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MOTION TO AMEND: 
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MOTION:  I move that Council Bill     B 100-13    be amended as set forth on this 
amendment sheet. 
 
 ========================================== 
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Section 8 is amended as follows: 
 
 SECTION 8. The City Council hereby approves the Preliminary RMH Development 
Plan of High Hill Circle Mobile Home Park Old Millers Road/Rolling Hills Road, dated 
March 27, 2013 April 29, 2013, for the property referenced in Section 4 above. 
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 Introduced by _________________________ 
 
First Reading ____________________  Second Reading ____________________ 
 
Ordinance No. ___________________  Council Bill No. ______B 100-13________ 
 
 
 AN ORDINANCE 
 

extending the corporate limits of the City of Columbia, Missouri, 
by annexing property located on the east side of Highway 63 
South, west of Rolling Hills Road and south of Old Millers Road 
(5950 Rolling Hills Road); directing the City Clerk to give notice 
of the annexation; placing the property annexed in District RMH 
(Residential Manufactured Home) zoning; approving the 
Preliminary RMH Development Plan of High Hill Circle Mobile 
Home Park Old Millers Road/Rolling Hills Road; designating 
nonconforming conditions; 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 March 11, 2013, 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 a representative of the Doris Overton Trust and 
the Jack Overton Trust, the owners of the fee interest of record in the land proposed to be 
annexed.  A public hearing was held concerning this matter on April 15, 2013.  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 1-11.13 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 1-11.13. May, 2013 Extension of Corporate Limits. 
 

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

 
A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE WEST HALF OF SECTION 3, 
TOWNSHIP 47 NORTH, RANGE 12 WEST, BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI, 
BEING PART OF THE TRACT DESCRIBED BY THE QUIT-CLAIM DEED 
RECORDED IN BOOK 3478, PAGE 28 AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY 
DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
ALL THAT PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE SOUTHWEST 
QUARTER OF SAID SECTION 3 LYING NORTH AND EAST OF U.S. 
HIGHWAY 63 RIGHT-OF-WAY AND ALL THAT PART OF THE 
SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SAID 
SECTION 3 LYING NORTH AND EAST OF U.S. HIGHWAY 63 RIGHT-OF-
WAY AND SOUTH OF OLD MILLERS ROAD AND CONTAINING 25.2 
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 Sixth 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 
property described in Section 4 will be zoned and become a part of District RMH 
(Residential Manufactured Home). 
 
 SECTION 8. The City Council hereby approves the Preliminary RMH Development 
Plan of High Hill Circle Mobile Home Park Old Millers Road/Rolling Hills Road, dated 
March 27, 2013, for the property referenced in Section 4 above. 
   
 SECTION 9. The City Council finds the existing stormwater management system 
meets minimum requirements of Section 29-11(d)(4) of the Zoning Regulations at the time 
of annexation and approval of the preliminary development plan. 
 
 SECTION 10. The City Council finds the existing stands and tie-downs for existing 
manufactured homes within the annexed area may be continued as a nonconforming 
condition under the terms and conditions of the City Code. 
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 SECTION 11. The City Council finds the following conditions exist at the time of 
annexation of the property and, although such conditions do not conform to the provisions 
of the Columbia City Code, may be continued on such property pursuant to the provisions 
of Sec. 29-28 Nonconforming Uses of the Zoning Regulations: 
 
a. Encroachment of manufactured homes on existing manufactured home spaces or 

existing single wide spaces consolidated into a double wide space into the 25 foot 
perimeter setback required by Sec. 29-11(d)(3)a. 

 
b. Failure to allow a minimum distance of 20 feet between any two manufactured 

homes on existing manufactured home spaces required by Sec. 29-11(d)(3)d. 
 
c. Less than the minimum area of at least 4,050 square feet is provided for each 

existing manufactured home space as required by Sec. 29-11(d)(5). 
 
d. Less than the minimum width of 45 feet is provided for each existing manufactured 

home space as required by Sec. 29-11(d)(6). 
 
e. Streets and sidewalks have not been constructed to City standards and are not 

dedicated to public use as required by Sec. 29-11(d)(7). 
 
f. Storage areas for accessory vehicles and trucks at the ratio of one parking space for 

each ten (10) manufactured homes does not exist for existing manufactured homes 
as required by Sec. 29-11(d)(12)c. 

 
g. A gravel drive providing access to two (2) maintenance buildings exists as a part of 

the yard area and open space required by Sec. 29-11(d)(12)e. 
 
h. Less than the minimum 10 foot distance exists between the boundary of 

manufactured home spaces bordering the perimeter of the property as required by 
Sec. 29-11(12)f. 

 
 SECTION 12.  This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage. 
 
 
 PASSED this _________ day of ______________________, 2013. 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________ 
City Clerk      Mayor and Presiding Officer 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Counselor 
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EXCERPTS 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

APRIL 4, 2013 
 

V.) PUBLIC HEARINGS 

13-29   A request by the Doris Overton Trust (owner) to annex 26.4 acres of land into the City of 
Columbia, and to assign RMH (Residential Manufactured Home) as permanent City zoning.  A 
preliminary RMH development plan is included for review, as required by Section 29-11(e) of the 
Zoning Regulations.  (This project was tabled at the March 21 meeting to tonight.) 
 MR. WHEELER:  May we have a Staff report, please.   

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

recommends the following: 

 1.  Approval of RMH as permanent City zoning.   

 2.  Approval of the proposed preliminary RMH development plan, including approval of all 

      requested variances.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of Staff?  Ms. Peters? 

 MS. PETERS:  Where’s the existent sewer line -- the city sewer line? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  The existing city sewer line is about a mile -- or I believe it’s over a mile to 

the north.  And they would actually have to pump it -- they’d have to extend that, the applicant or the 

developer, would have to extend that line and probably upgrade a city pumping station to pump the 

sewer from this up and over into the gravity lines, affluent or a sewer plan.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Currently, that line, Ms. Peters, is serving the Discovery Ridge development, so 

it is just to the east of the interchange at Discovery Ridge and US 63.  This original request, actually, 

was a much larger annexation request for about a total of 138 to 150 acres.  And in the process of 

discussing with the applicant the appropriateness of bringing in the property further to the south and to 

the east of this, the request was reduced to only include the mobile home development at this time, to 

allow for the sewer to reach it, take the existing lagoons offline, and having the public trunk sewer in 

that location to further serve the remaining land that is owned by the Overtons in the future at a different 

annexation request.  So really what we’re setting up at this point is the opportunity to potentially bring in 

the existing auto auction parcel and then vacant land to the east of it that may be utilized for a different 

non-commercial purpose in the future.   

 MS. PETERS:  And did I hear you correctly?  The applicant’s paying for the entire mile of 

sewer? 

 MR. ZENNER:  That would be correct.  That is the City’s policy as well as upgrading the 

existing lift station that would basically be able to support the affluent flow.  Chad Sayre with Allstate 

Engineers is here if you have detailed questions as it relates to that, but that is our understanding and 

that would be the standard city policy.   
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 MS. PETERS:  It was just a curiosity question.  I don’t think I need a lot more detail on it, but 

thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  Yeah.  I think it’s a reasonable assumption that the sewage lagoons are on the 

low part of this property, and that’s the necessity for the pumping station to pump it up to the -- to the 

northern connector.  Is that -- is that assumption correct? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Yes.  The property does drain from north to south.  Actually, that open 

space, the half-hatched area in the center is kind of a drainage that flows from north to south through 

the site.  But it does continue uphill all the way to Discovery Ridge.   

 MR. SKALA:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  I’m curious.  Does the sewer department -- have they planned for serving 

this water shed with the infrastructure that was put in probably five years ago, I think, across 63?  I 

mean, it wasn’t too long ago that that trunk sewer was put in; six years, seven.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  That’s a good question and I don’t actually know the extent of the planning 

that went in or what they anticipated in terms of how far the City’s limits would extend down this way.  I 

would expect at some point to become impractical to have sewage pumped from a certain distance, but 

-- you know, a certain quantity, that that would, at some point, become impractical.  However, I’m not 

sure of the details of how that works.  As far as this project’s concerned, and even the earlier request 

which was withdrawn and resubmitted with this smaller portion, the -- we haven’t heard any comments 

from them expressing concerns about capacity in our overall plan to accommodate sewer that would be 

added.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Again, Mr. Sayre is here with Allstate Engineering, which did coordinate design 

as it relates to the sanitary line and had meetings, as I understand it, when we did the preliminary 

review on this with our sewer authority or utility.  It is, if I recall correctly -- and Chad may be able to 

correct Staff as well as inform you more as to the details associated with that.  The capacity is not the 

issue.  It is the pump station capacity that may need some upgrading.  The line capacity exists, not 

necessarily the pumping capacity though, and Chad can maybe address that more for you if you have 

additional questions.    

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  All right.  Thanks.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Tillotson? 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I had a question that was not related to sewer, so I wanted to make sure 

we’re -- if there was any more sewer questions before I change the subject.  The roads inside this area, 

are they all paved now or is there any gravel roads in there, any gravel driveways? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I believe they are.  I drove through this site and I did not see any unpaved 

areas.  However, I think that Mr. Wendling might be able to speak on a few areas where there might be 

small patches of gravel, as I understand it.  I haven’t seen them myself, but they’ve been described.   
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 MR. WHEELER:  If you will, just hold off and then we’ll see -- we’ll get done with Staff and you 

can enlighten us.  All right.  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  Could Staff briefly review what existing requirements there are for the quality 

of a mobile home in a park in the city?  That’s the first question.  The second part of that question is, 

upon review of this existing condition, what do you -- how do you assess -- what’s the Staff’s opinion 

about whether or not the existing mobile homes there now meet the requirement of a mobile home park 

within the city of Columbia?  So that’s a two-parter.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Well, I mean, I think, Mr. Reichlin, if I understand your question correctly, there 

are -- the City of Columbia will not -- if you bring a new mobile home into the city of Columbia, it must 

meet a particular design requirement and standard.  Existing mobile homes that are brought in through 

annexation, such as this, are, in essence, considered grandfathered.  So as it relates to the standard of 

what is out there today, those mobile homes that are there -- and, again, Mr. Wendling may be able to 

speak to this, or Mr. Sayre, as to the quality of what is there and their compliance with codes that 

existed when they were brought into the site.  Anything that is changed out, however, must meet tie-

down standards, must meet other -- sealed standards from manufacturing and a variety of other things.  

That’s all part of our -- part of our code.  As far as for infrastructure replacement or infrastructure 

standards internal to the development itself, such as the roadways, the expansion section, which is 

identified here as proposed, aside from the requested variances, such as street width, all other 

standards would apply.  So you wouldn’t be dealing with gravel streets within the new section.  You 

may be dealing with a street that is outside of a platting right-of-way however.  So not unlike what we 

did with -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Pine Grove.   

 MR. ZENNER:  -- Pine Grove, which is off of Clark Lane, last year -- we did a mobile home park 

expansion -- we allowed the existing portion of that park to remain as it was, which would be, in 

essence, significantly nonconforming to today’s mobile home park -- or RMH standards.  The new 

section, however, was compliant, subject to a series of variances.  The mobile homes that would go into 

that newer section or be changed out in the older would have to meet with our current requirements.  I 

believe it’s ’76 or beyond.  We don’t allow anything in that’s older than 1976.  So hopefully that answers 

your question.  And I think the second half of that Steve may be able to answer, unless I already did.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I think you answered -- 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I think you already did, yeah.   

 MR. ZENNER:  Thank you.   

 MR. REICHLIN:  So just to make sure I understand you correctly, as it sits right now, the 

majority of the homes in that park would not meet what would be expected of a current standard.   

 MR. ZENNER:  I’d have to let Mr. Wendling speak to that.  We don’t know the status of each of 

the individual mobile homes.  What we do know is in the existing portion of the park there is a desire to 

take out single-wide units and replace them with larger double-wide units, which would be more 
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contemporary under today’s standards, as well as accommodate the needs of the tenants that are 

desiring to occupy the community that is here.  So you will likely see an upgrade of the units over time 

as they eliminate single-wide lots that may only have a 12- or 14-foot wide unit on them with a double 

wide, which may be a standard of 32 by whatever length.  So they will probably see a progressive 

upgrade of the park over time.  This is not your typical RMH request to eliminate the park.  It is basically 

to bring it in into compliance, subject to the series of variances, to allow for this particular type of 

product to exist for the residents.  There is no desire at this point, to our knowledge, to eliminate the 

park at any point in the future for other types of development.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of Staff?  I have one.  So RMH under our 

pyramid is a higher classification than multi-family, R-3.  Is that not correct? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  It’s a planned district technically.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  Let me rephrase my question.  Would we not be allowing multi-family 

zoning under RMH?   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  (Shook head.) 

 MR. WHEELER:  No.  They’d have to come back and request the zoning change.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Right.  It’s a separate district, stand alone.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  All right.  And so, in that case, then the variances we’re granting today 

would have no bearing on that.  They’d have to ask for that later.  So setbacks within a new zoning 

classification would be -- 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Correct.  Yes.  That’s correct.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  All right.  Thanks for correcting me.  I appreciate that.  Any other 

questions of Staff?  We’ll open public hearing.  Oh, sorry.  Ms. Peters? 

 MS. PETERS:  One question of Staff:  Is the neighboring property already annexed into the 

city? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I’m sorry.  Did you say the neighboring park? 

 MS. PETERS:  Neighboring property, which I believe is Channel 8 or the University of Missouri.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Oh, yes.  To the north, that property is in the city and, of course, they do 

need to be contiguous, which they are by crossing Old Mill -- Old Millers Road.   

 MS. PETERS:  Okay.  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  That brings up a question there.  Are they going to utilize Mr. Wendling’s new 

sewer line? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  That’s a good question.  I don’t know.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Just curious.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  I don’t believe there’s any development on that site currently, so it might 

actually be up toward Discovery Ridge where the -- where they are using the line currently.  As far as 

future development on those sites, I suppose it’s possible.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Vander Tuig? 
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 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Well, I’ll just follow up.  Is -- I read this in the Comprehensive Plan draft, 

so I should remember, but what is the policy for reimbursement of sanitary sewer tie-ins?  I thought I 

read something about that, but that poses an interesting twist when it’s a force main.   

 MR. ZENNER:  You’re referring to the Green Line -- the Green Line process or the Green Line 

policy that exists.  If I recall correctly, there is a 20-year recapture or 20-year time frame in which that 

line can -- the developer can recuperate.  I believe it is an option within the city code if it is to serve 

other adjacent property.  And I’d have to -- I’d have to look into that specifically.  We don’t often get 

asked that question, so I apologize.  But it does -- there’s a procedure that exists within the code that 

would allow for the developer to recapture their investment over a 20-year window.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  All right.  Thanks a lot.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other questions of Staff?  All right.  Now, we’re going to open 

the public hearing.   

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED 
 MR. WHEELER:  Our rules of engagement are the primary speaker will get six minutes.  

Subsequent speakers will get three minutes, and that’s true of the applicant and any opposition.   

 MR. TAYLOR:  Thank you.  Garrett Taylor, 1103 East Broadway; I represent the Doris Overton 

Trust, the applicant there.  Chad Sayre with Allstate Consultants is going to hand out a presentation 

we’ve got, which I’m not going to go through the full presentation because most of it’s contained in the 

Staff report.  However, I do want to give out this presentation for the sole purpose of flipping through for 

everyone to see the photos -- and those photos of the park begin on Page 11 -- because I want 

everyone to see that the High Hill Circle Mobile Home Park is a very well maintained, crime free, 

affordable housing park that, again, the -- we can discuss -- or Mr. Wendling can get up here and 

discuss it, but most of the homes -- maybe a couple of them would not meet the City’s standards.  As 

you’ll flip through, you’ll see these homes are very nice, newer homes.  And, again, I don’t know if that’s 

addressed some of your questions that you had, Mr. Reichlin, in regards to the quality of the homes and 

I don’t know that that’s even what you were asking.  But one of the main things I wanted to do was to 

get this presentation in front of you so you could have photos of the existing High Hill Mobile Home 

Park.  I know there were also some questions in regards to sewer, so I’ll set Chad Sayre from Allstate 

come up as well.  But before I sit down, I just wanted to know if there was any questions.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker? 

 MR. TAYLOR:  Thank you.   

 MR. SAYRE:  My name is Chad Sayre and I work at Allstate Consultants at 3312 Lemone 

Industrial Boulevard.  And as far as the sewer, this process started back in the fall, and the reason for 

us -- the motivation, if you will, is the lagoon itself is ready for a permanent renewal.  We have 

conditions on that for improvements and we are recommending to eliminate this discharge and 

eliminate this lagoon.  And the difference between now and five years ago is that the city sewer is about 

a mile closer now than what it was even five, six -- someone brought it up -- six -- about six or seven 
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years ago.  And so in meeting with the sewer administration and also the Planning Staff on numerous 

times, our proposal is to put in a -- basically what will become a regional pump station and pump 

through a force main.  Our current goal is to go across the University of Missouri property, which is the 

majority of the easement area that we would need.  Mrs. Overton already has a current agreement with 

the University and Boone County actually where we pump the affluent currently over the hill, if you will, 

into the Gans watershed.  And so that was one of the -- Commissioner Skala, back in the watershed 

trading days in the Clinton administration and we used that to defer this until the sanitary sewer was 

closer.  So right now it’s motivation -- we are recommending this as a regional solution that’s a 

permanent solution and the City’s current policy would require the developer to pay 100 percent of that 

cost.  So that’s our current proposal and recommendation to the Overton family.  So it is about 7,000 

feet.  Right now the believe is we won’t have to upgrade the current pump station, looking at the 

hydraulics with the city staff that the actual requirement would be that we’d be able to tie into the 

existing force main, which is short and then goes into a large gravity main.  And they had already 

accounted for some off-watershed capacity, if  you will, need there in their standard sizing.  So we don’t 

have a capacity issue is the believe of the current -- currently, but we still have to do final plans and it 

has to go through the city process.  So the other thing about gravel drives:  Currently you’ll find -- and 

we learned a lot.  It’s been -- it’s been some time since the City and everybody has gone through this 

process.  And back in the mid 90’s I was involved in that and had more hair and several of you were 

too.  And so -- but those have evolved.  And this really is structured -- it’s a planned zoning.  It allows us 

to, you know, do what the tenants want, and that is they don’t want large yards, they don’t want their 

own lot.  I lived in a mobile home park that’s now gone, Columbia Regency, for three and a half years, 

my wife and I, when I was in college.  And the maintenance -- the Overtons run a very tight ship.  And 

they have all pavement except for one area and that’s around a maintenance building.  They have a 

maintenance area that meets the city requirement from the standpoint exceeds a lot of what we think 

are important city requirements as far as accessory vehicle parking.  And I know Staff would tell you it’s 

very clean.  It’s daily maintenance.  They have a full-time maintenance person that takes care of all 

these things.  As far as the codes for the homes, you’ll find out there that -- I think you would have to -- I 

don’t know that there’s any.  But their pads exceed requirements.  They’re all required to be tied down 

to meet the state requirement from that perspective.  And you won’t see -- if you’ve noticed, you know, 

you won’t see them on the news whenever other places are incurring damage from wind and weather 

and stuff because they have a -- they have quite an operation out there.  They’ve owned it for almost 

four decades.  The homes are modernized regularly, you’ll see.  They have families that live there 

because they don’t have to mow a big yard.  And all of the fees, if you will, are included in their lot fee, 

and their lot fee is quite competitive.  It’s -- or it’s quite low.  And part of the reason -- I talked to Doris -- 

Mrs. Overton just today and it was because of the economy and also because she’s been waiting to 

see what the solution is here so she can absorb these -- help absorb these costs and still maintain 

competitive, affordable rates.  So then -- so there is some gravel and it’s around the maintenance 
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building.  But they currently have -- meet or exceed all of the concrete requirements, all the street 

requirements.  They do all the snow pushing.  There’s -- like I say, there’s a firm here tonight even that 

takes care of all that, so -- so I want you to know that the driving force is really because we want to 

remove this facility from the Bonne Femme and plan for the future.  We’re going to size this pump 

station, our best -- we’re going to work with the City Staff and size the pump station so that it’ll follow 

your current development procedures, where the City will have to approve its capacity, its layout, the 

easements.  All of those things will have to be approved before this will become final.  Is there anything 

else I could help answer while I’m here as far as questions? 

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Is the lift station going to be turned over to the jurisdiction too? 

 MR. SAYRE:  Yes.  Yes.  It’ll have to meet the current City requirements.  The pump station 

improvements that Steve or Pat was talking about was not with the upgrade -- it is an upgrade, but the 

City requires that we communicate -- that this new pump station that will be placed at the lower side of 

the proposed area will have to communicate with the other pump station.  And there’s a telemetry 

requirement that the Public Works staff has told us about from the beginning that we haven’t resolved 

yet.  But there is some upgrades, but not as far as pumping capacity.  It -- we’re not going to affect its 

pumping capacity.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Any other questions of this speaker?  Thank you.   

 MR. SAYRE:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any other speakers? 

 MR. WENDLING:  Good evening, Commissioners and Staff.  My name’s Steve Wendling; I’ve 

got offices at 555 East Green Meadows Road, Suite 9.  And I came up for you to take shots, but first I’d 

just like to state that the Overtons -- Mrs. Overton happens to be my mother-in-law, so -- and they’ve 

owned this property for 46 years.  It’s been a mobile home court almost that entire time.  And one of the 

things that we do -- and I’ll interject here:  We also own and operate Richland Heights Mobile Home 

Court, the last mobile home court inside the city limits that was accepted and built to city standards, so 

we’re very familiar with everything that goes into it and what’s going to need to be accomplished over 

time.  But one of the things, we take a lot of pride in the courts.  We have a sign posted that says, We 

have rules; if you can’t comply, don’t apply.  And we’re very adamant about that.  Some of the homes, 

there may be one or two in there that don’t meet the current aging, but one of the things that the 

Overtons have always tried to accomplish is to have affordable living.  And they’re not going to force 

someone to move out when they can’t afford to by telling them they have to upgrade their home.  We 

do have arrangements with the mobile home dealership that will give them discounts in order to help 

and assist that.  As Chad said, the lot rents are probably the lowest around.  It’s 167.50 and 175 per 

month.  We provide a 10 percent discount for seniors.  So we try to go above and beyond on everything 

that we can do.  The -- eight to ten years ago, my father-in-law, Jack Overton -- sorry.  It’s four years 

ago today he passed away.  He put a walking trail in eight to ten years ago for the mobile home court 



 10

for the tenants -- and that’s long before it got to be the rule of the day to put it in -- so they’d have 

someplace to go and exercise, where kids could go ride their trikes and things and not be in the street.  

And so one other thing is that one of our rules is that we don’t allow any pets over 40 pounds and -- to 

the point that my own daughter, I had to move her out because she had a pet pound dog that she had 

adopted and he got to be about 45 to 50 pounds.  She did.  Still has the dog, it’s a great dog, but she 

couldn’t live in the court.  So if you have any other questions, I’d be more than happy to address them.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Are there any questions of this speaker?  Thank you, Mr. Wendling.   

 MR. WENDLING:  Thank you.   

 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  Are there any other speakers on this item tonight?   

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED 
 MR. WHEELER:  Commissioners, discussion?  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  Well, I guess I’ll start.  I think that most of the questions about the sewer 

connections have been answered adequately.  Certainly the Staff has -- the Staff recommendation is for 

approval here.  What strikes me over the -- as you might know, over the past few weeks I have visited 

many mobile home parks or RMH parks, and they range from -- from not -- not so good to really, really 

nice.  One of the ones that comes to mind is the one in back of Home Depot, which is a really nice park.  

And I’m very concerned -- we have always been concerned in this group and lots of others about 

affordable housing.  That’s a very compelling argument.  We -- we’ve found lots of these parks have 

closed for various reasons.  So that’s a compelling argument certainly.  And the other compelling 

argument that I see has to do with the drainage and the removal from the Bonne Femme Creek idea.  

And we are always seeking to improve the sewage capacity in terms of closing down some of these 

lagoons and so on.  So from those two perspectives, I certainly am inclined to take the Staff 

recommendation and recommend approval of this proposal.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Vander Tuig? 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Well, I agree that the mobile home looks like a nice development.  I do 

have concerns, and I’ll kind of address stormwater.  I mean, this is -- this is, you know, the Bonne 

Femme watershed, and I kind of view this as a major stepping stone into very much increased 

development in that watershed.  And maybe that’s more of a annexation question than a land-use 

question.  But we were just talking about the -- you know, the urban service boundary and that sort of 

thing in our discussion about the Comprehensive Plan.  And it seems to me that it’s staring us in the 

face right now, you know, as to what decisions we make here with this one, so -- and the other kind of 

concerning thing I have is that the tax -- you know, the taxpayer is going to be paying for the 

infrastructure that’s put in place here.  And while you could argue that there’s going to be, eventually, 

enough tax base here to pay that back, I did -- I was part of the design of the lift station at Discovery 

Ridge, and it really was just sized to accommodate the future growth of Discovery Ridge.  So ultimately, 

as new development occurs out there, we’ll see it’ll just be a chain effect where, you know, this 

infrastructure will have to be upgraded and upgraded and so that’s a big -- that’s a big piece -- you 
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know, chunk to chew here as far as the decision regarding this development.  The development itself 

looks fine.  It’s just maybe particularly the location on the outskirts of the city, so I’ll be curious to see 

what other Commissioners think about that.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Reichlin? 

 MR. REICHLIN:  I’m going to preface my comments with a confession:  I didn’t ever really think 

I’d take a position regarding a gateway to Columbia, but I’m prepared to do one this evening.  Back 46 

years ago, Highway 63 was a two-lane thoroughfare to go from Jeff City to Columbia to Moberly.  And a 

lot of the areas that we have mobile home parks in now are a throwback to that era.  As heartwarming 

as this story may be regarding the family’s ownership and such like that, it’s hard for me to envision that 

going forward 10, 15, 25 years that -- I’ll quote/unquote it as a legitimized in the city RMH zoning, is 

going to be a positive effect on potential growth in the area.  And as a result I find it -- although, as 

much as I am in support of affordable housing, I’m not going to be able to support this development.   

 MR. WHEELER:  No one wants to speak?   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I’ll go next.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Strodtman, thank you.   

 MR. STRODTMAN:  I plan on supporting the project.  I’ll echo a couple of points spoken earlier.  

You know, the -- obviously getting it off the watershed, getting it into the city sewer is important and the 

distance and obviously the developer paying for that infrastructure cost 100 percent are important.  And 

I’ll just echo the affordability of this housing type.  I’m not for sure -- I mean, obviously not every-- this 

isn’t going to fit everywhere, work everywhere, but I think it works well here and I think it’s an 

appropriate use, so I plan on supporting it.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Tillotson? 

 MR. TILLOTSON:  I really don’t have anything to say other than I’m just going to echo  

Mr. Skala and Mr. Reichlin’s comments.  I think it’s -- works for Columbia and I’m going to support it.   

 MS. PETERS:  I think it’s a delicate balance.  I do agree that this is pushing the boundary and I 

think that’s a tough issue as far as future growth for Columbia.  I think affordable housing though is very 

important.  Getting the lagoon out of production and into something of a main line sewer I believe is 

important.  I do have a little bit of a concern about stormwater management coming off the future site, 

but from what I read, Staff feels comfortable with that.  So I will be going with Staff’s recommendation, 

although I totally understand the gateway to Columbia.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Dr. Puri? 

 DR. PURI:  I think that the location where it is, I think it works.  I understand what Mr. Reichlin is 

trying to convey.  And I think at the point where it is, I think it’s okay and it’s a clean facility and  

well-maintained.  And I think it’s better to channelize this sewage system rather than into lagoons.  

Eventually that will be a problem.  So I’ll support this.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Okay.  My comment:  The Overtons run a tight ship on these -- on their 

courts.  I’ve been through a number of them and they do run a nice facility.  I personally don’t think -- in 
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the eight years that I’ve been here, we’ve never, to my knowledge, went -- or had someone request 

RMH zoning.  We have on a number of occasions had someone want to go the other way with multi-

family, and I would be willing to predict that at some point this one will as well.  And because of that I 

think I’m actually more comfortable, although I don’t want to see it taken out because affordable 

housing is a huge issue in Columbia.  But I would predict at some point it probably would be, and 

because of that I’m probably more inclined to support it because multi-family right long side of the 

highway would seem to be fairly appropriate as far as a gateway to the city.  Although, I, too, 

understand what you’re saying there.  So I’m supportive of this.  I definitely get what Mr. Vander Tuig is 

saying about pushing our southern boundary.  It’s interesting that in our conversations on that East 

Area Plan, this is below what we were talking about, so this -- or to the south of what we were talking 

about, so here we are already exceeding that limit.  And I wonder if it would fit into what Staff is 

characterizing as an urban service boundary as well.  I have a feeling it’s south of the line they’ve 

drawn for our new plan.  However, that said, I do think it’s important to get rid of the lagoons.  I suspect 

that there’s an issue there or we wouldn’t be addressing it now.  And as far as the variance requests, it 

does seem to me that we’re -- especially when it come to screening, there’s not a great deal to screen it 

from.  So I think we will need to handle this -- unless there’s additional comments, we will need to 

handle this zoning and then the plan and if we’re going to support the variances.  Am I correct, Mr. 

Zenner? 

 MR. ZENNER:  The plan and the variances can be handled together.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Right.  Yeah.  Mr. Skala? 

 MR. SKALA:  I just had a kind of a question of Staff.  One of the comments that was made is 

kind of provocative, and that is that the RMH zoning designation has essentially a tighter restrictive 

format than some of the others.  And perhaps, I guess, as we go along in this process, we may address 

that at some point when we take up some of these rezoning questions.  But do you have any idea what 

the reason for that or the source or that’s just the way it’s been or is there some -- do you have any 

insight into that, why that’s different? 

 MR. MACINTYRE:  Well, I don’t have any direct -- certainly I wasn’t here when it was written -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Yeah.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  -- and I -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Most of us weren’t.   

 MR. MACINTYRE:  -- haven’t spoken to anyone involved with it directly.  However, the 

suggestion was made to me by I believe another staff member that it may have been one of those 

situations where at the time the idea was perhaps to try to discourage this type of use in some cases.  

And this is purely speculation, however, that might be the case with regard to -- 

 MR. SKALA:  Interesting.   

 MR. WHEELER:  He said that a little nicer than I would’ve.  All right.  Someone want to take a 

stab at a motion here or any further discussion?  Please.  Ms. Peters.   
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 MS. PETERS:  I would make a motion to recommend approval of Case 13-29, Doris Overton 

Trust permanent zoning.  Recommendation would be to follow Staff’s recommendations of approval for 

residential manufactured housing as permanent City zoning and approval of the proposed preliminary -- 

yeah? 

 MR. WHEELER:  And then we’ll do -- 

 MS. PETERS:  Okay.   

 MR. WHEELER:  We need to handle it in two, so -- 

 MS. PETERS:  Okay.   

 MR. WHEELER:  So you’re recommending approval of the zoning request? 

 MS. PETERS:  Yep.   

 MR. WHEELER:  Is there -- Mr. Strodtman? 

 MR. STRODTMAN:  (Indicating.) 

 MR. WHEELER:  Motion’s been made and seconded.  Discussion on the motion?  When you’re 

ready.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  We have a motion and a second for approval of Case 13-29 to annex 

26.4 acres of land into the City of Columbia, and to assign RMH (Residential Manufactured Home) as 

permanent City zoning.  And that is with the variances a well, per City Staff or -- 

 MR. WHEELER:  We’re going to handle the zoning separately and then we’ll do the plan and -- 

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Variances after.   

 MR. WHEELER:  So we’re just doing the zoning.   

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  Oh.  Variances are relative to the plan.  Correct?  Okay.  All right.  Very 

well.   

Roll Call Vote (Voting “yes” is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Peters, Dr. Puri,  
Mr. Skala, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson, Mr. Wheeler.  Voting No:  Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Vander Tuig.   
Motion carries 6-2. 
 MR. WHEELER:  All right.  So I cut you off.  Would you like to  

 MS. PETERS:  Would move for approval of Case 13-29, Doris Overton Trust, preliminary [sic] 

zoning, approval of a preliminary Residential Manufactured Housing plan and all requested variances.    

 MR. TILLOTSON:  (Indicating.) 

 MR. WHEELER:  Mr. Tillotson.  Motion is made and seconded.  Discussion on the motion? 

When you’re ready.    

 MR. VANDER TUIG:  We have a motion and a second for the second part of Case 13-29 for 

the approval of a preliminary RMH development plan including the variances per the Staff’s report and 

their recommendations.   

Roll Call Vote (Voting “yes” is to recommend approval.)  Voting Yes:  Ms. Peters, Dr. Puri,  
Mr. Skala, Mr. Strodtman, Mr. Tillotson, Mr. Wheeler.  Voting No:  Mr. Reichlin, Mr. Vander Tuig.   
Motion carries 6-2. 



 14

 MR. WHEELER:  Recommendation for approval will be forwarded to City Council.   




