
  

  

MINUTES 
COLUMBIA AREA TRANSPORTATION STUDY ORGANIZATION 

COORDINATING COMMITTEE 
MAY 27, 2021 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
John Glascock, Ci ty Manager, City of  Columbia, Chair  

Thad Yonke,  Boone County,  Senior  Planner ( for  Dan Atwi l l )  

Dave Nichols,  Publ ic  W orks Direc tor,  City o f  Columbia 

T im Teddy,  Community Development  Director,  Ci ty of  Columbia 

Jef f  McCann, Chief  Engineer,  Boone County 

Jenni Hosey,  MoDOT Mult imodal  ( for  Michel le Kratzer)  

Mike Henderson, MoDOT Centra l Of f ice 

Randy Aulbur,  MoDOT Central  Dis tr ic t  ( for  Machel le  W atk ins)  

 

ALSO PRESENT 

Brad Kel ley,  Ci ty of  Columbia Planning/CATSO staf f  

 

I .    CALL TO ORDER 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  I ' l l  ca l l  the meet ing to order.    

I I .    INTRODUCTION:   
  MR. GLASCOCK:  W e' l l  do introduct ions.  I 'm John Glascock, c i ty manager  of  

Columbia.   

  MR. MCCANN:  Jef f  McCann, Boone County.    

  MR. YONKE:  Thad Yonke, Boone County P lanning, I ’m here for  Commissioner 

Atwi l l .  

  MS. HOSEY:  Jenni  Hosey,  MoDOT, mult imodal  operat ions.  I 'm here for  

Michel le  Kratzer and I  wi l l  not  be vot ing on I tem Number  7 due to a conf l ic t  of  in terest.  

  MR. HENDERSON:  I 'm Mike Henderson,  MoDOT, Centra l Of f ice 

Transpor tat ion Planning.  

  MR. AULBUR:  Randy Aulbur ,  MoDOT Centra l Dis tr ic t ,  ass istant  d istr ic t  

engineer .  I 'm here in  p lace of  Machel le W atk ins , our  dis tr ic t  engineer .  

  MR. TEDDY:  T im Teddy,  c i ty of  Columbia Community Development.    

  MR. NICHOLS:  Dave Nichols ,  c i t y of  Columbia, Publ ic  W orks Department.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Thank you.   

I I I .    APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  Everybody’s seen the agenda.   I  need a mot ion to approve 



  

  

the agenda.   

  MR. MCCANN:  Move to approve agenda.   

  MR. HENDERSON:  Second.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Al l  those in favor s ignify by saying aye.   Opposed same 

sign.   

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Approval of  the agenda.   

IV.   APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  W e have minutes f rom the February 25th, 2021, meeting.   

Any correct ions or qual i f icat ions?   

  MR. YONKE: Yeah.  There were two that I  found.  The f irs t  being on Page 2, i t  

says Birch Creek, I  th ink  that is  supposed to be Perche Creek. And then on Page 12 i t  

has a capi ta l .   I  be l ieve i t 's  J-A-F.  I t 's  supposed to be G-I -S.  W ith those two 

correct ions, i f  nobody e lse found anyth ing, I  would move for  approval wi th correct ions.  

  MR. TEDDY:  I ' l l  second.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Motion's been made and seconded.  Al l  those in favor 

s ignif y by saying aye.   Al l  those opposed same sign.   Minutes have been approved.   

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    

V.   PUBLIC HEARING:  PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO CATSO MAJOR ROADWAY 
PLAN (MRP) TO ADD NORTH-SOUTH COLLECTOR STREET BETWEEN WACO ROAD 
AND STARKE AVENUE  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  I tem 5, publ ic  hear ing for  proposed amendment  to CATSO 

major roadway p lan to north-south col lec tor street  between W aco Road and Starke 

Avenue.   

  MR. KELLEY:  Thank you, John.  As previous ly d iscussed by the coordinat ing 

committee, the Tuscany Ridge res ident ia l  subdiv is ion development  has tr iggered staf f  

to  review st reet  connect iv i t y a long the western sect ion of  W aco Road.  The north-

south col lec tor  street  was inc luded on a 2006 prel im p lat  but has not  been added to 

the major  roadway p lan s ince that  t ime.  A more extens ive north-south col lec tor  

would connect  W aco Road with Starke Avenue which would provide essent ial  

connect iv i t y to  the adjacent area which inc ludes Atk ins Park , a future Ci ty Park  

development and the Boone County Fairgrounds.  I t  is  now being proposed to amend 

the CATSO major roadway p lan to add th is  major  co l lector  street  a l ignment between 

W aco Road and Starke Avenue.   On the next s l ide I ' l l  show you a general a l ignment 

for  the col lec tor  street .   At  the previous coordinat ing committee,  we d iscussed th is  

and d irected the technical  committee and Staf f  to  set a publ ic  hear ing for  the major 

roadway p lan and that  is  what  we're hear ing today.  This  was advert ised in the 



  

  

Tr ibune on May 11th of  th is month.   Here's  a general overview of  the area of  the 

current major  roadway p lan.  This  orange l ine wi th dashes through i t  is  the potent ia l  

future expans ion of  Waco Road.  L ines wi thout dashes through them are exis t ing 

dashes are potent ia l  future expans ion.  This is  being proposed --  th is  yel low l ine wi th 

dashed green through i t  provide connect iv i t y between W aco Road and Starke Avenue.   

And again, this  was included on a prel im inary p lat  in  2006.  The technical  committee 

ear l ier  recommended to the coordinat ing committee to give cons iderat ion to th is  

proposed major roadway p lan amendment and hold a publ ic  hear ing.  The committee 

fur ther  reviewed this  ear l ier  th is month but took no formal  ac t ion as that was not 

necessary.   Staf f  recommends holding a publ ic  hear ing on the proposed amendment  

and recommends approval  of  amending the major roadway p lan and passing a mot ion 

to g ive formal approval to MRP amendment to add the new major  col lec tor  street  

between W aco and Stark  Avenue.    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Is  that i t?  

  MR. KELLEY:  Yes.   I ' l l  be happy to answer  any quest ions you may have.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Any quest ions of  Staf f?  Okay.   I  wi l l  open the publ ic  

hear ing.  Any comments  f rom the publ ic  about this  proposed publ ic  hear ing --  

proposed amendment.   Sorry,  this  is  the publ ic  meet ing.  Close the publ ic  hear ing.  

No comment.   Any fur ther d iscuss ion on th is  amendment?  T im? 

  MR. TEDDY:  Yes, we have ta lked about  th is a couple of  t imes in  the technical  

committee and wi th the prospect  of  addit ional phases to the subdiv is ions in  th is area, 

the potent ial  development of  the fairgrounds as a major  at trac t ion, the u lt imate future 

extension to W aco Road, the very act ive Atk ins bal l  f ie lds  when they are in season,  I  

th ink  we are agreed on tech committee that i t  would be benef ic ia l  to p lan for  

something that 's  in between Brown Stat ion Road and Oak land Gravel Road that  would 

re l ieve excess ive burden on Oak land Gravel ,  Starke Lane and Brown Stat ion Road by 

a l lowing shorter d is tant t r ips  in  th is area.  And our  understanding is  that th is  would 

be a development-re lated roadway or at least a good port ion of  i t  would be 

development re lated and when we have a quarter  on our major  roadway p lanning, the 

opportunity to obta in upgraded r ight-of -way for  such a road, so f rom a staf f  

perspect ive I  th ink  we feel i t 's  a benef ic ia l  addi t ion.    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Is  there a proposed development out  there al ready or has 

something a lready been done?   

  MR. TEDDY:  Tuscany Ridge is  bui ld ing out  and they're look ing at  expans ion.  

I t  would interconnect  wi th the system of  streets , Brown Stat ion and W aco and then, of  

course, I  k ind of  lef t  out  the school is  there as wel l .   So that is  another traf f ic  

generator.   So, i t  would a l low some route f lex ibi l i t y through the area to get people to 



  

  

and f rom school,  to  and f rom parks, neighborhood to neighborhood,  etc.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Did we reach out to  the school and/or the developer  to ta lk  

about  i t?   

  MR. TEDDY:  W e have ta lked wi th the developer  about i t .    

  MR. KELLEY:  Yeah.  I  haven' t  had any d iscuss ion wi th the school.   I  know 

we' re ta lk ing about the development  agreement ;  the school  had reached out  to  me and 

just  k ind asked what  was going on.  That wasn' t  necessar i ly referr ing to that major  

roadway p lan addi t ion.   They we were jus t d iscussing general development.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Okay.  Anybody e lse?  I 'd enter ta in a mot ion.  

  MR. MCCANN:  I ' l l  move that  we add th is to the major roadway p lan.  

  MR. NICHOLS:  I ' l l  second.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Second by Mr.  Nichols .  Al l  those in favor  s igni fy by saying 

aye.  Al l  as  opposed same sign.   Mot ion carr ies.   

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval)  

VI.   PUBLIC HEARING:  PROPOSED FY 2020-2023 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP)  AMENDMENT 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  Number 6, publ ic  hear ing on proposed FY 2020-2023 

transpor tat ion improvement program amendment.  

  MR. KELLEY:  MoDOT requested a proposed amendment  to the FY 2020-2023 

CATSO TIP for  revis ions to three projects  current ly in the TIP.  Two of  the projec ts 

are in  the MoDOT roadway pavement  and construct ion sect ion of  the TIP and the third 

is  in the scoping sect ions --  scoping sect ion.  The f i rs t  was a job order  contrac t ing for  

guard ra i l /guard cable.   The ex is t ing projec t has a tota l  budget of  $644,000.  The 

revised projec t wi l l  have a funding increase in the amount  of  about  one-half  m il l ion to 

br ing the tota l  budget  2.142 mil l ion.  Inc luded is 428,000 in s tate funds and 1.7 

mil l ion in s tate advance construct ion (AC) funding.  The latter  funds are being 

advanced by the s tate to fac i l i tate projec t implementat ion.  The s tate AC funds wi l l  be 

conver ted to or re imbursed by federal  funds at  a la ter  date.  Al l  the funding is  

budgeted in  f iscal year 2021.  Here are the changes being shown to the TIP.  The 

TIP number here in  the top lef t  marked in  red and then on the bottom lef t  as wel l ,  

ex ist ing --  the top is  the revis ion in Apr i l  and the bot tom is the new amendment  to 

increased tota l  funding.  Next  is  one of  the amendments  to roadway pavement 

construct ion sect ion.  This  is  for  TIP #2020-4:   US 63 pavement  improvements.  

Ex ist ing project  2020-4 has a total  budget of  $16,360,000.  The new amendment adds 

428,000 to the budget for  a tota l  of  16,788,000.  W hile  the ex ist ing projec t inc ludes 

the s tate AC funds to fac i l i ta te the projec t,  the revised vers ion conta ins  $13,430,400 

in federal  funding.  Al l  funding is  budgeted in f iscal  year 2022.  Here is  the char t  



  

  

showing the changes.  The ex ist ing TIP and then the changes to the TIP as wel l .   

The th ird is  TIP # 2020-14:  US 63/I -70 interchange improvement .   The ex is t ing TIP 

project  2020-14 is  scoping for  US 63 connector / I-70 intersect ion improvements and i t  

shows 10,000 in  of  f iscal years  2020 and 2021.  The project wi l l  now be amended to 

budget addi t ional funding wi th 1,300,000 in f iscal  year  2022 and 3,000,000 in f iscal 

year  2023.  Amendment  wi l l  match up the CATSO TIP wi th the new MoDOT State 

Transpor tat ion Improvement  Program.  The tota l  budget is  now 4,300,000.  Al l  of  the 

funded - -  a l l  of  the funding budgeted is for  engineer ing.  The 20,000 for  f iscal  year  

2020 and 2021 is now shown as pr ior  program to match how i t  is  shown in the draf t  

MoDOT State TIP or STIP,  which begins  in  FY 2022 and extends through f iscal  year 

2026.   And here is  the chart  showing the ex ist ing TIP number and the proposed 

change to the TIP.  At the May 5th, 2021,  CATSO technical committee meet ing the 

tech committee reviewed the potent ia l  T IP amendment  and d iscussed the projec ts 

included.  Af ter  review, the committee unanimous ly passed a mot ion to forward the 

amendment  to the coordinat ing committee for  their  formal  review with the 

recommendat ion for  approval.   Suggested to the coordinat ing committee that they 

review the proposed amendment  for  any necessary revis ions or  edi ts,  hold a publ ic  

hear ing, and af ter  hold ing the publ ic  hear ing,  pass a motion g iv ing formal approval to  

the proposed amendment to the f iscal  year  2020-2023 TIP.   And that is  a l l  have you, 

and I  wi l l  be happy to answer quest ions.   And I  imagine MoDOT could probably 

answer quest ions as well .    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Anyone have quest ions of  Staf f?  I  wi l l  open up the publ ic  

hear ing for  the proposed TIP amendments .  Any comments  f rom the publ ic?  Seeing 

none,  I  wi l l  c lose the publ ic  hear ing.   How does the commission feel?  Anyth ing f rom 

MoDOT on th is? 

  MR. HENDERSON:  These are normal  projects.  I  mean, resurfac ing projects , 

the job order  contrac t ing project  is  one that  was a lready in  the TIP.  W e just star t  - -  

s ince the gas tax  passed, I  th ink  they’re ramping up some of  the engineer ing work  that 

they're want ing to do.   

  Mr.  GLASCOCK:  Very good.   

  MR. MCCANN:  I  move to approve al l  three of  the --  I  th ink  i t  was three 

amendments .   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Yeah.   

  MR. MCCANN:  Yeah,  of  the amendments.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Second.  Al l  those in favor s ignif y by saying aye.  Al l  

opposed same s ign.  Mot ion carr ies .   

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)    



  

  

VII.    POTENTIAL MAJOR ROADWAY PLAN REVISIONS IN OLIVET AND RICHLAND 
ROAD VICINITY 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  Number 7, potent ial  major roadway p lan revis ions in the 

Ol ivet  and Richland Road vic in i ty.    

  MR. SMITH:  Cl in t  Smith, Ci ty Planning.  I ' l l  jus t g ive a quick  overview.  The 

technical committee had received a request to  cons ider  a major  roadway p lan revis ion 

and they d iscussed i t  at  their  May 5th meet ing.  In short ,  just  g ive you a quick  

overview.  I t  involves a request  that  in i t ia ted f rom Crocket t  Engineer ing Consultants .  

Their  request  spec if ica l ly was involving two major roadways,  one being the eastern 

one, as you see on your screen, which would be Ol ivet ,  which is  most ly constructed 

going f rom New Haven on the south up to I-70 and des ignated as a major co l lec tor  on 

the p lan.  I t  a lso involved the next  major roadway to the west ,  none of  which is  

constructed current ly,  but is  des ignated as a minor arter ial .   So, their  request  in  shor t  

would be to f l ip  the designat ions of  those two major  roadways.  Ol ivet  would become 

a minor  ar ter ia l .   The unnamed roadway on the west wi l l  become the major  co l lector .   

In  addit ion to that conversat ion, there was addi t ional  discuss ion on Tradewinds as 

wel l .   That  proposal would have been degrading or de--  I  don' t  know - -  reduct ion of  

the c lass if icat ion of  that  street  f rom a minor  arter ial ,  which i t  is  cur rent ly,  to a major 

co l lec tor  as wel l .   I  th ink  we have some c lose-ups here.   Another  por t ion of  the 

request  coming f rom Crockett  Engineer ing Consultants  was to real ign a por t ion of  the 

western of  these two col lec tors  are two major roadways we saw on the f irs t  s l ide.   

So,  th is is  the far  north sect ion,  I-70 there on the north.  This proper ty in part icu lar ,  

the City's  had a concept  meet ing regarding the development of  th is  proper ty's  and 

a lso th is potent ia l  a l ignment .   So instead of  cont inuing the unnamed roadway to the 

nor th on the west,  i t  would curve around and connect to  the future extension of  Ol ivet.   

So that  roadway would bas ical ly have traf f ic  going f rom that roadway to the minor  

arter ial .   Staf f  d id raise some quest ions on that  given the unknown potent ia l  grading 

of  Ol ivet because i t  is  now ident i f ied as  a potent ia l  locat ion that  would cross I -70 in 

the future wi th an overpass.  So, by d ivert ing that t raf f ic  there may be reduct ions in  

the access to I-70 Dr ive Southeast  i f  i t 's  not d irec t ly accessib le f rom Olivet .   

Tradewinds, again --  that 's  on there.  So,  th is is  another v iew of  that shot .   The 

Tradewinds again, would be par t  of  that conversat ion that the technical  committee 

had, would be downgrading that ,  again,  to  a major co l lec tor  status .  And that  would 

be bas ical ly the next  major roadway to the east.   I  th ink  the general  consensus of  

Staf f  is  that  th is wi l l  probably require addi t ional ,  conversat ions and study.   They d id 

make a mot ion to report  th is  d iscuss ion to the coordinat ing committee in  seek ing 

fur ther  d irect ion on moving forward wi th fur ther  study on these two--  technical ly,  I  



  

  

guess, would be four proposals:  two --  three rec lass if icat ions,  and a potent ia l  

real ignment  of  the unnamed major  roadway.   W ith that  sa id,  I 'd  be happy to answer 

any quest ions but that 's  a l l  we have r ight  now. 

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Cl int ,  on that  one you are showing r ight there,  does that 

come in at I-70 Dr ive r ight at  that  br idge where that creek is?   

  MR. SMITH:  Right  here?   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Right  there.   

  MR. SMITH:  So yeah.  The major  roadway --  le t  me go back.  I  th ink  i t 's  on 

here.  Yeah, so i t  would potent ia l ly come in very c lose to where I-70 Dr ive would 

intersect wi th the creek there.  There's a few propert ies here.  I  th ink  measur ing that 

out,  there 's a few hundred feet f rom the edge of  - -  what you could cons ider as 

potent ia l ly future development areas to the creek.  So, there is  a small  window there 

that  you might  be able to get a major roadway into.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Okay.   

  MR. SMITH:  And potent ia l ly par t  of  that  conversat ion about swapping a l l  of  

that  wi th the other one --  obvious ly,  centered on the fact  that  Ol ivet  would potent ial ly 

become an overpass and that  i t  would be more appropr iate to have h igher  traf f ic  

vo lumes on i t .  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  And I  agree wi th that.   Any comments  f rom the 

commission?   

  MR. MCCANN:  The Ol ivet  overpass or ig inal ly was in l ine wi th where that 

unnamed ar ter ia l  is ,  and i t  got moved over to Ol ivet  and the des ignat ion for  the 

arter ial  could swi tch to --  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Yeah.  I t  came with the school,  didn' t  i t?   

  MR. MCCANN:  Yes.  That  overpass,  i f  you take i t  s tra ight north,  ends up 

intersect ing wi th Batt le Avenue and connects the nor th and south.   I t  essent ia l ly 

would become the Forum Boulevard on the east  s ide of  town.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Anybody e lse?  W hat do you need f rom us Clin t?  You 

need d irect ion on --  have the Technical look at i t  and br ing i t  back to us? 

  MR. SMITH:  I  th ink  that 's  what they were seek ing was more spec i f ic  direc t ion 

on to look at  th is a l i t t le c loser  and then come back wi th a recommendat ion, I  would 

assume at  the next  Coordinat ing for  a potent ial  publ ic  hear ing at  that  point .    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  I  would make that  mot ion. 

  MR. MCCANN:  Second.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Motion made and seconded.  Al l  those in  favor  s ignify by 

saying aye.   Al l  opposed same sign.  Mot ion passed.   Thank you, Cl int .    

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)  



  

  

VIII .    POTENTIAL MAJOR ROADWAY PLAN REVISIONS IN SINCLAIR ROAD 
VICINITY-DISCUSSION  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Number 8, proposed --  or  sorry,  potent ial  major  roadway 

p lan revis ion in  Sinc la ir  Road v ic in ity,  d iscussion.   

  MR. SMITH:  Thank you.  So, th is  was another  request  brought to  us  f rom 

Crocket t  Engineer ing Consul tants d iscussed at the May 5th technical committee 

meeting.   So, i t  is  a l i t t le more involved.  I t  does have f ive components.  General ly,  

the request was to remove these f ive components , a lthough they are somewhat  

connected f rom the major  roadway p lan.  I ' l l  go through them real  br ief ly each one.  

Here they' re bas ical ly ident i f ied by A through E.  I ' l l  s tar t  on the west  real quick .  I  

wi l l  s tar t  here,  and we can get  in to a l i t t le  more deta i l  look i f  you need, but this  k ind 

g ives us a broad overview.  So,  there 's an east /west  col lector  here.  General ly,  

would connect  Scott  on the west .   And i f  constructed a l l  the way through, would 

connect  to Sinc la ir  and then potent ia l ly l ine up wi th Stanley Pi t ts  Lane, which a lso 

could then in the future could connect to  Highlands Parkway.   The addi t ional part  of  

that  is  a north branch of  a major roadway that  would connect to  th is p iece.  I t  could 

connect  to Old Mi l ls  Creek Road going north and that  would be the D segment .   

Going through these,  again,  quick ly,  A,  the issue was ra ised --  and general ly most  of  

the issues ra ised here was a mixture of  current development  bas ical ly b lock ing the 

roadways, ex treme grades and/or  potent ia l ly f loodplain in  the area where these 

roadways would be constructed.   A,  A is  a l i t t le b it  of  except ion.   I t  does show the 

roadway going through a cur rent ly p lat ted development.   That 's  Wyndham Ridge.  

And i t  goes r ight through a common lot ,  which is  a lso where an ex ist ing b lue l ine 

stream is  located.  So g iven the c ircumstances,  that does seem to be an unl ikely 

locat ion for  a future roadway,  dedicat ion and then a lso construct ion.  That is  a piece 

only though that  would go between basical ly KK and Scott .   B is  part ia l ly improved 

bas ical ly wi th Southern Hil ls  Dr ive.   And then C is a smal l  spur  that  would come of f  

th is  east /west co l lec tor street.   That  would connect  potent ia l ly into Arrowhead --  the 

Arrowhead Lake subdiv is ion. And then D is a north/south one and some of  the 

obstacles  that they pointed out for  the construct ion of  that p iece would be --  

espec ial ly r ight at  the nor thern in tersect ion of  th is p iece at  Old Mi l ls  - -  Old Mi l l  Creek 

Road,  was the extreme grades r ight  at that intersect ion, and the fact that  the roadway 

in that  in tersect ion's  current ly in the f loodpla in.  The c ity has conducted a recent 

concept  meet ing for  the p iece that general ly E,  and D,  and C are located on.  I t 's  the 

p iece owned by the Univers i ty of  Missour i .   There is  potent ia l  development for  that 

property.   There is  a lso another  east/west co l lec tor  to the nor th of  that that could be 

constructed wi th that  development,  which would be Crabapple.   But  I  th ink  what  a lso 



  

  

was pointed out is  there is  very l im i ted east /west connect iv i t y in that  Sinc la ir  Road 

corr idor  a l l  way f rom modern Nifong in the nor th c lear  down to K in south.  So, the --  

just  k ind of  paraphrase,  technical committee th ink  they were not  in  a pos it ion to 

recommend any removal at  th is point.   And i t  would be fur ther s tudy in  the future.   

No formal  mot ion was made at  that  meet ing,  but i f  the coordinat ing committee would 

l ike to invest igate i t  fur ther ,  they could provide that  d irect ion now.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Has anyth ing been brought  forward about the Sincla ir  

property?  

  MR. SMITH:  Not beyond the concept  meet ing that  was requested.  There was 

a conceptual s i te  p lan for  that  development ,  and i t  was a res ident ia l  development  for  

the most  par t  and i t  d id show a Crabapple connect ion for  the major roadway,  but i t  

inc luded the request  here to remove E,  the E port ion of  th is.   So, they d id not  have 

that  major roadway on their  p lan.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Any quest ions of  Staf f?  Is  there anyth ing you want to --  oh, 

go ahead?   

  MR. YONKE:  I  was going to say,  I  th ink  i t  needs to have some more s tudy on 

i t .   I  mean, i t 's  one th ing to redesignate,  swap des ignat ions,  i t 's  another  th ing to take 

out road that  were p laced for  a reason.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Okay.  Anyth ing e lse?  Yeah,  T im. 

  MR. TEDDY:  Not  a quest ion for  Staf f ,  but  just  a comment.   Speak ing for  

myself ,  I  th ink  what  the ex ist ing roadway p lan shows is  the idea of  join ing Old Mil l  and 

Sinc la ir  someplace in  the middle so you don' t  have these two separate para l le l  roads 

that  jus t get  bus ier and busier  and there's  no way to cross between them.  And 

Crabapple's what we've got  now as a potent ia l ,  but  admit tedly there is  some 

constructabi l i t y issues with those a l ignments , A,  B,  C, D,  E.  You know, so there is  a 

degree of  d if f icu lty there.   I  l ike to focus on the idea of  just  tr ying to f ind al ternate 

routes between those two p laces and not re ly on Crabapple to be the funnel of  i t  al l .    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Anyth ing else?  T im?   

  MR. CROCKETT:  T im Crockett ,  Crockett  Engineer ing.  W e are the 

representat ive for  the developer  who's look ing in to developing the Sinc la ir  farm.  And 

we made the request to CATSO with regards to these --  these segments.  W ith 

regards to sect ion E and B,  I  th ink , you know, that can be done.   I  th ink  that,  

obviously,  A I  th ink  certa in ly needs to come of f  there.  B has some chal lenges,  very 

much so, but  I  th ink  i f  the commission dec ides to leave B and E on there,  I  th ink  that 's  

- -  that 's ,  you know, certa in ly something that  we need to look at .   Mr.  Teddy's  correc t.   

I  mean,  i f  we leave everyth ing up to Crabapple, Crabapple is  a col lector s treet,  but i t  

has dr iveways on i t ,  so wi th the construc t ion and the access f rom the east - -  f rom the 



  

  

west to  the east  through the Sinc la ir  property,  they wi l l  need another point of  access 

at  some point.   The issue is,  is  where.  And there's  been some discuss ion about the 

extension of  Southampton,  but  again, that t ies back into the nor th segment of  where D 

is located, which is  not only f loodpla in,  but f loodway.   A large sect ion of  i t .   And i t 's  

going to be extremely d if f icu lt  to  develop in the f loodway,  espec ia l ly i f  you 're look ing 

at  addit ional major  roadways.   And so, what we would l ike to ta lk  about or  l ike to 

request  of  the commission, i f  you would, have them evaluate an east/west roadway 

through that locat ion, but real ly focus,  in  my eyes,  focus on that  D segment.   

Because I  th ink  that D segment  is  real ly not very construct ib le at  a l l .   And both with 

extreme grades,  to get  down to that locat ion.   And then once you get  down to that 

locat ion again,  we' re in the f loodway.   And so that is  going to be extremely d if f icu lt  to 

develop around.  So real ly,  we want  to focus here on the D segment  more than 

anyth ing.   I  th ink  A s tands for  i tse lf  as not  being construc t ib le.  Certa in ly,  i t 's  

a lready been developed,  so that 's  going to fa l l  back on the c i ty or  whoever wants to 

develop that  and bui ld  that road in  the future.  I  th ink  there's  cer ta inly an a l ternat ive 

route for  that .   And i f  B and E s tay on the CATSO plan,  then you know, we' l l  work  

around that .   That  is  not a b ig issue.  And of  course,  C, C is  a l i t t le p iece where the 

Univers ity is  going to reta in some ownership of  the property out there and i t  has some 

var ied nuc lear  waste on i t .   They' re going to reta in ownership of ,  very minute, not  a 

b ig issue,  but i t  needs to be lef t  undisturbed.  And so that  is  issue with C, but we're 

not going to touch that  anyway.   But  i f  we would,  we would l ike to request  that  th is 

commission ask for  fur ther evaluat ion main ly for  the D segment.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Thank you.  Any other  publ ic  comment?  I ' l l  enterta in a 

motion.  

  MR. YONKE:  I  would move that  we have coordinat ing committee look at  - -  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Coordinat ing committee? 

  MR. YONKE:  Sorry.  The technical  committee and then the coordinat ing 

committee look at a l l  o f  these segments and try to  review i t .   And actual ly,  I  was 

going to ask i f  T im would get wi th the County and c ity staf f ,  we could probably 

expedite some of  that review i f  they help us do that  rather  than us pure ly say what  is  

or  isn' t  seemingly going to work .   

  MR. CROCKETT:  Thad, we would be very happy to do that .   W ould l ike to 

proceed wi th that  plan as soon as poss ib le.   The Univers i ty has us under  a very t ight  

t ime f rame.  W e understand that  CATSO meets  quarter ly,  and we understand there 's 

certa in parameters there.   But we would be very happy to work  wi th Publ ic  W orks, 

work  wi th Road Br idge, not Road and Br idge,  but  Research Management now, to come 

up wi th al ternat ive locat ions.  



  

  

  MR. YONKE:  Right.   And that  is  what I  hope we could do is  we could some of  

the subsets of  the CATSO tech together --  

  MR. CROCKETT:  Sure.  

  MR. YONKE:  - -  ahead of  t ime work ing wi th you to tr y to f igure out  what might 

work  in  the area.  

  MR. CROCKETT:  Right .  

  MR. YONKE:  Because as I  sa id,  when these roads were put  on,  i t  was 

understood they were going to be d if f icul t  and compl icated roads to make work .  

  MR. CROCKETT:  Once you look at i t ,  we're --  you 're going to quick ly real ize 

that  there 's --  whi le  i t 's  a long p iece of  property,  we are very l im ited on where we can 

have access.   W hether i t 's  a lready developed,  ex treme terrain, f loodway,  take your  

p ick , there is  a lot  - -  I  mean,  there are not many windows to hi t  through there.   So, I  

th ink  we could help expedite that and provide informat ion to that.   Absolute ly.    

  MR. YONKE:  That would be the only way I  could see that you would be able to 

get something quick .  Because l ike you said,  th is body meets  quarter ly.  

  MR. CROCKETT:  Okay.  Be happy to do that.  

  MR. YONKE:  I  make a mot ion we send i t  to  Coordinat ing to look into this  a 

l i t t le  b i t  fur ther  and engage the developer as  well .  

  MR. MCCANN:  Tech.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Do I  hear a second? 

  MR. TEDDY:  Second. 

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Motion has been made and seconded.  Al l  those in favor 

s ignal by saying aye.   Al l  opposed same sign.  Mot ion carr ies.  

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)  

IX.   OTHER BUSINESS  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Nine,  other  bus iness.  Anyth ing e lse for  th is  commission by 

the commissioners?  No?   

X. GENERAL COMMENTS BY THE PUBLIC,  MEMBERS AND STAFF 
  Mr.  Glascock:  Any comments by publ ic ,  members, and staf f?  Anybody f rom 

the publ ic  wish to be heard?   

  MR. THOMAS:  Good af ternoon Coordinat ing Committee.  Ian Thomas, 2616 

Hi l lsh ire Dr ive,  and I  am a member of  the City Counc i l .   I  want  to express my 

apprec iat ion for  some of  the d iscuss ion that  you've had over the last year  about  a 

major amendment to the CATSO 2050 long-range transportat ion p lan.  A lo t  of  

concerns were raised by members of  the publ ic  at  the December 2019 meet ing at 

which that p lan was approved by the committee.   And a major amendment is  cer ta in ly 

badly needed in order  to  br ing th is  p lan into a l ignment  wi th what  the people of  



  

  

Columbia and Boone County are look ing for  in  the future transportat ion system.  And 

John, I  apprec iate your proposal of  creat ing a trans it  master p lan as a par t  response 

to those concerns and there's  --  that 's  def in i te ly very much needed.  However , to  jus t 

do that  transi t  master  p lan on the long-range transportat ion p lan as i t  s tands is  a bi t  

l ike putt ing a bui ld ing on a rot ten foundat ion.  There are some real ly ser ious 

problems wi th the long-range transportat ion p lan,  the f irs t  of  which being that i t  has 

some laudable goals and object ives that are ut ter ly ignored in  the p lan.   So,  one of  

the goals  is  to  reduce re l iance on automobi les.  There is  zero evidence of  any ef for t  

in the p lan to achieve that .   Invest in and preserve the ex ist ing transpor tat ion system, 

encourage inf i l l  in under invested areas of  Boone County.   None of  those are 

ref lected in any of  the act ions of  the plan.   The p lan inc ludes s trategic act ions to 

spend hundreds of  mil l ions of  dol lars  bui ld ing new highways and expanding ex ist ing 

roads in to highways just as you have been d iscuss ing in some of  the i tems this  

af ternoon.  The p lan has performance measures.  Now, a performance measure is  

supposed to be a way to test  whether the goal is  being achieved.  So,  for  example,  

reduct ion in vehic le miles traveled in  the CATSO area is  a performance measure.  But  

to  my knowledge, there is  no p lan, no s trategy to measure VMT and to see whether an 

VMT is  reduc ing or  not .   So,  i t 's  a wor th less performance measure i f  there is  no 

at tempt  even to measure i t .   Increase in walk ing, b ik ing,  and trans it  t r ips,  reduc ing 

negat ive environmental impacts due to the transportat ion system.  None of  those 

performance measures are measured.  So, wi th those fundamental problems in the 

p lan - -  th is  is  supposed to be a strategic p lan that 's  dr iven by the publ ic .   I t  wi l l  al l  be 

constructed wi th publ ic  money.   I  think  there needs to be a major  amendment  that 

focuses on a fu l ly community-dr iven process to review the p lan as i t  is ,  to look at  the 

goals and object ives and see whether those a l ign wi th what the publ ic  wants .  And I  

th ink  many of  them wi l l .   The goals and object ives are good.  Then,  look at the 

performance measures and s l im them down to a few that  can actual ly be measured 

and then to set  in  place a program of  measurements  so that  we see i f  the p lan is  

achieving the goals.   And then, to  look at the s trategies in the p lan and make sure 

that  the publ ic  feels  those are strategies  that  are going to achieve the goals.   Most 

impor tant ly,  overarching of  a l l  that is  to make sure that  the p lan a l igns wi th 

Columbia's Cl imate Act ion and Adaptat ion Plan, which projects  that  we need to reduce 

automobile  travel  by a cons iderable percentage with in the next  ten years,  cer tain ly 

wi thin the next 30 years.  And reduce our greenhouse gas emissions in  the area.  

Thank you very much for  the t ime to speak.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Thank you.  Anybody e lse for  the publ ic?   

  MR. SIMONSON:  Lawrence Simonson, 411 McBaine.  Back when the LRTP 



  

  

was --  just  before i t  was adopted,  my organizat ion PedNet Coal i t ion gave an analys is  

of  the LRTP.  And our  summary is  essent ia l ly that we real ly l ike the goals  and 

object ives that are la id out  in  the LRTP.  We s t i l l  s tand by the fac t that  the p lan i tself  

and budget  al ignment  does not  match and don' t  th ink  i t  wi l l  ever the goals  and 

object ives.   In  fact ,  we th ink  i t  s tands in s tark  contras t of  achieving those goals .  

That  was about a l l  I  was going to say today.   But today,  I  th ink  I  learned a real ly 

interest ing lesson.  I  thought this  was a very educat ional  meeting when I  got to watch 

Mr.  T im Crockett  come up as he made h is  requests for  amendments, and how it  

seemed l ike the technical committee took those very ser ious ly and then brought them 

here before you.   Over 30 people came to the LRTP meeting and suggested a l ign ing 

the p lan wi th the goals  and object ives.   At  the very next technical  committee meet ing 

that  I  went  to,  I  got to  l is ten to Staf f  say we don' t  need to hear  f rom the publ ic .   They 

don' t  know what  they are doing.  That is  an exact  quote.  I  won' t  say who said i t ,  but  

i t  was very f rus trat ing at  the moment , but then to hear a profess ional come in 

represent ing a developer ,  mak ing requests and those requests get turned around very 

quick ly,  i t  re invigorated my f rustrat ion for  the process.  So,  I 'm going to leave i t  a t  

that .   Thank you a l l  for  your t ime.  I  know you al l  work  very hard.  Thank you.   

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Thank you.  Anyone e lse f rom the publ ic?  Members or 

Staf f  comment?  T im, I  have a quest ion based on what  Mr . Thomas and Mr.  Simonson 

said.  Is  there any way we can get a report  on the a l ignment of  what  we see in the 

p lan versus what they are ta lk ing about,  measures? 

  MR. TEDDY:  Sure.   W e can respond to i t ,  next coordinat ing meeting.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  I  would l ike a report  on that.    

  MR. TEDDY:  Yeah, we’ l l  get a response.  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  On the comments that were made here.  

  MR. TEDDY:  Yes, s ir .    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Anyth ing else?   

XI.   NEXT MEETING DATE 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  Next meeting?  W hat t ime or what date is  i t?  

  MR. KELLEY:  I t 's  on Thursday,  August 26th, 2021,  at 2:30 PM in these very 

counc i l  chambers.    

  MR. GLASCOCK:  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr . Simonson,  I  p lan to have a report  at the 

t ime.   Thank you.    

XII.    ADJOURNMENT 
  MR. GLASCOCK:  Motion to adjourn?   

  MR. MCCANN:  Mot ion to adjourn.   

  MR. YONKE:  Second.   



  

  

  MR. GLASCOCK:  I  guess we should vote.   

  (Unanimous voice vote for  approval.)  

  (Meet ing adjourned.)  


