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On March 20, 2020, City Manager Gregory Rose declared a State of Emergency for the City of University City 
due to the COVID-19 Pandemic.  Due to the ongoing efforts to limit the spread of the COVID-19 virus, the 
meeting will be in person at City Hall for members of staff and Council.   The public may observe and/or 
listen to the June 14, 2021 meeting as it has been able to do since on or about March 20, 2020.  
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

A. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
At the Regular Session of the City Council of University City held via videoconference, on 
Monday, June 14, 2021, Mayor Terry Crow called the meeting to order at 6:35 p.m. 

 

B. ROLL CALL 
In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present: 
 
   Councilmember Stacy Clay 
   Councilmember Aleta Klein 
   Councilmember Steven McMahon 
   Councilmember Jeffrey Hales 
   Councilmember Tim Cusick 
   Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 
 
Also in attendance were City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan, Jr.; 
Director of Planning and Development, Clifford Cross, and Director of Parks, Recreation & 
Forestry, Darren Dunkle. 
 
Mayor Crow stated he believes it was today or yesterday that the United States exceeded 
600,000 lives that were lost due to COVID.  No doubt this weighs heavily on everyone, as 
reflected in the decisions Council and the City Manager have had to make over the last fifteen 
months.  He stated he is grateful to see all of his colleagues face-to-face and looks forward to 
seeing the public return to these chambers hopefully in July.  He then thanked everyone for their 
patience. 
 Mayor Crow stated they are also honored to welcome Councilmember Klein to her first in-
chambers meeting.   
 

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Councilmember McMahon moved to approve the Agenda as presented, it was seconded by 
Councilmember Cusick and the motion carried unanimously. 
 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
1. May 24, 2021, Study Session – RPA 2 Steering Committee was moved by Councilmember 

Clay, it was seconded by Councilmember Hales, and the motion carried unanimously. 
2. May 24, 2021, Regular Meeting was moved by Councilmember McMahon, it was seconded 

by Councilmember Hales, and the motion carried unanimously. 
 

E. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION  
Procedures for submitting comments for Citizen Participation and Public Hearings: 
ALL written comments must be received no later than 12:00 p.m. the day of the meeting.  Comments 
may be sent via email to: councilcomments@ucitymo.org, or mailed to the City Hall – 6801 Delmar Blvd. 
– Attention City Clerk.   

MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY HALL, Fifth Floor 

 6801 Delmar Blvd. 
University City, Missouri 63130 

Monday, June 14, 2021 
6:30 p.m. 
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Such comments will be provided to City Council prior to the meeting.  Comments will be made a part of 
the official record and made accessible to the public online following the meeting.  
 
Please note, when submitting your comments, a name and address must be provided.  Also, note if 
your comment is on an agenda or non-agenda item. If a name and address are not provided, the 
submitted comment will not be recorded in the official record. 
 

Mayor Crow thanked citizens for taking the time to submit their written comments.  All 
comments meeting the aforementioned guidelines have been made a part of this record. 

 
F. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

1. FY22 Annual Budget and CIP 
 

Mayor Crow opened the Public Hearing at 6:37 p.m.  All comments received on this topic 
were acknowledged, and the hearing was closed at 6:38 p.m. 
 

2. Avenir Project 
 
Mayor Crow opened the Public Hearing at 6:38 p.m.  All comments received on this topic 
were acknowledged, and the hearing was closed at 6:38 p.m. 
 

G. CONSENT AGENDA 
1. Renewal of Audit Services’ Contract  
2. Westgate Improvements – Additional Reimbursement Grant Opportunity 
3. Replacement Police Vehicle 
 

Councilmember Klein moved to approve Items 1 through 3 of the Consent Agenda, it was 
seconded by Councilmember McMahon, and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Mr. Rose introduced the following Assistant City Managers to Council: 

• Gabby Macaluso - Economic Development and Communications 
• Brooke Smith - Development and execution of the City's Housing Program, and 

construction activities   
 

H. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
1. Opening City Facilities Update 

 
• City Hall is now open from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday.  Residents are 

being asked to use the front door entrance and adhere to the City's screening 
process.  Residents are encouraged to comply with the CDC's standards related to 
the wearing of masks.   

• Disabled residents seeking entrance to City Hall should call (314) 862-6767 for 
admission and screening. 

• The first in-person meeting for the public is scheduled for July 12th. 
 
Councilmember Clay asked what the City's screening process entailed?  Mr. Rose stated it 
consists of a temperature check to ensure that individuals do not have a fever.  
Councilmember Clay asked how long the City anticipated employing this process?  Mr. 
Rose stated the City's actions are based on the policies established by the County, so at 
this time, it is unknown how long the practice will remain in place.   
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Mr. Rose asked Mr. Dunkle if he would provide an update on the pool and Centennial 
Commons. 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated the pool and Centennial Commons have been open for two weeks, 
which includes three weekends.  Turnout has increased with the warmer weather but since 
the pool can handle up to 900 people there is plenty of capacity.  
 The health and fitness side of Centennial Commons has not reached its pre-COVID 
capacity, which could be a result of the limited hours.  The gymnasium is very popular from 
3 p.m. to close.   
 Staffing continues to be an issue; however, he is still interviewing and hopes to bring 
more people on board soon.  Mr. Dunkle stated there were a few minor incidents, but 
overall operations have been fairly smooth. 
 
Mayor Crow asked Mr. Dunkle how many positions were still vacant in his department?  
Mr. Dunkle stated he's looking to hire one full-time and 11 part-time employees.  He stated 
the problem with filling the part-time positions is associated with the number of hours 
people are willing to work and his need to fill an entire shift. 
 
Councilmember Clay asked if the City was still operating under the free access incentive 
for non-members?  Mr. Dunkle stated that they were.   
 Councilmember Clay asked if staff anticipated extending this inducement?  Mr. Rose 
stated staff is considering extending the free access incentive until July 6th, which would 
allow residents an opportunity to utilize the pool during the holiday.  Councilmember Clay 
questioned whether this was an administrative decision or one that should be made by 
Council?  Mr. Rose stated the decision to extend the free access was an administrative 
decision.  Councilmember Clay asked Mr. Rose if he had a dollar amount for how much 
this would impact the City's revenue?  Mr. Rose stated he would have to provide that 
information to Council after the meeting since he did not have the numbers in front of him.   
 
Mayor Crow encouraged staff to inform residents about the return to normal operations as 
soon as possible. 
 
Councilmember Cusick asked if staff had a schedule for when the Community Center 
would reopen?  Mr. Dunkle stated reopening of the Community Center is contingent upon 
staffing.  Currently, his department does not have any staff to take reservations for that 
facility, and Public Works does not have the custodial staff to perform the work needed to 
honor reservations.  Councilmember Cusick questioned whether this would hinder the 
City's Boards and Commissions from utilizing the Center for their meetings?  Mr. Rose 
stated the goal is for all Boards and Commission to begin meeting in person on July 1st, so 
they will make sure the proper arrangements are in place for them to conduct their 
meetings. 
 
Councilmember McMahon asked whether any of the previous programs were being offered 
at the pool?  Mr. Dunkle stated they are not offering any City-sponsored programs due to 
staffing.   Councilmember McMahon stated Council received an email today detailing some 
of the disruptions at the pool and his concern is whether there is an interface between the 
outsourced lifeguards' employer and the City to ensure they are aware of the next steps to 
take whenever they encounter a problem they are unable to handle?  Mr. Dunkle stated the 
lifeguards' contractual agreement also includes placing managers and assistant managers 
on-site to assist lifeguards with minor or routine infractions.   
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The police are to be contacted for anything they are unable to handle on their own, and at 
that point, his staff will be notified.  
 
 
Mr. Rose stated today, he and Mr. Dunkle discussed the need to ensure that these 
facilities provide residents with a safe and enjoyable experience.  As a result, Chief 
Hampton has committed to having an officer posted at both facilities when they open each 
day. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson stated incidents, where attendees are not compliant with 
staff's instructions, are also occurring at the gymnasium; which he believes is largely the 
result of a lack of knowledge about the rules and regulations that apply to each facility.  So, 
he would suggest posting this information in areas where attendees can see exactly what 
those rules and regulations are.  
 
Mr. Dunkle stated his staff is already addressing this issue, so hopefully, the rules and 
regulations will be posted in both facilities within the next few days.   
 

2. Special Event Policy 
 

Mr. Rose stated as a result of today's Study Session, staff is recommending that Council 
forward this policy to the Parks Commission to ascertain their recommendations on how 
this policy can be strengthened. 
 
Councilmember Hales moved that the Special Event Policy be referred to the Parks 
Commission for their review and recommendations to Council, it was seconded by 
Councilmember McMahon. 
 
Councilmember Cusick stated his one area of concern is that the $1,000 security deposit 
required for all organizations is a little too steep.  So, he would like to ask the Commission 
to pay particular attention to this aspect of the policy. 
 
Mr. Rose stated both he and Mr. Dunkle have received messages expressing the desire to 
streamline the process for U City residents.  So, Mr. Dunkle will pass all of this information 
along to the Commission. 
 
Voice vote on Councilmember Hales' motion carried unanimously.   
 

3. Conditional Use Permit – 8630 Delmar - PC 21-08 - Avenir 
 

Mr. Rose stated staff is recommending that Council give consideration to the approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the Avenir Project. 
 
Councilmember Clay moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember McMahon. 
 
Mr. Cross stated the Avenir Project is a planned mixed-use development located at the 
intersection of 1-170 and Delmar that requires multiple actions.   

• Rezoning from the multiple underlying zoning districts to a PDM District.   
  The Preliminary Site Plan defining the scope of the project has already been 

approved by Council.   
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• The Amended Preliminary Site Plan with minor revisions, which is before Council 
tonight for approval; and  

• Several conditions that need to be addressed through the CUP Process 
1.  Applicants are required to get a CUP when the floor area ratio exceeds one (1).  

The final floor area ratio for this development is 1.09.  (The floor area ratio 
restricts the size, height, and overall scale of a project.) 

2.  The developer is seeking relief from the previous zoning district requirements for 
setbacks on the north and west property lines.  They have requested a reduction 
of the west side-yard setback from 30 feet to 24 feet, and a reduction in the north 
property line setback from 30 feet to 20 feet.  

 
The Plan Commission determined that the required setback for the north property line 
dictates that it cannot be reduced by more than 20 percent or no less than 24 feet.  And 
that the developer must have Quiet Title ownership of the property which is currently 
owned by St. Louis County.  (The developer is in the process of obtaining a Quiet Title.) 
 On May 26th, the Plan Commission recommended approval of both CUP's subject to 
the following conditions: that the developer obtains ownership of the north right-of-way; that 
they agree to maintain the green space within that area, and that both actions must take 
place before the Final Site Plan is approved by Council.  
 
Councilmember McMahon questioned whether the developer's request for a reduction in 
the setbacks was typical for this type of multi-use development?  Mr. Cross stated that it is.  
Although, one frequent concern about this project is that these setbacks are further in than 
the required landscape or buffer.  However, setbacks are not the same as buffers.  
Setbacks are predetermined by the specific zoning district and buffers are a part of the 
supplementary regulations intended to make incompatible uses less incompatible with 
adjoining properties.  And in this instance, in addition to the setbacks, there are public 
right-of-ways that separate this development from residentially zoned districts.   
 Councilmember McMahon asked if it was correct to assume; based on the nature of 
this project, that a reduction in the setbacks would not be as impactful as it might be for a 
smaller project?  Mr. Cross stated that is correct.  And the beauty of a Planned 
Development District is that it gives you the flexibility to move things around in unique 
situations such as this one.   
 
Councilmember Hales posed the following questions to Mr. Cross: 
Q.  Did the footprint of the building change? 
A.  I am not aware of any changes to the footprint. 
Q.  Did the proposed height change? 
A.  It did not. 
 
Q.  Could you explain the difference between the previously zoned density and the 
density for a Planned Development District? 
A.  One question that has been raised on numerous occasions is whether the density is 
consistent with what currently exists and what could potentially be built in this area?  And 
part of staff's task is to determine whether or not this development is consistent with the 
current zoning to prevent a developer from doing some sort of camouflaged rezoning that 
increases the density to a greater level than what is allowed.  So, while it's obvious that this 
will have an increased density from what currently exists, it's also important to understand 
that this development will have multiple properties with multiple zoning classifications; 
medium density, high density, single-family, and general commercial.   
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Staff's initial analysis was to evaluate the square footage for each of the underlying zoning 
districts and compare that to what would be allowed as a part of the Site Plan.  The density 
within the prior underlying zoning district allows for 49 units per acre, and this development 
will only have 45 units per acre.   
 
Q.  Neighbors to the west of this development expressed a number of concerns and 
conditions that were addressed by the Plan Commission. Will those conditions be 
included in the Final Site Plan? 
A.  The requirements to complete the boundary adjustments; CUP process, and approved 
engineering and bicycle locations are actually in the Preliminary Plan before Council today.  
The Final Site Plan requires approval from both the Commission and City Council.    
 
Councilmember McMahon stated the density calculations also include a calculation of the 
acreage, and since there have been some disputes as to how that is calculated, could you 
explain how that is achieved?  Mr. Cross stated the specific methodology depends on 
whether it is being used in the Site Plan or Planned Development process.  With a planned 
development the Ordinance requires you to calculate the entirety of the project being 
proposed by the developer by a 15 percent reduction.  So, the calculation; which was 
utilized in this case, is based on that remaining square footage.  
 Mr. Cross stated another question that has come up is how can the developer use 
parking as a part of his total square footage?  And the simple answer is that the  
Ordinance does not prohibit them from using it because the purpose of planned 
developments is the transfer of density rights.  For example, if you have 20 acres of land 
but only 5 acres are buildable, a planned development allows the flexibility needed to get 
the highest and best use out of that property.  So, in a sense, planned developments are 
intended to incorporate the entire project and all of the uses incorporated within it.   
 Councilmember McMahon asked if in this case, the utilization of a Planned 
Development District would help to alleviate some of the concerns expressed by residents 
associated with things like parking, traffic, and deliveries?  Mr. Cross stated that is exactly 
correct.   
 
Voice vote on Councilmember Clay's motion carried unanimously.    
 

4. Conditional Use Permit – 1004 Pennsylvania - PC 21-04 – “Sustainability Training & 
Residency Center”  

 
Mr. Rose stated staff is recommending that Council give consideration to a Conditional Use 
Permit (CUP) for the Sustainability Training & Residency Center.  He noted that the Plan 
Commission had not provided a recommendation for the approval of this project and that 
he would concur with that decision. 
 
Mr. Cross stated he would be happy to answer any questions Council might have. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Clay. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson asked if there was an appeals process or anyway this 
Applicant could resubmit their proposal because he would like to see this project come to 
fruition?  Mr. Cross stated there are various actions that can be taken:   

1. The Applicant can voluntarily withdraw this application and resubmit a new one for 
consideration; or 
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2. Council can send it back to the Plan Commission for further consideration; or  
3. Council can deny the request.  (A denial prohibits the Applicant from resubmitting a 

new application for one year.) 
 
Mr. Cross stated this project has been reviewed at three separate Plan Commission 
meetings and one of their biggest concerns was the defined use; which was never 
determined.  
 When staff looked at the components of dormitories and training centers what they 
found is that while one element could be allowed under the CUP and General Commercial 
District (GC), the other element was not.  As a result, staff determined that the Applicant 
should be allowed to apply for a CUP since the provisions under the GC states that if there 
is a use similar in nature but not exactly the same, the Zoning Administrator can 
recommend that it be submitted to the Plan Commission for review.   
 
Councilmember Hales stated each time this application came before the Plan Commission 
their deliberations lasted for almost three hours.  And each time, their focus was on the 
building's primary use; what will it be used for, and unfortunately, the Applicant failed to 
provide a clear purpose.    
 Councilmember Hales then asked if the motion was to approve this project?  Mayor 
Crow and Councilmember Smotherson both stated that was. 
 
Mayor Crow stated if there is a different pathway; and he is not suggesting that there 
should be, anyone interested in working with Councilmember Smotherson to determine if 
there is any way to reach a satisfactory resolution, is encouraged to do so.  However, 
based on his experience, it is rare for the Commission to reach this type of a conclusion; 
especially after meeting with the Applicant on three separate occasions.   
 
Councilmember Cusick stated the developer had approached him and Councilmember 
Klein at the beginning of this process, and as much as he would like to see this area 
developed, there were just too many unanswered questions.  The primary one that caused 
him to have reservations was the fact that no specific population for the use of this 
sustainability, training, and residency center was ever identified.  He stated his 
understanding is that the application submitted to the Plan Commission also indicated that 
the developer had received their approval for this project, but that is simply incorrect. 
 
Mr. Cross stated you are required to have a form of recommendation from the Plan 
Commission, and in this case, their recommendation to deny the request was by default.  
So, in his opinion, the motion on the floor is to approve the Commission's recommendation 
and deny the Applicant's request.   
 
Councilmember Smotherson clarified that his motion was not necessarily meant to approve 
the request but to establish a means for implementing a discussion.  
 
Councilmember Klein concurred with the comments of Councilmember Cusick and stated 
while initially, she was supportive of the Applicant's desire to help under-served 
populations, ultimately, she was unable to demonstrate that she was ready to undertake a 
project of this size and scope.  So, she is grateful to the Plan Commission who made every 
effort to work with the Applicant and explore every option in an attempt to make this a 
feasible project.  
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Mayor Crow asked Mr. Mulligan if there was a more appropriate way for the motion to be 
worded so that everyone has clarity on exactly what it is they are voting on?  Mr. Mulligan 
stated he thinks that procedurally, the motion is appropriate.  Council will be voting on 
whether or not to approve the CUP application, and if Council desires to deny it then the 
majority would have to vote nay.   
 
Mayor Crow called for a roll call vote. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  None. 
Nays:  Councilmember Cusick, Councilmember Smotherson, Councilmember Clay, 
Councilmember Klein, Councilmember McMahon, Councilmember Hales, and Mayor Crow. 
 

I. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
1. Bill 9432 – AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 400.070 OF THE MUNICIPAL 

CODE OF THE CITY OF UNIVERSITY CITY, MISSOURI, RELATING TO THE 
OFFICIAL ZONING MAP, BY AMENDING SAID MAP SO AS TO CHANGE THE 
CLASSIFICATIONS OF MULTIPLE PROPERTIES FROM PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT – MIXED-USE (PD-M) ZONING TO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – 
MIXED-USE (“PD-M”) DISTRICT; AND ESTABLISHING PERMITTED LAND USES 
AND DEVELOPMENTS THEREIN; CONTAINING A SAVINGS CLAUSE AND 
PROVIDING A PENALTY.  Bill Number 9432 was read for the second and third time. 
 

Councilmember McMahon moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Clay. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  Councilmember Klein, Councilmember McMahon, Councilmember Hales, 
Councilmember Cusick, Councilmember Smotherson, Councilmember Clay, and Mayor 
Crow. 
Nays:  None. 
 

2. Bill 9433 - AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A PETITION TO ADD REAL PROPERTY 
TO THE MARKETS AT OLIVE COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT AND 
FINDING THAT SUCH ADDITIONAL PROPERTY IS A BLIGHTED AREA.  Bill 
Number 9433 was read for the second and third time. 

 
Councilmember Smotherson moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember 
Hales. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  Councilmember McMahon, Councilmember Hales, Councilmember Cusick, 
Councilmember Smotherson, Councilmember Clay, Councilmember Klein, and Mayor 
Crow. 
Nays:  None. 
 

J. NEW BUSINESS 
 Resolutions 

1. Resolution 2021-9–Avenir Preliminary Plan Approval Request 
  
Councilmember Cusick moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Klein, and 
the motion carried unanimously.   D - 1 - 8
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 Bills 
 
Mr. Rose stated prior to this Bill being introduced he would like to make the following 
amendments: To strike Fire Marshal under F (4); strike Assistant Fire Chief under F (5) and 
add Deputy Fire Chief. 
  

  Introduced by Councilmember McMahon 
2. Bill 9434 – AN ORDINANCE FIXING THE COMPENSATION TO BE PAID TO CITY 

OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES AS ENUMERATED HEREIN FROM AND AFTER 
ITS PASSAGE, AND REPEALING ORDINANCE NO. 7143.  Bill Number 9434 was 
read for the first time. 

 
K. COUNCIL REPORTS/BUSINESS 

1. Boards and Commission appointments needed 
2. Council liaison reports on Boards and Commissions 

Councilmember Clay reported that the Library Board is in the throes of preparing for 
the work that needs to be done for their renovations.  As this project progresses, the 
Board will be communicating any changes, and how they will be handled. 
 
Councilmember Hales stated he would like to express his appreciation for the 
extraordinary work of the Plan Commission and Director Cross, who have both had to 
perform herculean tasks as a result of all the new proposed developments.  
 
Councilmember Cusick stated he would like to express his appreciation to the 
Stormwater Commission, who too have gone above and beyond the call of duty in the 
last couple of months.  Not only have they been working closely with the Army Corps 
of Engineers to develop a plan, but they have accompanied the Corps to on-site visits 
throughout the City and parts of Overland.  In the near future, Council should be 
presented with more information on when the three Early Warning Systems will be 
installed.    
   

3. Boards, Commissions, and Task Force minutes 
4. Other Discussions/Business 

  
L. COUNCIL COMMENTS 

Councilmember Cusick stated over the last couple of months both he and 
Councilmember Klein have received numerous emails from concerned residents 
regarding a variety of issues, and in every case where these concerns were referred to 
the City Manager and his staff, they have responded in a very professional and 
expedited manner.  So, he would like to express his gratitude to Mr. Rose and his staff 
for the time and consideration given to addressing the residents of this City.  
 
Mayor Crow welcomed Gabby and Brooke to U City.  He stated he hopes they soon 
discover; as he and his colleagues have, that they are joining a great team. 
 Mayor Crow stated he had the pleasure of attending the 12th Annual Mannequins 
in the Loop Awards Ceremony, and it was simply amazing to watch the response they 
received from the folks who just happened to be walking by.  Kudos goes out to Audrey 
Jones, who continues to do an incredible job of putting this event together. 
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Mayor Crow thanked everyone who participated in tonight's meeting and encouraged 
them and their families to go out and help the Ruth Park Golf Course celebrate its 90th 
Anniversary. 
 

M. EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Motion to go into a Closed Session according to Missouri Revised Statutes 610.021 (1) 
Legal actions, causes of action or litigation involving a public governmental body and any 
confidential or privileged communications between a public governmental body or its 
representatives or attorneys. 

 
Councilmember Hales moved to close the Regular Session and go into a Closed Session, it 
was seconded by Councilmember Cusick. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  Councilmember Hales, Councilmember Cusick, Councilmember Smotherson, 
Councilmember Clay, Councilmember Klein, Councilmember McMahon, and Mayor Crow. 
Nays:  None. 
 

N. ADJOURNMENT   
Mayor Crow closed the Regular Session of Council at 7:30 p.m. to go into a Closed 
Session.  The Closed Session reconvened in an open session at 8:32 p.m. 
 

 
 

LaRette Reese 
City Clerk 

 

D - 1 - 10



D - 1 - 11



D - 1 - 12



D - 1 - 13



D - 1 - 14



D - 1 - 15



D - 1 - 16



D - 1 - 17



D - 1 - 18



D - 1 - 19



D - 1 - 20



D - 1 - 21



D - 1 - 22




