
new, they should allow it to develop residentially if they really wanted to protect and improve
the area. He asked if they honestly believed a 24/7 365 day hospital would improve the
residential neighborhood. He understood this was a tough decision and asked, if their vote
could go either way, to err on side of the neighborhood.

Jack Miller, 2201 Country Lane, stated that as a business owner in Columbia, he was
in full support of companies like Landmark coming to Columbia. It was not only good for the
economy, but for healthcare as well. He commented that he was also a proponent of
planned growth, which members of this Council had regularly spoken in favor of, and felt for
planned growth to succeed, it was in the best interest of the City, property owners and future
businesses to look at zoning changes in a larger context when possible. The change in
zoning on this property could have dramatic effects on the eventual zoning and development
of the adjacent R-1 property. The neighborhood was not naive in believing this land would
remain undeveloped, but felt it was better to consider the proper land use and zoning for the
adjoining 30 acres before making changes to this property tonight. Considering the best use

for all of the property allowed the City to make better decisions in regard to traffic, street
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improvements, utilities, etc. He stated that within the last month, two different traffic studies
had been done and had come to different conclusions about the affect of this development in
the neighborhood. Neither of these studies had considered the affects of the future
development of the adjoining land. He thought it made sense to look at the bigger picture
before making these decisions or determining the use of City or private funds on
infrastructure. He believed considering the rezoning of this property without a comprehensive
infill plan was like shooting in the dark and hoping the rest of the pieces fell in place. He felt
the Council had the opportunity to send a message to Landmark indicating they wanted them
here and suggested the Council and City work with them to help them find the most
appropriate place for their hospital in the long term. He suggested they not be hasty in
rezoning this property. He recommended the City conduct a study with public comment to
determine the best use for this property, the adjoining 30 acres, the property north of this
facility, which was for sale and currently housed Total Environments, and the property further
to the north near the corner of Old 63 and the Business Loop where more than six acres of
undeveloped land was for sale. Combined there were nearly 50 acres for sale or
undeveloped on Old 63 between the Country Club and the Business Loop. Such opportunity
demanded a comprehensive plan and strategy. The results of piecing this together over the
next several years by different developers would result in more of what they already had on
Old Highway 63, which today consisted of unsightly underused commercial and included two
porn places, occasional used cars lots and another bar. The bigger plan needed to consider
the growth needs of the City and the historic nature of the Country Club area which housed
numerous homes noted as historical properties. It also needed to take the Benton-Stephens
neighborhood into account, which housed a horse stable not far from this site. Due to the
uniqueness of this neighborhood, not any development would do, and therefore, they needed
more time to determine the best use for all of the property.

Martha John, 2011 N. Country Club Drive, stated she lived next door, on the east side,
to the ten acre tract and agreed wholeheartedly that an LTAC facility was a good thing for the
City, but did not agree this was the best or even an appropriate location for it. She noted it
was only close for doctors coming from Boone Hospital and was less accessible than many
other possible locations for doctors coming from Regional or University Hospital. Though the
certificate of need specified this location, it would be easy to change the specific spot as long
as it stayed within the service area centered on Columbia. She explained her neighborhood
was an old established residential neighborhood and all of the vacant land in the
neighborhood had been zoned single-family residential R-1 since zoning began in Columbia.
It was what they wanted to see it become. Such residential infill would be welcome, fit well in
the neighborhood and be an asset to the City. It was her understanding the land owner had
long refused to even consider selling pieces of the land for single family residences. She
reiterated they wanted to see all of these vacant tracts developed as single family homes on
moderately sized lots as they currently had a variety of housing in both size and character in
their neighborhood. Families found it especially attractive because they could walk to Benton
School and Stephens Park. Modest new homes would fit well and new families would be
very welcome. She did not believe it was appropriate to add this sort of commercial

development to this entirely residential neighborhood. The nearest commercial zoning was
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the radio station zoned C-P, which was built in a truly residential scale and character. While
the LTAC facility was supposed to be residential in appearance and scale, 32,000 square feet
was much larger that anything else in the area and parking lot for over 100 cars was far
larger than for any home or even any ten homes. The appearance that had been shown was
only what would be seen from Old 63. They would see the backside with the retaining wall,
air handling units, etc. The residential character of the area would be irreparably damaged
by adding a strip of commercial development all along Old 63 around the primary entrances
to their neighborhood. She wondered what was wrong with having more homes in such a
location and asked the Council to not rezone this property.

James Downey, 2011 N. Country Club Drive, commented that the members of the
Planning and Zoning Commission had discussed the pros and cons of this proposed zoning
change at its meeting in March and had indicated this was the most difficult zoning issue they
had ever faced because the long term acute care hospital seemed like a good addition to
Columbia, but the neighbors most involved had raised very good points in opposition to the
plan. Several statements were made indicating neighborhood associations were vitally
important to the City and literally the glue that held the City together as a community. They
stated their involvement with this issue was critical in knowing what mattered to the people of
Columbia, but those Commissioners who made those comments voted to reject the
neighborhood’s concerns by changing a zoning classification which had stood for decades.
He noted the Council had the chance to rectify this. He stated they were not in opposition to
having a long term acute care hospital in Columbia. They were only saying this was not the
proper location for it. He commented that much had been made of the support from the
nearby Benton-Stephens Neighborhood Association for this zoning change. It was one of the
largest neighborhood associations in Columbia, but as reported in the March 7, 2008 edition
of the Missourian only 13 members attended the meeting when this issue was discussed and
only eight people voted in favor of the rezoning. He asked the Council to compare that to the
48 members of his neighborhood association who met and voted on this matter with 42
against, four in support and two abstaining. He noted they were the ones most directly
affected by the proposed zoning change. It was their neighborhood that would be hurt by the
encroachment of commercial development on property which had long been zoned
residential. It was their neighborhood that would suffer from increased traffic, noise and lights
and lose the chance to have new neighbors in new homes. He believed it hurt the City and
local government to send the message that zoning could be changed over the objections of
the people most concerned in order to benefit a developer. He pointed out they could not
constrain a future Council and once the first domino was allowed to fall, the argument would
be that it was only logical to allow more commercial development in the neighborhood. He
noted they could not make promises to stop that. They could only act now to stop this zoning
change.

Susan Sanisquoa stated she was a former healthcare worker, a current emergency
provider for Boone County and a substitute teacher. She asked the Council to think about
the issues. It was not just a matter of tax money or the future. This would provide 200
needed jobs in the community, but it would also provide 24 hours of lights, noise and activity

in a community. Stormwater drainage had long been a problem in the Columbia area and
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needed to be looked at extensively. She asked if this was being done by a design build firm
and whether the person selling the property was actually building the property. She
wondered if there was money in someone’s pocket. She wondered what the long term plan
was for this area. She commented that they could always use more money so they did not
have to increase everyone’s private personal property tax, but asked what this would do to
the personal property tax of the people living in this area and the resale value of their homes.
She stated they needed better curbs and stormwater drainage, which this might provide, but
wondered if they needed to take it out of one pocket instead of another. She asked about the
alternative locations suggested, who had studied them and the dollar value the City put into
developing those plans and studying those locations. She wondered if the architects and
neighborhoods had to do those studies extensively themselves. She stated she was in favor
of mixed development zoning because it had long been the proper way to develop a city.
Small urban areas with mixed housing, mixed commercial, small commercial and light
industrial would allow the poor and wealthy to mix in a better community. It allowed for more
woven communities with more walking corridors and healthier cities. She recommended the
Council table this issue and create a committee to study it extensively.

Ed Metzen, 2256 Country Lane, stated the 5 to 3 Planning and Zoning Commission
vote might seem solid, but in hearing the misgivings of the Commissioners who voted in favor
of this, they would find the margin of support was tenuous. There was a lot of concern
expressed by those who voted for the proposal. He thought they voted in favor of this
because they saw the hospital as a nice facility. Everyone who saw a need for that kind of
thing would agree it was a good thing for Columbia. He stated the problem was that it was in
the wrong place. That kind of hospital building was not consonant with the single-family
residential dwellings around it due to the 24/7 lighting it required, the ambulances coming and
going, the medical practitioners and large staff coming and going to give care, service
vehicles, supply vehicles, the large number of people coming and going to visit the patients,
etc. He believed the traffic situation that would be created was much greater than what had
been portrayed. He understood someone indicated it might enhance the neighborhood and
asked them to think of taking out five acres of houses from any nice residential area in
Columbia for a hospital like this and to obtain the thoughts of the remaining neighbors as to
whether their neighborhood had been enhanced or denigrated. He thought they could avoid
having that happen here by not having anything built in that wrong location. The idea of the
domino effect in terms of requests for rezonings along 63 was something that was terrorizing
to what was now a nice place for single-family dwellings. He implored the Council to turn
down this request and to hold solid with the R-1 zoning for the entire area as it stood now for
the benefit of those that lived in the area with an anticipation it would be filled with single-
family homes and for those who wanted to buy land and build homes there to become part of
a nice neighborhood.

Anita Metzen, 2256 Country Lane, stated her home was built in 1966 and she had
lived there for 42 years. She commented that yesterday afternoon she had walked to
Stephens Lake Park to join the many individual families that were sharing the pleasure of this
treasure in the neighborhood. She thanked the Council of yesterday for the wisdom and

vision in creating this wonderful Park rather than being influenced by the Chamber and
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businesses of Columbia who wanted the property returned to the tax roles which would have
been very shortsighted. Once gone, they would have never recovered the land and lake for
the use of the public good. She asked this Council to use a similar wisdom and vision as
they considered retaining this area of northeast Columbia as residential, so current and future
homes could house families who would benef