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County of Boone

11th dayof August 20 15

In the County Commission of said county, on the

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby authorize the
Presiding Commissioner to sign the attached Finding of Public Nuisance and Order for Abatement
of a public nuisance located at 4835 E. Meadowlark Lane A, parcel #21-201-04-01-035.00 01

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Pre 51d1ng Commissioner

ATTEST: ST

- Sy
Z V\,oé/(' S - N W/\v) Kargn M. Miller

Wendy S. I{(ﬁen " “‘8)'/ District I Commissioner

Clerk of theCounty Cotnmission

O MO~

.‘I‘?}et M. Thompson
Dfstrict II Commissioner
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BEFORE THE COUNTY CONMMISSION OF
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

In Re: Nuisance Abatement ) August Session
4835 E Meadow Lark Ln A) July Adjourned
Columbia, MO 65202 ) Term 2015
) Commission Order No.3_"f%:20’5

FINDING OF PUBLIC NUISANCE AND ORDER FOR ABATEMENT

- NOW on this 11th day of August 2015, the County Commission of Boone County,
Missouri met in regular session and entered the following findings of fact, conclusions of
law and order for abatement of nuisance:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
The County Commission finds as fact and concludes as a matter of law the following:

1. The Boone County Code of Health Regulations (the “Code”) are officially noticed and
are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

2. The City of Columbia/Boone County Health Department administrative record is made
a part of the record in this proceeding and incorporated herein by reference. In
addition, any live testimony of the official(s) of the department and other interested
persons are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

3. A public nuisance exists described as follows: junk, furniture, appliances

4. The location of the public nuisance is as follows: 4835 E Meadow Lark Ln A. Prairie
Meadow Est-First Section Lot 1 (a/k/a parcel #21-201-04-01-035.00 01) Section 4,
Township 47, Range 12 as shown by deed book 0008 page 0017, Boone County

5. The specific violation of the Code is: junk, furniture, appliances is in violation of
sections 6.5 of the Code. The Health Director’s designated Health Official made the
above determination of the existence of the public nuisance at the above location.
Notice of that determination and the requirement for abatement was given in
accordance with section 6.10.1 of the Code on the 15 day of September, 2014, to the
property owner, occupant, and any other applicable interested persons.

7. The above described public nuisance was not abated. As required by section 6.10.2
of the Code, the property owner, occupant, and any other applicable interested
persons were given notice of the hearing conducted this date before the Boone
County Commission for an order to abate the above nuisance at government expense
with the cost and expense thereof to be charged against the above described property
as a special tax bill and added to the real estate taxes for said property for the current
year.

8. No credible evidence has been presented at the hearing to demonstrate that no public
nuisance exists or that abatement has been performed or is unnecessary; accordingly,
in accordance with section 6.10.2 of the Code and section 67.402, RSMo, the County



Commission finds and determines from the credible evidence presented that a public
nuisance exists at the above location which requires abatement and that the parties
responsible for abating such nuisance have failed to do so as required by the Health
Director or Official's original order referred to above.

Order For Abatement Chargeable As a Special Assessment To The Property

Based upon the foregoing, the County Commission hereby orders abatement of the
above described public nuisance at public expense and the Health Director is hereby authorized
and directed to carry out this order.

It is further ordered and directed that the Health Director submit a bill for the cost and
expense of abatement to the County Clerk for attachment to this order and that the County Clerk
submit a certified copy of this order and such bill to the County Collector for inclusion as a
special assessment on the real property tax bill for the above described property for the current
year in accordance with section 67.402, RSMo.

WITNESS the signature of the presiding commissioner on behalf Boone County
Commission on the day and year first above written.

Boone County, Missouri ATTEST:

Wond, S e, -

Boone Conﬁly Clerk
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Boone County, Missouri

LJJF“@ﬁ“@'@ﬁlﬂ O

Recorded In Boone County, Missour!
Date and Time 08/04/2009 = 10:33:39 AM
Instrument # 2009021327 Book 3533 Page 95

Grantor JPMORGAN CHASE BANK
Grantee STRAUB, IAN

Instrument Type RL
Recording Fee $27.00 S
No of Pages 2

Bsttie Johnson, Rescordor of Deeds

FULL DEED OF RELEASE
Dated: 07/20/09

In Consideration of the payment of the debt described in a Deed of Trust executed by JAN STRAUB
AND JOAN STRAUB Grantees to WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK, FA, A FEDERAL ASSOCIATION,
Beneficiary 1n the amount of $96,000.00 dated September 22, 2003 and recorded on September 30, 2003 in the
Recorder's Office of the County of BOONE, Missouri in Volume/Book 02361 Page 0005 Document 2003041057,
the undersigned owner of the note or notes descnibed in said Deed of Trust, does hereby release and reconvey the
property described in the said Deed of Trust to the Grantors therem, their hewrs or assigns, forever discharged from
the lien of said Deed of Trust.
Property Address: 4825 A & B MEADOWLARK LANE, COLUMBIA, MO 65201

LEGAL TO WIT:

LOT ONE (1) OF PRAIRIE MEADOW ESTATES FIRST SECTION AS SHOWN BY PLAT RECORDED IN
PLAT BOOK 8§, PAGE 17, RECORDS OF BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI.

Wltness the executlon hereof this 67/20/09 -

JPMORGAN CHASE BANK, N.A. S/BM TO WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK F/K/A
WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK, FA, A FEDERAL ASSOCIATION- GRANTOR

By:

Ulanda Willis
Vice President

MO00
02/20/08

-

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds



Boone County, Wissour
Uneificial Docurment

BOONE COUNTY MO AUG 04 2008

State of. Lowsiana
Pansh/County of. QUACHITA

On this 07/20/09, before me, KARIN W. HARRIS - 58150, Notary Public, personally appeared Ulanda Willis, Vice
President, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose
name is subscribed to the wathin mstrument and acknowledged to me that he/she executed the same in his/her
authonzed capacity, and that by his/ber signature on the mstrument the person, or the entity upon behalf of which
the person acted, executed the instrument.

‘\\\\\“3"";;";
S\ fdg %
WITNESS my hand and official seal. § ey
E % 2
L&'w‘% . 38i sewo }g
ELNY iE5
KARIN W. HARRIS - 58150 '4}4 e &
LIV LIME COMMISSION S
E
Prepared By/Record and Return to S -, .
OFELIA MAE SORBITO Loan No 00819%0632
Chase Home Finance LLC County of BOONE
Reconveyance Services Investor No F10194
780 Kansas Lane, Suite A Outbound Date 07/16/09
PO Box 4025 . Investor Loan No 1693540962
- Monrog; LA 71203 - )
Min

MERS Phone, if applicable 1-888-679-6377

MO00
02/20/08

Nera Dieizel, Recorder of Deeds




06/30/2015
07/06/2015
07/07/2015
07/11/2015
07/27/2015
07/27/2015

07/27/2015

4835 E Meadow Lark Ln A
Straub lan & Joan
ACTIVITY LOG
citizen complaint received
complaint investigated — appliances under car port and furniture on front porch
notice of violation sent via Certified Mail
Certified letter signed for by Joan Straub
reinspection conducted — violation still present
pictures taken

hearing notice sent via First Class Mail



[ nar 50,2015 44228 BMCOT.
File Ecit Commands Help

SURGARDY PLISEIC SECTOR {od,’
Naviline J)

Call Information
Call 1D: 6224 Status: Open Entity: City of Columbia
Description:
Comments
4835 4 Meadowlark, trash and appliances 4835 A Meadowlark, trash and appliances

Call Details -, Contact Information ‘

I )
’ Call type: CE-County Muisance i Q Contact ID: 147779
i Entry date/time: 03/30/2015 16:37:54 Contact name: ANONYMOUS in County
: Entry user ID: Dewrock, Britni M - HL Env. 1} Customer:
! origin: | Location:
Work group: Environmental Health : Service:

: Cali Assignment/Notification - . Close Information

‘ Contact notification: ™ Call back Close datz/time: 00:00; G0

! totification date: ; Close user: |
Email updates: No : Elapsed time: !
Notification user: j action taken:
Forward to user: Dewrock, Britni M - HL Env. 1!

5 4@ Refresh

Cantaclingui




3/31/2015 REAL ESTATE PARCEL DETAIL

Boone County Assessor

. Boone County Government Center
V¥o=@ .= *¢ 801 E. Walnut, Room 143
“rssout Columbia, MO 65201-7733

Parcel 21-201-04-01-035.00 01

City Road COMMON ROAD DISTRICT (CO) Schoo/ COLUMBIA (C1)

Property Location 4835 E MEADOW LARK LN A+B

Library BOONE COUNTY (L1)

Fire BOONE COUNTY (F1)

Owner
Address
City, State Zip

Subdivision Plat Book/Page

Section/Township/Range

Legal Description

Lot Size

STRAUB IAN & JOAN
4586 E BONNE FEMME CHURCH
COLUMBIA, MO 65201

0008 0017

4 47 12

PRAIRIE MEADOW EST-FIRST SECTI
LOT 1

130.00 x 120.00

Deed Book/Page [2361 000@ {1779 ooa

Current Assessed

Current Appraised
Type Land Bldgs Total Type  Land Bldgs Total
RI 19,200 64,800 84,000 RI 3,648 12,312 15,960

Totals 19,200 64,800 84,000 Totals 3,648 12,312 15,960

Most Recent Tax Bill(s)

Residence Description

Year Built 1971
(ESTIMATE)

Use DUPLEX (102)

Basemment NONE (1) Attic NONE
(1)
Bedrooms 6 Main Area 2,610
Full Bath 2 Finished Basement 0
Area

Half Bath 4

Total 10 Total Square Feet 2,610
Rooms

https://report.boonecountymo.org/mrcjava/serviet/AS00_MP.100070s ?sInk= 1&PAR CEL=2120104010350001

Office (573) 886-4270
Fax (573) 886-4254

112



3/31/2015

Nora Dietzel
Boone County , Missouri - Recorder of Deeds

Real Estate - Summary

Boone County Recorder of Deeds
801 East Walnut, Rm. 132
Columbia, MO 65201-7728

Document recording information

Instrument DT - DEED OF TRUST
Document No. 2003041057

Book 2361

Page 5

Recording Date 9/30/2003 10:46:40 AM
Dated date 9/22/2003

Referenced By This Document (Q)

References To This Document (1)
Book: 3533 Page: 95 RL

Referenced Amount $96,000.00

Grantor(s) (2
STRAUB, IAN
STRAUB, JOAN

Grantee(s) (1
WASHINGTON MUTUAL BANK

Mortgaqee's Address
400 EAST MAIN STREET
STOCKTON, CA 95290

Legal Description(s) (1)

LT 1 PRAIRIE MEADOWS ESTATES FF PRAIRIE MEDOW ESTA

Copyright © 2000-present Mobilis Technologies, LLC All rights reserved.

hitp:/;vww.showmeboone.com/recorder/iRecordWebClient2. O/REALSummary.aspx ?INSTRUMENT_PK=20030043623

5 Click Here To View vD»gc:‘L{m_e;_\'t“_%

(573) 886-4359 Fax

1



CITY OF COLUMBIA/BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

HEALTH DEPARTMENT
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

NOTIFICATION OF DETERMINATION OF PUBLIC HEALTH
HAZARD AND/OR NUISANCE AND ORDER FOR ABATEMENT

Straub lan & Joan
4586 E Bonne Femme Church
Columbia, MO 65201

An inspection of the property you own located at 4835 E Meadow Lark Ln #A (parcel # 21-201-
04-01-035.00 01) was conducted on July 6, 2015 and revealed an abandoned car with a flat tire
and furniture on the front porch.

This condition is hereby declared to be a public nuisance. You are herewith notified that you
must begin correcting this condition within 7 days of receipt of this notice and order and that if
the above nuisance condition has not been fully corrected within 15 days after the receipt of this
notice, an additional enforcement action will result for violation of Boone County Public
Nuisance Ordinance Section 6.3.13, 6.3.6. A reinspection will be conducted at the end of the
15-day period. If the above nuisance condition has not been fully corrected by that time, a
hearing before the Boone County Commission will be called to determine whether a violation
exists. If the County Commission determines that a violation exists and the nuisance has not
been removed as ordered under this notice, the County Commission may have the nuisance
removed with the cost of abatement, plus administrative fees, charged against the property in a
special tax bill. In addition, a complaint may be filed against you in Circuit Court. If the above
nuisance condition has been corrected within the 15-day period, no further action is
necessary.

The purpose of these ordinances is to create and maintain a cleaner, healthier community. if
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. If you are not the owner or
the person responsible for the care of this property, please call our office at the number listed at
the bottom of this letter. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

V@Df Ao ‘\ NN

Britni Hendren
Environmental Public Health Specialist

pAS

This notice deposited in the U.S. Mail certified, return receipt requested on the | 1 day of

July 2015 by DN .

1005 W. Worley + P.O. Box 6015 ¢+ Columbia, Missouri 65205-6015
Phone: (573) 874-7346 ¢ TTY: (573) 874-7356 + Fax: (573) 817-6407
www.GoColumbiaMo.com

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER/SERVICES PROVIDED ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS



712012015

Eunglish Customer Service USPS Motile

USPS.com® - USPS Tracking™

Register / Stgn In

g USPS.COM

USPS Tracking™

Tracking Number: 70143490000227599044

Updated Delivery Day: Thursday, July 9, 2015

Product & Tracking Information

Postal Product: Features:
Certified Mail™

DAL

July 11,2015 ,12:12 pm Deliverad

Notice Left (No Authorized

July 89,2015, 12:30 pm Recipient Available)

July 9,2015.9:30 am Out for Delivery

July 9,2015,9:20 am Sorting Complete
July 9,2015,5:08 am Arrived at Unit

July 7,2015 .6:34 pm kDeparted Past Office
July 7,2015 ,6:20 pm Acceptance

Track Another Package

Tracking {or receipt) number

COLUMBIA, MO 65201

COLUMBIA, MO 65201

COLUMBIA, MO 65201

COLUMBIA, MO 65201

COLUMBIA, MO 65201

COLUMBIA, MO 65203

COLUMBIA, MO 65203

Track It

https :/ftools.usps.com/go/TrackConfirmAction?tLabel s=70143490000227593044

Customer Service »
Have questions? We're here to help.

cins  Get Easy Tracking Updates
oty Sign up for My USPS.

Available Actions

Text Updates

Email Updates

Manage Incoming Packages

Track all your packages from a dashboard.
No tracking numbers necessary.

3ign up for My USPS»

12



CITY OF COLUMBIA/BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

HEALTH DEPARTMENT
DI1VISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

HEARING NOTICE

Straub lan & Joan
4586 E Bonne Femme Church
Columbia, MO 65201

An inspection of the property you own located at 4835 E Meadowlark Ln A. (parcel #
21-01-04-01-035.00 01) was conducted on July 6, 2015 and revealed abandoned car
with flat tire and furniture/appliances on porch. This condition is declared to be a
nuisance and a violation of Boone County Public Nuisance Ordinance Section 6.7.

You are herewith notified that a hearing will be held before the County Commission on
Tuesday August 11, at 9:30 am, in the County Commission Chambers at the Boone
County Government Center, 801 E. Walnut Street, Columbia, Missouri. The purpose of
this hearing will be to determine whether a violation exists. If the County Commission
determines that a violation exists, it will order the violation to be abated.

If the nuisance is not removed as ordered, the County Commission may have the nuisance
removed. All costs of abatement, plus administrative fees, will be assessed against the
property in a tax bill. If the above nuisance condition has been corrected prior to the
hearing, you do not have to appear for the hearing.

The purpose of these ordinances is to create and maintain a cleaner, healthier community. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. If you are not the owner

or the person responsible for the care of this property, please call our office at the number
listed at the bottom of this letter.

Sincerely,
Britni Hendren :
Environmental Public Health Specialist

This notice deposited in the U.S. Mail, first class postage paid on the ¢ )I j day of July 2015
by PO

1005 W. Worley ¢+ P.O. Box 68015 » Columbia, Missouri 65205-6015
Phone: (573) 874-7346 « TTY: (573) 874-7356 + Fax: (573) 817-6407
www.GoColumbiaMo.com

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER/SERVICES PROVIDED ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS
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AYS 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI } August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 15
ea

County of Boone

1 lth day of August 20 15

In the County Commission of said county, on the

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby authorize the
Presiding Commissioner to sign the attached Finding of Public Nuisance and Order for Abatement
of a public nuisance located at 2505 E. Oakbrook Drove A+B, parcel #12-415-20-02-005.00 01

Done this 11thday of August, 2015.

)i, A L
Daniel K. Atwill®
Presiding Commissioner

ATTEST:
,) S Y /Z, //A/
w&wé}/ S Ny “Karfn M. Miller
Wendy S. Ngren "Z/ District I Commissioner
Clerk of the County Commissign

/M@U@;\

_Jdnet M. Thompson
District [I Commissioner




BEFORE THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

In Re: Nuisance Abatement ) August Session
2505 E. Oakbrook Drive, ) July Adjourned
A+B ) Term 2015
Columbia, MO 65202 ) Commission Order No. 3 '71'5 2016

FINDING OF PUBLIC NUISANCE AND ORDER FOR ABATEMENT

NOW on this 11" day of August 2015, the County Commission of Boone County, Missouri
met in regular session and entered the following findings of fact, conclusions of law and order for
abatement of nuisance:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
The County Commission finds as fact and concludes as a matter of law the following:

1. The Boone County Code of Health Regulations (the “Code”) are officially noticed and
are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

2. The City of Columbia/Boone County Health Department administrative record is made
a part of the record in this proceeding and incorporated herein by reference. In
addition, any live testimony of the official(s) of the department and other interested
persons are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

3. A public nuisance exists described as follows: growth of weeds in excess of twelve
inches high on the premises.
4. The location of the public nuisance is as follows: 2505 E. Oakbrook Drive, A+B, a/k/a

parcel# 12-415-20-02-005.00 01, Section 20, Township 49, Range 12 as shown in
deed book 2988 page 0026, Boone County.

5. The specific violation of the Code is: growth of weeds in excess of twelve inches high
in violation of section 6.7 of the Code.
6. The Health Director’'s designated Health Official made the above determination of the

existence of the public nuisance at the above location. Notice of that determination
and the requirement for abatement was given in accordance with section 6.10.1 of the
Code on the 10™ day of July to the property owner.

7. The above described public nuisance was not abated. As required by section 6.10.2
of the Code, the property owner was given notice of the hearing conducted this date
before the Boone County Commission for an order to abate the above nuisance at
government expense with the cost and expense thereof to be charged against the
above described property as a special tax bill and added to the real estate taxes for
said property for the current year.

8. No credible evidence has been presented at the hearing to demonstrate that no public
nuisance exists or that abatement has been performed or is unnecessary; accordingly,
in accordance with section 6.10.2 of the Code and section 67.402, RSMo, the County
Commission finds and determines from the credible evidence presented that a public
nuisance exists at the above location which requires abatement and that the parties



responsible for abating such nuisance have failed to do so as required by the Health
Director or Official’s original order referred to above.

Order For Abatement Chargeable As a Special Assessment To The Property

Based upon the foregoing, the County Commission hereby orders abatement of the
above described public nuisance at public expense and the Health Director is hereby authorized
and directed to carry out this order.

It is further ordered and directed that the Health Director submit a bill for the cost and
expense of abatement to the County Clerk for attachment to this order and that the County Clerk
submit a certified copy of this order and such bill to the County Collector for inclusion as a
special assessment on the real property tax bill for the above described property for the current
year in accordance with section 67.402, RSMo.

WITNESS the signature of the presiding commissioner on behalf Boone County
Commission on the day and year first above written.

Boone County, Missouri ATTEST:
By Boone County Commission

w/a« S./jmd

(34 ¢n
Boone Coufity Clerk 4 '7/




Page 1 of 1

Photographs taken 7/27/15 @ ~ 3:45 pm
2505 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B




06/16/15:
06/17/15:

06/18/15:

07/10/15:
07/27/15:

07/31/15:

R&L Investments Holdings
2505 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B
Health Department nuisance notice - timeline
citizen complaint received

initial inspection conducted

notice of violation sent to owner and lien holder via certified mail, return receipt
requested — owner never signed for notice

notice posted in newspaper
reinspection conducted —violation not abated - photographs taken

hearing notice sent to owner



City oF Corumsia/BooNe COUNTY, MISSOURI

DrparRrMENT OF Puslic HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
H EARI N G N OT I C E Division or ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

R&L Investment Holdings LLC
242 Cornwall Drive
Weldon Spring, MO 63304

An inspection of the property you own located at 2505 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B (parcel # 12-415-
20-02-005.00 01) was conducted on June 17, 2015 and revealed growth of weeds in excess of
twelve inches high on the premises. This condition was declared to be a nuisance and a
violation of Boone County Public Nuisance Ordinance Section 6.7.

You are herewith notified that a hearing will be held before the County Commission on Tuesday,
August 11, 2015 at 9:30 a.m. in the County Commission conference room at the Boone County
Government Center, 801 E. Walnut Street, Columbia, Missouri. The purpose of this hearing will
be to determine whether a violation exists. If the County Commission determines that a
violation exists, it will order the violation to be abated.

If the nuisance is not removed as ordered, the County Commission may have the nuisance
removed. All costs of abatement, plus administrative fees, will be assessed against the property
in a tax bill. If the above nuisance condition has been corrected prior to the hearing, you
do not have to appear for the hearing.

The purpose of these ordinances is to create and maintain a cleaner, healthier community. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. If you are not the owner or
the person responsible for the care of this property, please call our office at the number listed at
the bottom of this letter.

Sincerely,
*J K o
/ Z//é/é.// / /(/ _

Kristine Vellema
Environmental Health Specialist

This notice.deposited in the U.S. Malil, first class postage paid on the 2[ 5 day of ﬁué/?,,

2015 by LA/ .

1005 W. Wortey St. @ PO Box 6015 » Coromviia, Missourt 65205-6015
(573) 874-7346 « TTY (573) 874-7356 ¢ FAX (573) 817-6407
www.GoColumbiaMo.com
AN Eouat. OrrorRTUNITY/AFFRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER/SERVICES PROVIDED ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATLE OF MISSOURI ) ss
County of Boone )

I. Candra Galiley, being duly sworn according to law, state that I am one of
the publishers of the Columbia Daily Tribunc, a daily newspaper of general
circulation in the County of Boone, State of Missouri, where located; which
newspaper has been admitted to the Post Office as periodical class matter in
the City of Columbia. Missouri, the city of publication; which newspaper has
been published regularly and conseeutively for a period of three years and
has a list of bona fide subscribers, voluntarily engaged as such, who have
paid or agreed to pay a stated price for a subscription for a definite period of
time, and that such newspaper has complied with thc provisions of Section
493,050, Revised Statutes of Missouri 2000, and Section 59.310, Revised
Statutes of Missouri 2000. The affixed notice appeared in said newspaper on
the following consecutive issues:

Ist Insertion

2nd Insertion

3rd Insertion

4th Insertion

Sth Insertion

6th Insertion

7th Insertion

8th Inscrtion

9th Insertion

10th Insertion

1 tth Insertion

12th Insertion

13th Insertion

L4th Insertion

[5th Insertion

16th Insertion

I 7th Insertion

18th Insertion

19th Insertion

20th Inscrtion;

21st Insertion:

22nd Insertion:

July 10,2015

$76.53
Printer's Fee Candra Galiley

Subscribed & sworn to before me 1his__; ; day ol‘Aﬁl&J_’:__, 2015

Notary Public - Notary 3eal
State of Missouri, Boone County
Commission # 14915807
My Commission Expires Aug 27, 2018

or_Coundha oH /;ﬁ@

NOTICT OF DECLARATION OF
PUBLIC NUISANCE
AND ORDIER OF ABATEMENT

To: R&L Investment Holdings LI.C
242 Cornwal} Drive
Weldon Springs, MO 63304

In accordance with section 67.402 RSMo and section 6.10,
Boone County Code of Health Regulations, the undersigned
gives notice to the above named persons or cntities that the
following described rcal property is hercby declared to contain
the following described public nuisance which is ordered abated
within 15 days of the date of this notice, and that if’ such
abatcment does not occur, then such nuisance may be ordered
abated by action of the Columbia/Boonc County Department of
Public Health, with the cost thereof to be the subject of a special
tax bill against the property subject to abatement.

Property Description: Morris Subdivision, # 2, Lot 9, a/k/a 2505
;. Oakbrook Drive A+ as shown by deed book 2988 page 0026

Type of Nuisance: Growth of weeds in excess of twelve inches
high on the premises

Property Description: Morris Subdivision, # 2, Lot 22, a/k/a2510
t:. Qakbrook Drive A+ as shown by decd book 2988 page 0026

Type of Nuisance: Growth of weeds in excess of twelve inches
high and a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable teal Chevrolet
pickup truck, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable black 4-door
Hyundai vehicle, and a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable
maroon 2-door vehicle on the premises

The above named persons are further notified that if they fail to
abate such nuisance within the time specified in this notice, or
fail to appeal this declaration of public nuisance and order of
abatement within the time permitted for abatement specified in
this notice, then a public hearing shatl be conducted before the
Boone County Commission, Commission Chambers, 801 E.
Walnut, Columbia MO 65201, at a time and date determined by
the Commission, and the County Commission will make findings
of fact, conclusions of law and a tinal decision concerning the
public nuisance and order of abatement set forth herein. For
information concerning these proceedings, contact the
Columbia/Boone Department of Public Health, 1005 W. Worley
Street, Columbia, MO 65203,

Date of Declaration, Order and Publication:Stephanie Browning,
Director, Columbia/Boone

County Department of

Public Health

INSERTION DATE: July 10,2015.



Help

0

Call iInformation

Call ID: 6313 Status: Open Entity: City of Columbia
Description: Duplexzs on Oskbraok
Conments

junk cars, trash. Haley Titus 217 S08 6820 Please call,

Calj Details -, ContactInformation

0
Call type: CE-County Nulsance I Q Contact ID: 154230
Entry date/time: 06/16/2015 14:22:36 ! Contact name: Undefined
Entry user ID: Niles, Michelle M FHealth - .| Q. From phone: (573) 555-5555
Crigin: . Customer:
wark group: Environmental Health Location:
Service:

Call Assignment/Notification Close Information

Contact notification: Call back Close date/time:
Notification date: Close user:
Emall updates: No Elapsed tine:
totification user: Action taken:
Forwvard to user: vellema, Kristine - Health & |




REAL ESTATE PARCEL DETAIL Page 1 of 1

Boone County Assessor

Boone County Government Center Office (573) 886-4270
\ ¥ *¢ 801 E. Walnut, Room 143 Fax (573) 886-4254
“Hssout  Columbia, MO 65201-7733

Parcel 12-415-20-02-005.00 01 Property Location 2505 E OAKBROOK DR A+B
City Road COMMON ROAD DISTRICT (CO)  School COLUMBIA (C1)
Library BOONE COUNTY (L1) Fire BOONE COUNTY (F1)

Owner R & L INVESTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
Address 242 CORNWALL DR
City, State Zip WELDON SPRINGS, MO 63304

Subdivision Plat Book/Page

0388 0740

Section/Township/Range 20 49 12

Legal Description MORRIS SD #2
LOT 9

Lot Size 116.60 x 140.00
Deed Book/Page

2988 0026 | |2755 0076| |2617 0067| |2585 0084

Current Appraised Current Assessed
Type Land Bldgs  Total Type Land Bldgs Total
RV 3,100 0 3,100 RV 589 0 589
Totals 3,100 0 3,100 Totals 589 0 589

Most Recent Tax Bill(s)

Copyright © 2015 Boone County, Missouri. All rights reserved.
This Web application was developed by Boone County.

https://report.boonecountymo.org/mrcjava/servlet/AS00_MP.100070s?sInk=... 7/31/2015



Boone @@@mﬁyg Missourt

Unetiicial
AR ————
Recorded In Boone County, Missour!

Date and Time 07/21/2006 at 09:30:52 AM
Instrument # 2006020023 Book 2988 Page 26

Grantor FRUEND, LEWIS B
Grantee R & L INVESTMENT HOLDINGS LLC

Iastrument Type WD { X
Recording Fee §27.00 S . * o N Hy-
No of Pages 2

Bettie Johnson, Recorder of Deeds s s0u%y

(Space above reserved for Recorder of Deeds Certification)

GENERAL WARRANTY DEED
is Dee: s /3% TJULYy
This Deed, made and entered into this day of, . ZOQé. by and bet_ween

Lewis B Fruend and Carol Fruend, husband and wife

Grantor(s),
of the County of Saint Charles , State of Missouri party of the first part, and
R & L Investment Holdings, LLC

Grantee(s),
Grantee'(s) address: 242 Cornwall Drive - Weldon Springs, MO 63304

of the County of Saint Charles , State of Missouri party of the second part.

WITNESSETH, that the said party or parties of the first part, for and in consideration of the sum of One
Dollar ($1.00) and other valuable considerations paid by the said party or parties of the second part, the
receipt of which I1s hereby acknowledged, does or do by these presents GRANT, BARGAIN AND SELL,
CONVEY AND CONFIRM unto the said party.or parties of the second part, the following described Real
Estate, situated in the County of Saint Charles and the State of Missouri, to-wit.

Lot Twenty-Two (22) and Lot Nine (9) of MORRIS SUBDIVISION NUMBER TWO (2) as shown by a survey
recorded In Book 388, Page 740, Records of Boone County, Missouri, and being a part of the Northwest
Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section Twenty (20), Township Forty-Nine (49) North, Range Twelve (12) West, of the
Flfth (5th) Principal Meridian, in Boone County, Missouri.

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds



'

Boone County, Missourt T
Unofficial Docurment g osmss JUL 2 1 2008

Subject to building lines, conditions, restrictions, easements and zoning regulations of record If any

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same, together with all ights and appurtenances to the same
belonging, unto the said party or parties of the second part, and to the heirs and assigns of such party

or parties forever.

The said party or parties of the first part hereby covenanting that the said party of parties and the heirs,
executors and administrators of such party or parties, shall and will WARRANT AND DEFEND the title to
the premises unto the said party or parties of the second part, and to the heirs and assigns of such party or
parties forever against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever, excepting, however, the general taxes
for the calendar year 2006 and thereafter, and special taxes becoming a lien after the date of this deed.

S WHEREOF, the said party or parties of the first part has or have hereunto set their hand
ear-above written '

Lewis B Fruend -
=,

Carol Fruend

STATE OF MISSOURI )
. } ss.
COUNTYOF __ 7% Cilmtees )
On this /';\ day of \/UL-L/ , 20 06, before me personally appeared:

Lewis B Fruend and Caro! Fruend, husband and vglfe

to me known to be the person or persons described 1n and who executed the same as thew
free act and deed

IN TESTIMONY WHEREQF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day

and year first above wniten
//Z/ﬁ,/\.

@Mﬁ‘)hc

RYLLEITPS

My Commussion Expires s‘;o\?-"f.oé,'z | JOHN T KEEGAN
3 5
2 NEEE"/ \ St. Charles County

Y B
GD' 2 B3 - Seal - § ‘ MyCommxss:anxDires

Y08 0f IS
L 0f MG January 28, 2007

forice

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds
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344 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 19
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby authorize the
Presiding Commissioner to sign the attached Finding of Public Nuisance and Order for Abatement
of a public nuisance located at 2510 E. Oakbrook Drove A+B, parcel #12-415-20-02-018.00 01

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Atwil
dmg,@ommlssmner

LV»Z, S. /J ne), : Kar#gf;;;rﬁ?/z ///)

Wendy S. X¢ren District I Commissioner

Clerk of the/ County Commission ?)&
/ WO,

Jan¢t M. Thompson
{ Dijstrict II Commissioner

AT TEST:




In Re: Nuisance Abatement

BEFORE THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

) August Session
2510 E. Oakbrook Drive, ) July Adjourned
A+B ) Term 2015 )
Columbia, MO 65202 ) Commission Order No. 3%b-201§
FINDING OF PUBLIC NUISANCE AND ORDER FOR ABATEMENT

NOW on this 11" day of August 2015, the County Commission of Boone County, Missouri

met in regular session and entered the following findings of fact, conclusions of law and order for
abatement of nuisance:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
The County Commission finds as fact and concludes as a matter of law the following:

The Boone County Code of Health Regulations (the “Code”) are officially noticed and
are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

The City of Columbia/Boone County Health Department administrative record is made
a part of the record in this proceeding and incorporated herein by reference. In
addition, any live testimony of the official(s) of the department and other interested
persons are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

A public nuisance exists described as follows: growth of weeds in excess of twelve
inches high on the premises.

The location of the public nuisance is as follows: 2505 E. Oakbrook Drive, A+B, a/k/a
parcel# 12-415-20-02-018.00 01, Section 20, Township 49, Range 12 as shown in
deed book 2988 page 0026, Boone County.

The specific violation of the Code is: growth of weeds i in excess of twelve inches high
in violation of section 6.7 of the Code.

The Health Director’'s designated Health Official made the above determination of the
existence of the public nuisance at the above location. Notice of that determination
and the requwement for abatement was given in accordance with section 6.10.1 of the
Code on the 10" day of July to the property owner.

The above described public nuisance was not abated. As required by section 6.10.2
of the Code, the property owner was given notice of the hearing conducted this date
before the Boone County Commission for an order to abate the above nuisance at
government expense with the cost and expense thereof to be charged against the
above described property as a special tax bill and added to the real estate taxes for
said property for the current year.

No credible evidence has been presented at the hearing to demonstrate that no public
nuisance exists or that abatement has been performed or is unnecessary; accordingly,
in accordance with section 6.10.2 of the Code and section 67.402, RSMo, the County
Commission finds and determines from the credible evidence presented that a public
nuisance exists at the above location which requires abatement and that the parties



responsible for abating such nuisance have failed to do so as required by the Health
Director or Official’'s original order referred to above.

Order For Abatement Chargeable As a Special Assessment To The Property

Based upon the foregoing, the County Commission hereby orders abatement of the
above described public nuisance at public expense and the Health Director is hereby authorized
and directed to carry out this order.

It is further ordered and directed that the Health Director submit a bill for the cost and
expense of abatement to the County Clerk for attachment to this order and that the County Clerk
submit a certified copy of this order and such bill to the County Collector for inclusion as a
special assessment on the real property tax bill for the above described property for the current
year in accordance with section 67.402, RSMo.

WITNESS the signature of the presiding commissioner on behalf Boone County
Commission on the day and year first above written.

Boone County, Missouri ATTEST:
By Boone County Commission

VA %%/ WLMé«g A)W e

Presiding Cémmission&f Boone Co@ity Clerk "
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Photographs taken 7/27/15 @ ~ 3:45 pm
2510 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B




06/16/15:
06/17/15:

06/18/16:

07/10/15:
07/27/15:

07/31/15:

R&L Investments Holdings
2510 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B
Health Department nuisance notice - timeline
citizen complaint received

initial inspection conducted

notice of violation sent to owner and lien holder via certified mail, return receipt
requested — owner never signed for notice

notice posted in newspaper
reinspection conducted —violation not abated - photographs taken

hearing notice sent to owner
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Crry or Corumsia/BooNE CounTy, MIssOURI

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICTS

H EAR' N G N OT' C E Division or ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

R&L Investment Holdings LLC
242 Cornwall Drive
Weldon Spring, MO 63304

An inspection of the property you own located at 2510 E. Qakbrook Drive A+B (parcel # 12-415-
20-02-018.00 01) was conducted on June 17, 2015 and revealed growth of weeds in excess of
twelve inches high on the premises. This condition was declared to be a nuisance and a
violation of Boone County Public Nuisance Ordinance Section 6.7.

You are herewith notified that a hearing will be held before the County Commission on Tuesday,
August 11, 2015 at 9:30 a.m. in the County Commission conference room at the Boone County
Government Center, 801 E. Walnut Street, Columbia, Missouri. The purpose of this hearing will
be to determine whether a violation exists. |If the County Commission determines that a
violation exists, it will order the violation to be abated.

If the nuisance is not removed as ordered, the County Commission may have the nuisance
removed. All costs of abatement, plus administrative fees, will be assessed against the property
in a tax bill. If the above nuisance condition has been corrected prior to the hearing, you
do not have to appear for the hearing.

The purpose of these ordinances is to create and maintain a cleaner, healthier community. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. If you are not the owner or
the person responsible for the care of this property, please call our office at the number listed at
the bottom of this letter.

Sincerely,

Ay () LA

Kristine Vellema
Environmental Health Specialist

. . =/ C7- .
This notic ,dﬁposited in the U.S. Mail, first class postage paid on the / day of L
2015by £V 5

1005 W Wortry St PO. Box 6015 o Cotumsia, Missourt 65205-6015
(573) 874-7346 » TTY (573) 874-7356 « FAX (573) 817-6407
www. GoColumbiaMo.com
AN FQual. QPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER/SERVICES PROVIDED ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
STATE OF MISSOURT ) ss.
County of Boone )

I. Candra Galiley, being duly sworn according to law, state that 1 am one of
the publishers ol the Columbia Daily T'ribune, a daily newspaper of general
circulation in the County of Boone, State of Missouri, where located; which
newspaper has been admitted to the Post Office as periodical class matter in
the City of Columbia. Missourt, the city of publication; which newspaper has
been published regularly and consecutively for a period of three years and
has a list of bona fide subscribers, voluatarily engaged as such, who have
paid or agreed to pay a stated price for a subscription for a definite period of
time, and that such newspaper has complied with the provisions of Section
493.050, Revised Statutes of Missouri 2000, and Section 59.310. Revised
Statutes of Missouri 2000. The affixed notice appeared in said newspaper on
the following consecutive issucs:

st Inscrtion

2nd Insertion

3rd Insertion

4th Inscrtion

Sth Insertion

6th Insertion

7th Insertion

8th Insertion

9th Insertion

10th Insertion

11th Insertion

12th Insertion

I3th Insertion

14th Insertion

15th Insertion

16th Insertion

17th Insertion

18th Insertion

19th Insertion

20th Insertion:

21st Insertion:

22nd Insertion:

July 10, 2015

$76.53
Printer's Iee Candra Galiley

Subscribed & sworn to betore me this ; ; day of éhé‘?ul I 2015

RUBY KUHLER
Notary Public - Notary Seal

State of Missouri, Boone County

Commission # 14515807 »

My Commission Expires Aug 27, 2018 |

By: f Eaﬁ//ca dé_j@ > (}f/j

NOTICE OIF DECLLARATION OF
PUBLIC NUISANCE
AND ORDER OF ABATEMENT

To: R&L Investment Holdings LLC
242 Cornwall Drive
Weldon Springs, MO 63304

In accordance with section 67.402 RSMo and section 6.10,
Boone County Code of Health Regulations, the undersigned
gives notice 1o the above named persons or entities that the
following described real property is hereby declared to contain
the following described public nuisance which is ordered abated
within 15 days of the date of this notice, and that if such
abatement does not occur, then such nuisance may be ordered
abated by action of the Columbia/Boone County Department of
Public Health, with the cost thercof to be the subject of a special
tax bill against the property subject to abatement.

Property Description: Morris Subdivision, # 2, Lot 9, a/k/a 2505
[=. Oakbrook Drive A+B as shown by deed book 2988 page 0026

Type of Nuisance: Growth of weeds in excess of twelve inches
high on the premises

Property Description: Morris Subdivision, # 2, Lot 22, a/k/a2510
I:. Oakbrook Drive A+ as shown by deed book 2988 page 0026

Type of Nuisance: Growth of weeds in excess of twelve inches
high and a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable teal Chevrolet
pickup truck, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable black 4-door
Hyundai vchicle, and a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable
maroon 2-door vehicle on the premises

The above named persons are further notified that if they fail to
abate such nuisance within the time specified in this notice, or
fail to appeal this declaration of public nuisance and order of
abatement within the time permitted for abatement specified in
this notice, then a public hearing shall be conducted before the
Boone County Commission, Commission Chambers, 801 E.
Walnut, Columbia MO 65201, at a time and date determined by
the Commission, and the County Commission will make findings
of fact, conclusions of law and a final decision concerning the
public nuisance and order of abatement set forth herein, For
information concerning these proceedings, contact the
Columbia/Boone Department of Public Health, 1005 W. Worley
Street, Columbia, MO 65203,

Date of Declaration, Order and Publication:Stephanie Browning,
Director, Columbia/Boonce

County Department of

Public Health

INSERTION DATE: July 10, 2015.



File Edit

Commands
SUNGARD SECTOR
Mavilsne

Help

5213

Events
Email log
Reminders
otk requests

Contact Inquiry

Call information
Call ID: 6213 Status: Open
Descraption: Duplexes on Gakbrook
Conments

Call Details
Call type:
Entry date/time:

CE-County Nulsance
06/16/2015 14:22:35

Cail Assignment/Notification
Contact notification: Call back
Hotification date:
Email updates: o
Notification user:
Forward to user:

vellema, Kristine - Health & !

Entity: City of Columbia

junk cars, trash., Haley Titus 217 503 6§20 Please call.

Contact Information
i @ Contact ID:
i Contact name:

154830
Undefined

Entry user ID: Niles, Michelle M Health - ., < Fronm phone: (573) 555-5555
Origin: Customer:
Nork group: Environmental Health | Location:

| Service:

3 "Glose Information
| Close date/time:
! Close user:
| Elapsed time:
; Action taken:

00:060: 00




'REAL ESTATE PARCEL DETAIL Page 1 of 1

i < \)‘i‘q &OO‘Q

Boone County Assessor

S TRy

O . Boone County Government Center Office (573) 886-4270

i¥ =7 .= * 801 E. Walnut, Room 143 Fax (573) 886-4254
wfssouy  Columbia, MO 65201-7733

Parcel 12-415-20-02-018.00 01 Property Location 2510 E OAKBROOK DR A+B
City Road COMMON ROAD DISTRICT (CO) School COLUMBIA (C1)
Library BOONE COUNTY (L1) Fire BOONE COUNTY (F1)

Owner R & L INVESTMENT HOLDINGS LLC
Address 242 CORNWALL DR
City, State Zip WELDON SPRINGS, MO 63304

Subdivision Plat Book/Page
Section/Township/Range 20 49 12

Legal Description MORRIS 2 (SUR 388-740)
LOT 22

Lot Size 115.10 x 140.00
Deed Book/Page

2988 0026 | (27550076 |2617 0067| (2585 0084

Current Appraised Current Assessed
Type Land Bldgs Total Type Land Bldgs Total
RV 3,100 0 3,100 RV 589 0 589
Totals 3,100 0 3,100 Totals 589 0 589

Most Recent Tax Bill(s)

Copyright © 2015 Boone County, Missouri. All rights reserved.
This Web application was developed by Boone County.

https://report.boonecountymo.org/mrcjava/serviet/ ASO0_MP.100070s?slnk=... 7/31/2015



Boone @@Mmﬁyg lissourd

G —————

Recorded In Boone County, Missour|

Date and Time 07/21/2006 2t 09:30:52 AM
Instrument # 2006020023 Book 2988 Page 26

Grantor FRUEND, LEWIS B
Grantee R & L INVESTMENT HOLDINGS LLC

Iastrument Type WO
Recording Fee $27.00 S .
No of Pages 2 Bettie Johnson, Recorder of Deeds

(Space above reserved for Recorder of Deeds Certification)

GENERAL WARRANTY DEED
This Deed, made and entered into this Z sz day of, j(/l. y . 20_(26. by and between

Lewis B Fruend and Carol Fruend, husband and wife

Grantor(s),

of the County of Saint Charles , State of Missoun party of the first part, and

R & L Investment Holdings, LLC
Grantee(s),

Grantee'(s) address: 242 Cornwall Drive - Weldon Springs, MO 63304
of the County of Saint Charles . State of Missouri party of the second part.

WITNESSETH, that the said party or parties of the first part, for and in consideration of the sum of One
Dollar ($1.00) and other valuable considerations paid by the said party or parties of the second part, the
recelpt of which I1s hereby acknowiedged, does or do by these presents GRANT, BARGAIN AND SELL,
CONVEY AND CONFIRM unto the said party-or parties of the second part, the following described Real
Estate, situated in the County of Saint Charles and the State of Missour, to-wit.

Lot Twenty-Two (22) and Lot Nine (9) of MORRIS SUBDIVISION NUMBER TWO (2) as shown by a survey
recorded In Book 388, Page 740, Records of Boone County, Missouri, and being a part of the Northwest
Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section Twenty (20), Township Forty-Nine (49) North, Range Twelve (12) West, of the
Fifth (5th) Principal Meridian, in Boone County, Missourt.

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds



Boone County, Missourt
Unofificial Document g mumwue JuL 2 1 2008

Subject to building lines, conditions, restrictions, easements and zoning regulations of record if any

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same, together with all nghts and appurtenances to the same
belonging. unto the said party or parties of the second part, and to the heirs and assigns of such party
or parties forever.

The said party or parties of the first part hereby covenanting that the said party of parties and the heirs,
executors and administrators of such party or parties, shall and will WARRANT AND DEFEND the title to
the premises unto the said party or parties of the second part, and to the heirs and assigns of such party or
parties forever against the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever, excepting, however, the general taxes
for the calendar year 20 O and thereafter, and special taxes becoming a lien after the date of this deed.

Lewis B Fruend

Carol Fruend

STATE OF MISSOURI )
. ) ss.
COUNTYOF =7 Cimecres )
On this /"7\ day of \/Uu-/ , 2006, before me personally appeared:

‘Lewis B Fruend and Caro! Fruend, husband and vélfe

to me known to be the person or persons described in and who executed the same as ‘/’/ﬂelf
free act and deed

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day

and year first above written
4

Wotary-Public

“\ullu,"

My Commussion Expires :‘%Q‘\?,_ry,_ﬁfgé/;,," JOHN T KEEGAN
. Nﬂfﬂfy.'.o B X
/%2 J"/& 7 gl g iR St. Criarles County
AR My Commissin Exgires

20l
RIS

January 28, 2007

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds
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CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI } August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 12
ea

County of Boone

11th August 20 15

In the County Commission of said county, on the day of

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby authorize the
Presiding Commissioner to sign the attached Finding of Public Nuisance and Order for Abatement
of a public nuisance located at 2601 E. Oakbrook Drofve A+B, parcel #12-415-20-02-008.00 01

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

»;(/{/Z/L/ e
“Daniel K. Atw1ll

Presl\,mg ommissioner
g
et . ® e
,@b\. ne

Karén M. Miller
Wendy S/Noren a District [ Commissioner

Clerk of tHe County Commissi ;bé
DAY

/ iIa}et M. Thompson
; strict I Commissioner




BEFORE THE COUNTY COMMISSION OF
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

In Re: Nuisance Abatement ) August Session
2601 E. Oakbrook Drive, ) July Adjourned
A+B ) Term 2015
Columbia, MO 65202 ) Commission Order No.347-20)5

FINDING OF PUBLIC NUISANCE AND ORDER FOR ABATEMENT
NOW on this 11" day of August 2015, the County Commission of Boone County, Missouri
met in regular session and entered the following findings of fact, conclusions of law and order for
abatement of nuisance:

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

The County Commission finds as fact and concludes as a matter of law the following:

1. The Boone County Code of Health Regulations (the “Code”) are officially noticed and
are made a part of the record in this proceeding.
2. The City of Columbia/Boone County Health Department admiinistrative record is made

a part of the record in this proceeding and incorporated herein by reference. In
addition, any live testimony of the official(s) of the department and other interested
persons are made a part of the record in this proceeding.

3. A public nuisance exists described as follows: a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable
tan 4-door vehicle, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable blue 4-door vehicles and a
derelict, unlicensed and inoperable maroon 4-door vehicle on the premises.

4. The location of the public nuisance is as follows: 2601 E. Oakbrook Drive, A+B, a/k/a
parcel# 12-415-20-02-008.00 01, Section 20, Township 49, Range 12 as shown in
deed book 2138 page 0806, Boone County.

5. The specific violation of the Code is: a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable tan 4-door
vehicle, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable blue 4-door vehicles and a derelict,
unlicensed and inoperable maroon 4-door vehicle in violation of section 6.9 of the
Code.

6. The Health Director’s designated Health Official made the above determination of the
existence of the public nuisance at the above location. Notice of that determination
and the requirement for abatement was given in accordance with section 6.10.1 of the
Code on the 10" day of July to the property owner.

7. The above described public nuisance was not abated. As required by section 6.10.2
of the Code, the property owner was given notice of the hearing conducted this date
before the Boone County Commission for an order to abate the above nuisance at
government expense with the cost and expense thereof to be charged against the
above described property as a special tax bill and added to the real estate taxes for
said property for the current year.

8. No credible evidence has been presented at the hearing to demonstrate that no public
nuisance exists or that abatement has been performed or is unnecessary; accordingly,



in accordance with section 6.10.2 of the Code and section 67.402, RSMo, the County
Commission finds and determines from the credible evidence presented that a public
nuisance exists at the above location which requires abatement and that the parties
responsible for abating such nuisance have failed to do so as required by the Health
Director or Official's original order referred to above.

Order For Abatement Chargeable As a Special Assessment To The Property

Based upon the foregoing, the County Commission hereby orders abatement of the
above described public nuisance at public expense and the Health Director is hereby authorized
and directed to carry out this order.

It is further ordered and directed that the Health Director submit a bill for the cost and
expense of abatement to the County Clerk for attachment to this order and that the County Clerk
submit a certified copy of this order and such bill to the County Collector for inclusion as a
special assessment on the real property tax bill for the above described property for the current
year in accordance with section 67.402, RSMo.

WITNESS the signature of the presiding commissioner on behalf Boone County
Commission on the day and year first above written.

Boone County, Missouri ATTEST:

Z /()zwév S.. ,() res]
Boone Coﬁly Clerk Wv
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Photographs taken 7/27/15 @ ~ 3:45 pm
2601 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B
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Photographs taken 7/27/15 @ ~ 3:45 pm
2601 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B
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06/16/15:
06/17/15:

06/18/15:

07/10/15:

07/27/15:

07/31/15:

Tammy and Samuel Thomas
2601 E. Oakbrook Drive
Health Department nuisance notice - timeline
citizen complaint received

initial inspection conducted

notice of violation sent to owner and lien holder via certified mail, return receipt
requested — owner never signed for notice

notice posted in newspaper
reinspection conducted —violation not abated - photographs taken

hearing notice sent to owner



City or Corumsia/BooNE COUNTY, MISSOURI

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THUMAN SERVICES

H EARI N G N OT I C E DIvISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HeALTH

Tammy and Samuel Thomas
2103 Lovejoy Lane
Columbia, MO 65202-1724

An inspection of the property you own located at 2601 E. Oakbrook Drive A+B (parcel # 12-415-
20-02-008.00 01) was conducted on June 17, 2015 and revealed a derelict, unlicensed and
inoperable tan 4-door vehicle, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable blue 4-door vehicle and a
derelict, unlicensed and inoperable 4-door maroon vehicle on the premises. This condition was

declared to be a nuisance and a violation of Boone County Public Nuisance Ordinance Section
6.9.

You are herewith notified that a hearing will be held before the County Commission on Tuesday,
August 11, 2015 at 9:30 a.m. in the County Commission conference room at the Boone County
Government Center, 801 E. Walnut Street, Columbia, Missouri. The purpose of this hearing will
be to determine whether a violation exists. If the County Commission determines that a
violation exists, it will order the violation to be abated.

If the nuisance is not removed as ordered, the County Commission may have the nuisance
removed. All costs of abatement, plus administrative fees, will be assessed against the property
in a tax bill. If the above nuisance condition has been corrected prior to the hearing, you
do not have to appear for the hearing.

The purpose of these ordinances is to create and maintain a cleaner, healthier community. If
you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office. If you are not the owner or
the person responsible for the care of this property, please call our office at the number listed at
the bottom of this letter.

Sincerely,

Kristine Vellema
Environmental Health Specialist

| 2 iy of el
This notice dlejaosited in the U.S. Mail, first class postage paid on the /) day of d
2015 by [/V .

1005 W. Wonreey St.e PO. Box 6015 » Corumsia, Missourt 65205-6015
(573) 874-7346 « TTY (573) 874-7356 « FAX (573) 817-6407 -
www.GoColumbiaMo.com
AN EQuaL OPPORIUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER/SERVICES PROVIDED ON A NONDISCRIMINATORY BASIS



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION

STATE OF MISSOURI )
County of Boone )

SS.

I. Candra Galiley. being duly sworn according to law, state that | am one of

the publishers of the Columbia Daily Tribune, a daily ncwspaper of general
circulation in the County of 3oone, State ol Missouri, where located: which
newspaper has been admitted to the Post Office as periodical class matter in
the City of Columbia, Missouri, the city of publication; which newspaper has
been published regularly and consccutively for a period of three years and
has a list of bona fide subscribers, voluntarily engaged as such, who have

paid or agreed to pay a stated price for a subscription for a definite period of

time, and that such newspaper has complied with the provisions of Scction
493.050, Revised Statutes of Missouri 2000, and Section §9.310, Revised
Statutes of Missouri 2000. The affixed notice appeared in said newspaper on
the following consccutive issues:

1st Insertion July 10,2015

2nd Insertion

3rd Insertion

4th Insertion

Sth Insertion

6th Insertion

7th Insertion

8th Insertion

9th Insertion

10th Inscrtion

1 1th Insertion

12th Insertion

13th Insertion

14th Insertion

| 5th Insertion

16th Insertion

1 7th Insertion

18th Insertion

19th Insertion

20th Insertion:;

21st Insertion:

22ad Insertion:

$66.52
Printer's Fee Candra Galiley

Subscribed & sworn to before me thlwk L2015

Notary Public e

RUBY KUHLER
Notary Public - Notary 3eal
State of Missouri, Boone County
Commission # 14915807
94 My Commission Expires Aug 27, 20

By: [wa@/él J’{/étécﬁ/(&j

NOTICE OF DECLARATION OF
PUBLIC NUISANCE
AND ORDER OF ABATEMENT

To: Tammy and Samue! Thomas
2103 Lovejoy Lane
Columbia, MO 65202-1724

In accordance with section 67.402 RSMo and section 6.10,
Boone County Code of Health Regulations, the undersigned
gives notice to the above named persons or entitics that the
following described real property is hereby declared to contain
the following described public nuisance which is ordered abated
within 15 days of the date of this notice, and that if such
abatement does not occur, then such nuisance may be ordered
abated by action of the Columbia/Boone County Department of
Public Health, with the cost thereof to be the subject of a special
tax bill against the property subject to abatement.

Property Description: Morris Subdivision, # 2, Lot 12, a/k/a 2601
. Oakbrook Drive A+B as shown by deed book 2138 page 0806

Type of Nuisance: A derelict, unlicensed and inoperable tan 4-
door vehicle, a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable blue 4-door
vehicle, and a derelict, unlicensed and inoperable maroon 4-door
vehicle on the premises

The above named persons are further notified that if they fail to
abate such nuisance within the time specified in this notice, or
fail to appeal this declaration of public nuisance and order of
abatement within the time permitted for abatement specified in
this notice, then a public hearing shall be conducted before the
Boone County Commission, Commission Chambers, 801 E.
Walnut, Columbia MO 65201, at a timc and date determined by
the Commission, and the County Commission will make findings
of fact, conclusions of law and a final decision concerning the
public nuisance and order of abatement set forth herein. For
information concerning these proceedings, contact the
Columbia/Boone Department of Public Health, 1005 W. Worley
Street, Columbia, MO 65203,

Date of Declaration, Order and Publication:Stephanie Browning,
Director, Columbia/Boone

County Department of’

Public Health

INSERTION DATE: July 10,2015,
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Call ID: 6313 Status: Open
Description: Duplexss on Oakbrook
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junk cars, trash. Haley Titus 217 SG3 6820 Please

Cali Details .
Call type: CE-County Nuisance
Entry date/time: 06/16/2015 14:22:36
Entry user ID: Niles., Michelle M Health -
Origin:

work group: Environmental Health

Call Assignment/Notitication
Contact notification: Call back
Notification date:

Email updates: No
Notificatien user:
Forward to user:

vellema, Kristine - Health B

Entity: City of Columbia

call,

Close Information
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Contact name:

Q. From phone:
Customer:
tacation:
Service:
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(S73) 555-5555

Close date/time:
Close user:
Elapsed time:
Action taken:

00: 00: GO
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REAL ESTATE PARCEL DETAIL

,-»""“"'“‘6"55"‘7‘ .
y \;‘ﬁ“ o,
o (}O

Page 1 of 2

Boone County Assessor

,'\" "I"
.

. Boone County Government Center
V¥ e@ .~ *i 801 E. Walnut, Room 143

Office (573) 886-4270
Fax (573) 886-4254

“fssou Columbia, MO 65201-7733

Parcel 12-415-20-02-008.00 01

City
Library BOONE COUNTY (L1)

Owner
Address
City, State Zip

Subdivision Plat Book/Page

Section/Township/Range
Legal Description

Lot Size
Deed Book/Page

Current Appraised
Bldgs
RI 13,300 65,200 78,500

Type Land

Road COMMON ROAD DISTRICT (CO)
Fire BOONE COUNTY (F1)

Property Location 2601 E OAKBROOK DR A+B

School COLUMBIA (C1)

THOMAS TAMMY & SAMUEL
2103 LOVEJOY LN
COLUMBIA, MO 65202 - 1724

0388 0740

20 49 12

MORRIS SD #2
LOT 12

100.00 x 140.00

1737 0997

2138 0806

1252 0909

Current Assessed
Type Land Bldgs Total
RI 2,527 12,388 14,915

Total

Totals 13,300 65,200 78,500

Totals 2,527 12,388 14,915

Most Recent Tax Bill{s)

Residence Description

Year Built 1974
(ESTIMATE)
Use DUPLEX (102)
Basement NONE (1) Attic NONE
(1)
Bedrooms Main Area 2,387
Full Bath Finished Basement 0
Area
Half Bath 0
Total 10 Total Square Feet 2,387
Rooms

https://report.boonecountymo.org/mrcjava/serviet/ ASO0_MP.100070s?slnk=...

7/31/2015



l@@[m@ County, Missourt
Unoffficial Documert 806

G

Recordad in Boone County, Missourl

Date and Time: 02/26/2003 =t 08:55:55 AM
nstrument #: 2003007175 Book:02138 Page:0806

; First Grantor THOMPSON, SUSAN E
N First Grantee'r THOMAS, TAMMY

instrument Type WD

Recording Fee. $28.00 ;{ 5 Z i
Bartlé Johnsor&' acorder of Deeds-

GENERAL WARRANTY DEED

THIS DEED. Made and entered into this __25th day of ___February 2003 by and between
SUSAN E. THCMPSCN, A SINGLE PERSC‘\I AND SURVIVING SPOUSE OF GEORGE ALAN THOMPSON
DECEASED

party or parties of the first part of BCONE - County, State of Missouri, Grantor(s) and TAMMY THOMAS AND
SAMUEL THOMAS, HUSBAND AND Wf_[FE ’

parly or parties of the second parl of __BOQNE County, Stats of Missouri, Grantse(s).

Grantes's Mailing Address 1s 2601 QRKBROOK. DR. CoumBiA, Mo 65202

WITNESSETH. that the said party or parties of the first part, in consideration of the sum of Ten Dollars and other valuable considerations paid by
the said party or parties of the second part, the receipt of which 1s hereby acknowledged, does or do by these presents, GRANT. BARGAIN AND
SELL, CONVEY AND CONFIRM. unto the said party or parties of the second part the following descnbed Real Eslate situated in the
County of __ BOCNE , Stats of Missoun, to-wit

LOT TWELVE (12) OF MCRRIS SUBDIVISICN #2 AS SHO’.‘\.’N BY A SURV'EY RECORDED IN BOOK
388, PAGE 740, RECORDS OF BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI, BEING A PART CF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER (NW 1/4) OF SECTICN 20, TOWNSHIP 49 NCRTH, RANGE 12 WEST,
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI. '

SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD THE SAME, together with all the rights, immunities, privileges, and appurtenances thersunto belonging unto the said
party or parties of the second part forever, the said party or parties of the first part covenanting that said party or parties and the heirs, executars,
administrators and assigns of such party or parties shall and will WARRANT AND DEFEND the Utle to the premises unto the said party or parties
of the second part, and to the heirs and assigns of such party or parties forever. agamnst the lawful claims of all persons whomsoever, excepting
however, the genera taxes for the calendaryear ___ 2003 and thereafter, and special taxes becoming a lien after the date of this deed.

BOOGWD

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeads



Boone County, Missour
Unoffiicial Docunemnt 807

IN WITNESS WHEREQF. the said party or parties of the first peirt has or have hersunto set their hand or hands the day and year first above wniten.

Wéoﬁ/

SUSAN E. THOMPSON

STATE OF MISSOURI }
SS
COUNTY OF Ben- H ot dad
On this 25th i dayof Eebruaxy _____,_2003 . beforeme RNsonalfy \ﬁgeared SUSAN
E. THOMESCN, A SINGLE PERSON AND SURVIVING SPOUSE OF GEORGE AL THOMPSON

DECEASED

to me known to be the person or persons described in and who executed the foregaing instrument. and acknowledged that they executed the

same as their free act and deed.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal at my office n _COLUMBIA

Missouri, the day and year first above written

My term expires the day of .

signed v

SEAY ‘ Sfﬁph@.!\ @ Jannings

STEPHANIE JENNINGS
Notary Publlc - Notary Seal
State of Missourl
~ County of Howard
My Commission Expires Oct. 30, 2006

Nora Dietzel, Recorder of Deeds



3y B 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 19
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the follbwing, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
attached Contract Amendment Number One to 27-10JUN14 — Child Advocacy Serv1ces/Heart of
Missouri CASA.

The terms of this amendment are stipulated in the attached Contract Amendment. It is further
ordered the Presiding Commissioner is hereby authorized to sign said Contract Amendment
Number One — Child Advocacy Services.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

‘%:mlel K.

Premdmg,@ommlssmner
ATTi ST: { E Z ( é
A
A Kl D ngﬁ 2 en M. Mlller ‘
Wendy S g /“Z/ Dlstrlctl Commissioner
Clerk of tha Lounty Commission

\@Mkk A ;\,JO/"\ \.

Jan M. Thompson
i$trict 11 Commissioner




-~
Commission Order: 3 ‘+8 -0 1S

CONTRACT AMENDMENT NUMBER ONE
AGREEMENT FOR
CHILD ADVOCACY SERVICES

The Agreement 27-10JUN14 dated December 30, 2014 made by and between Boone County,
Missouri and Heart of Missouri CASA for and in consideration of the performance of the respective
obligations of the parties set forth herein, is amended as follows:

1. The BCCSB agrees to purchase up to 1,125 additional units of child advocacy services from CASA,
not to exceed additional compensation of $28,120.00, and extends the agreement through June 30, 2016.
The Contract Documents shall additionally consist of the Application for Contingency Funding submitted
by Heart of Missouri CASA dated May 27, 2015. CASA agrees to submit an additional mid-year/interim
report by July 30, 2016 for the extended time period of the agreement from January 1, 2016 through June
30, 2016.

2. Except as specifically amended hereunder, all other terms, conditions and provisions of the original
agreement shall remain in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties through their duly authorized representatives have executed this
agreement on the day and year first above written.

Heart of Missouri CASA Boone County, MlSSOlll‘l
By: //Z ~ J U/
Slgnature
By: \6\4’\[\0\ DAl e >, E 5(9 (A ,f‘% yf' l By: Boone County Children’s Services Board

Printed Name/ Tltlé J), re r*)fO {/

Les Wagner, Board Chair

zngf JWW

Wendy S. an County Clerk

AUDITOR CERTIFICATION: In accordance with §RSMo 50.660, I hereby certify that a sufficient unencumbered
appropriation balance exists and is available to satisfy the obligation(s) arising from this contract. (Note:
Certification of this contract is not required if the terms of this contract do not create a measurable county obligation
at this time.)

2161/71106/$28,120.00

(/W / Mfrzﬂ@ -4/ 2z TS/ 205

Signat{re Dite Appropriation Account




\CASA

Court Appolnted Special Advocotes
FOR CHILDREN

HEART OF MISSOURI CASA

July 28, 2015
P.0. Box 10028 Ch -
Columbia, MO &5205  Melinda Bobbit
(573) 442-4670 Boone County Purchasing
heartofmissouricasa.com 813 £ Ash St, Room 109

O 85201

Anna Drake
Executive Director

14 — Child Advocacy Services
Board of Directors

Traci Kernedy

President 4 origingl amendments o the above

Candace lveson
Past Presideri

Mark Kennedy
Treesurer

Patricia Carter ’ 4 / : k/Q;_-/

Secratary

iy

Kat Cunningham
Carl Edweards
Maurice
Michaet
Jobynn
Jorgen Schi

Helsey Th

Member of
National CASA Association
tic

Fundad by

13" Judicial Cireuit Court
Heart of Missouti United Way
Callaway County Unitec Way
Boone County Chiiaran
Services Beard

City of Colurribia

S

Onr mission is 10 train and supporr volunieers o be exceptional voices for every abused and
neglected child in Boone and Callaway county family courts.
EIN: 20-2408567




349 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 19
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of AuguSt 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby acknowledge the
following budget amendment for Public Works to purchase MoDOT facilities located at Hwy. 63
& Hwy. 124 and related expenses for the operations.

'\ Department Account Department Name Account Name Decrease $ Increase $
[ 2040 91800 PW-Maintenance Land 1 1‘8,760
2040 91200 PW-Maintenance Buildings & Improvements 377,545
2040 91300 PW-Maintenance Machinery & Equipment 73,000
2040 48000 PW-Maintenaice Telephones 150
2040 48002 PW-Maintenance Data Communications 10,000
2040 48200 PW-Maintenance Electricity 1,600
2040 48300 PW-Maintenance Water 260
2040 48400 PW-Maintenance Solid Waste 260
2040 48700 PW-Maintenance LP Gas 1,200 |
2040 71004 PW-Maintenance Property Insurance 1,000
2040 71100 PW-Maintenance Outside Services 5,500
2040 86850 PW-Maintenance Contingency 13,000
602,275

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

V7

Daniel K. Atwill
Premd,ng Cemmissioner

-/ WL—/Z } /(éz)

I{arex{ M. Miller
District I Commissioner

CAM l/b j\,’ﬁqf\/ BN

' M. Thompson
~strict 11 Commissioner




BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI
REQUEST FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT

REGEIVED

7/21/15

EFFECTIVE DATE JUL 27 2015 FOR AUDITORS USE
BOONE COUNTY AUDITOR Tra(nuss;:ry;?g:: $?Taii?§)n

Dept  Account Fund/Dept Name Account Name Decrease Increase
2040 91800 [PW-Maintenance Land 118,760
2040 91200 |PW-Malintenance Buildings & Improvements 377,545
2040 91300 |[PW-Maintenance Machinery & Equipment 73,000
2040 48000 {PW-Maintenance Telephones 150
2040 48002 |PW-Maintenance Data Communications 10,000
2040 48200 {PW-Maintenance Electricity 1,600
2040 48300 |PW-Maintenance Water 260
2040 48400 |PW-Maintenance Solid Waste 260
2040 48700 [PW-Maintenance LP Gas 1,200
2040 71004 |PW-Maintenance Property Insurance 1,000
2040 71100 [PW-Maintenance Outside Services 6,500
2040 86850 |PW-Maintenance Contingency 13,000
- 602,275

Describe the circumstances requiring this Budget Amendment. Please address any budgetary impact for the
remainder of this year and subsequent years. (Use an attachment If necessary):

operationSﬂ

Establish budget to purchase MoDOT facilities located at Hwy 63 & Hwy 124 and related expenses for the

.,

Reduesting Official =

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUDITOR'S OFFICE

N/ﬁf schedule of previously processed Budget Revisions/Amendments is attached
A fund-solvency schedule is attached.

) Comments:

S bt p e o/ S 2 . T T £ okt S ST — ] S & Pt ot W [l (2 g B S Pt T 5 Pt o 2 it B DO B Bt (9 Py B e B ek B P F Sk b S & b S i 2 i o8 ey

'BUDGET AMENOWMENT PROCEDURES

fo

County Clerk schedules the Budget Amendment for a first reading on the commission agenda. A copy of the Budget
!Amendmem and all attachments must be made available for public inspection and review for a period of at least 10 days

Y,

jcominencing with the first reading of the Budget Amendment.

¢

At the first reading, the Commission sets the Public Hearing date (at least 10 days hence) and instructs the County Clerk to
iprovide at least 5 days public nofice of the Public Hearing, NOTE: The 10-day period may not be waived.
1et Amendment may not be approved prior 10 the Public Hearing

v e o st o S et o ot B A et e 5 ot et 4 i

The Budg

Al et ot b A i e

o e b e U ¢ e e e 4 vt B At ¢ b’ ok o # et 5 Aot

e SN, —

/DISTRICT | COMMISSIONER

DIS[TRICT Il COMMISSIONER

SAAD\Pos #808- Senior Accountant Financial Analyst\Public Works Mainlenance\MoDOT Facility Purchase 2015\8udge! Amendment Form - MoDOT

Purchase




Budget Amendment Coding for MoDOT Facility Purchase

Land - Parcel #1
Land - Parcel #2
Building A w/office
Building B

Title Insurance
Recording Fees

Salt Storage Building
Time Keeping System
Fuel System
Telephone
Computer Connectivity
Electric

Water

Trash Pick Up
Propane

Insurance

DNR Inspection Fees
Security Costs

$68,760.00
$50,000.00
$165,620.00
$165,620.00
$1,255.00
$50.00
$45,000.00
$1,000.00
$72,000.00
$150.00
$10,000.00
$1,600.00
$260.00
$260.00
$1,200.00
$1,000.00
$5,500.00
$13,000.00

$602,275.00

Dept

2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040
2040

Account
91800
91800
91200
91200
91200
91200
91200
91300
91300
48000
48002
48200
48300
48400
48700
71004
71100
86850

I $118,760.00

$377,545.00

$73,000.00



CCO FORM: Rw22 ROUTE 124

Approved: 4/96 (RMH) COUNTY  Boone
Revised: 01/15 (AR) JOB NO. Hallsville Maint. Site
Modified: FEDERAL NO.

PARCEL NO.

EXCESS NO.CD-0814

MISSOURI HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
SALES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into by the Missouri Highways and Transportation
Commission (hereinafter, “Seller) and Boone County, Missouri, by and through it's County
Commission (hereinafter, "Purchaser").

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Seller, in consideration of the terms and conditions hereinafter
contained, hereby agrees to sell and convey to the Purchaser a tract of land lying situated
and being in the County of Boone, State of Missouri, the general location of which is as
follows:

A TRACT OF LAND LOCATED IN THE NORTH HALF OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER
OF SECTION 13, TOWNSHIP 50 NORTH, RANGE 13 WEST, IN BOONE COUNTY,
MISSOURI BEING A PORTION OF THE TRACT DESCRIBED BY THE DEED
RECORDED IN BOOK 1543 AT PAGE 436 OF THE BOONE COUNTY RECORDS AND
BEING FURTHER DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF MISSOURI HIGHWAY 124 CENTERLINE
STATION 17+00.1, SAID POINT BEING ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY;
THENCE LEAVING SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY S 0° 21' 58" E, 637.60 FEET; THENCE S 89°
40' 30" W, 1250.51 FEET; THENCE N 0° 50' 02" E, 203.81 FEET; THENCE N 89° 09' 58"
W, 367.90 FEET TO A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF THE 1931 U.S. HIGHWAY 63
CENTERLINE STATION 593+91.2, SAID POINT BEING ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-
WAY; THENCE WITH SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY N 6° 15' 32 E, 126.80 FEET TO A POINT
ON THE EASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY OF P.C. STATION 595+18; THENCE
CONTINUING WITH SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY ALONG A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A
RADIUS OF 603.0 FEET AND AN ARC LENGTH OF 247.5 FEET, THE LONG CHORD
BEARS N 5° 29' 24" W, 245.76 FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-
WAY OF MISSOURI HIGHWAY 124, BEING 100 FEET RIGHT OF STATION 0+78.1 OF
THE 1931 PLANS OR 14+20 OF THE NEW PLANS; THENCE WITH SAID SOUTHERLY
RIGHT-OF-WAY S 89° 09' 58" E, 480.00 FEET TO A POINT 100 FEET RIGHT OF
STATION 5+58.1 OF THE 1931 PLANS OR 19+00 OF THE NEW PLANS; THENCE
CONTINUING WITH SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY N 55° 52' 40" E, 122.09 FEET TO A POINT
30 FEET RIGHT OF STATION 6+58.1 OF THE 1931 PLANS OR 20+00 OF THE NEW
PLANS; THENCE CONTINUING WITH SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY S 89° 09' 58" E, 157.72
FEET TO A POINT 30 FEET RIGHT OF STATION 8+17.8 OF THE 1931 PLANS;



conveyance if there are utilities on the property.

(4) SURVEY: The Seller will cause the property to be surveyed by a registered
land surveyor at its sole cost and at no cost to the Purchaser.

(5) SPECIAL CONDITIONS (such as curbing, fencing, drainage, access): The
completion of any special conditions, as set out below, and the application of any permits,
as necessary, shall be completed before the sale is closed.

Purchaser agrees to complete and execute the “Application for Transfer of Operating Permit”
to transfer the sewage lagoon operating permit. Upon receipt of the completed and executed
“Application for Transfer of Operating Permit” the seller will submit the application to Missouri
Department of Natural Resources.

(6) INSPECTION/REVIEW PERIOD; RIGHT TO DECLINE TITLE: The
Purchaser shall have the following rights to inspect the Property:

(A) Purchaser Review / Inspection and Termination Right: Purchaser
shall have 30 days from effective date of this Agreement ("Purchaser’s Inspection Period")
to inspect and review the Commission Property, itself, and to conduct such environmental,
soil, engineering, building component or other tests, studies and inspections, with respect
to the Property as Purchaser deems necessary, including asbestos and lead paint
inspections of the Property buildings, considering that only an inspection performed by
certified inspectors can confirm or deny the presence of asbestos and/or lead based paint.
Purchaser shall take all the EPA required precautions while conducting the environmental
inspections.

(B) If during Purchaser's Inspection Period Purchaser is not satisfied with
the results of any tests, studies or inspections, then Purchaser, in its sole and absolute
discretion, may choose to decline taking title to the Property by giving written notice to the
Commission of such decision on or before the date of the expiration of Purchaser's
Inspection Period. Purchaser's action to decline taking title to the Property under this
paragraph shall render this agreement null and void. |f Purchaser fails to provide the
written notice provided for herein before expiration of Purchaser’s Inspection Period, then
the right of Purchaser to decline taking title to the Property pursuant to this paragraph shall
be deemed waived.

(C)  Access to the Property. Purchaser shall have the right to access the
Property during Purchasers Inspection Period for the purposes of conducting the
inspections, tests and studies set forth in this paragraph. Access shall be limited to
reasonable times and shall require prior notice, and Purchaser shall take all the necessary
EPA mandated precautions while conducting the tests and inspections, and ensure it does
not materially interfere with the Commission's business. The Commission shall not
impede the investigation unreasonably. Purchaser shall indemnify and hold the
Commission harmless (which indemnity shall survive the Closing) from any loss, claim,
liability or cost, including without limitation, damage to the Property, injury to persons, and




IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said parties herein have executed this Agreement on the
day of , 20

MISSOURI HIGHWAYS AND TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

By

(Title)

PURCHASER:

By:

Address:

Telephone:

Date:




Improvements: $400,000 Total
tand
Building A w/Office

Building B

Excess Land:

11.46 Acres $6,000.00 $68,760.00
Sq

7,550 Footage $165,620.00
Sq

7,550 Footage $165,620.00

8.6 Acres $5,813.95 $50,000

$450,000.00



Additional Notes Concerning MoDOT Facility Purchase

1. Insurance Costs — Anticipate increase in costs. If the old site is sold that savings would
offset the increase.

2. Utility Costs — With day to day activities being directed out of this facility there would
be new utility costs.

3. Security Costs — The County is currently working on a county-wide security project. If
this facility is to be included additional costs would be incurred.

4. Timekeeping system — There will be a need for a timekeeping system at the new facility.
Public Works staff is researching a new system currently and feels the new site can be
included at minimal cost.

5. Computer Connectivity — The County will need to install a means of connectivity for the
supervisor who will operate out of this facility.

6. Fuel System — Public Works staff does not anticipate that this will be a County-wide
fueling station. There is currently an above ground fuel tank. This will need to be
increased in size for the anticipated scope of work to be directed out of the facility and
it will need to be equipped to work with the current fuel system used by the other
county fuel stations.

7. Salt Storage — To utilize this facility to its full poetential Public Works would erect a salt
storage building.

8. Mechanic/Parts — The new facility will allow for repairs at the location, but it is not
anticipated that parts, machinery, etc will be needed. The repairs will be routine in
nature and not require a large parts inventory.

9. Lot - Public Works staff anticipates that the lot will need to be chip sealed in the next
few years.

10. Title Insurance

11. Deed Recording Fees — Record special warranty deed

12. DNR Inspections — Required inspections of on-site lagoon.



Insurance costs
Utility Costs

Security Costs

Time keeping
system

Computer
connectivity

Fuel System
Salt Storage
Mechanic/Parts
Lot

Title Insurance

Deed Recording
Fees

DNR Inspections

$1,000.00
$3,470.00

$13,000.00

$1,000.00

$10,000.00

$72,000.00

$45,000.00
N/A for 2015
N/A for 2015

$1,255.00

$50.00
$5,500.00

$152,275.00



Hallsville Electric
Run Date: 04/14/15

Vendor Customer Name Accept Date Org PVQ QTY Amount
BOONE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE4/24/14 7D26 294 $47.45
4/24/14 2,876 $259.82
5/29/14 184 $37.29
5129114 2,113 $200.96
6/25/14 243 $42.74
6125114 2,819 $255.41
7/24/14 210 $30.70
7124/14 2,908 $262.29
8/26/14 813 $93.45
8/26/14 2,990 $268.61
9/28114 1,246 $129.48
9/29/14 3,749 $327.15
1027114 1,223 $127.58
10/27/14 2,751 $250.18
11/26/14 1,699 $167.19
264 | 3,020 $270.92
12/30/14 1,310 $134.81
12/30/14 3,498 $307.87
1/23/15 1,505 $1561.04
1/23/15 3,861 $1.00
2126115 1,236 $128.65
2126115 2,717 $1.00

43,266 $3,504.59

Page 1
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Hallsville Water

Vendor Customer Name Accept Date Org PVQ QTY Amount

PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY DISTRICT 1 |4/9/14 7D26 7,100 $74.35
5/12/14 2,800 $50.34

6/11/14 4,500 $59.83

7111114 900 $39.73

8/14/14 2,200 $46.09

9/12/14 2,000 $45.88

10117114 2,100 $46.43

11/20/14 1,300 $41.97

12/4114 4,200 $58.16

1/9/15 6,800 $72.67

2110115 2,500 $48.67

3/12115 600 $38.06

4/9M5 200 $35.83

37,200 $658.91

Page 1




Hallsville Propane

Vendor Customer Name Accept Date Org PVQ QTY Amount Line Description
MFA OIL CO-COLUMBIA 9/24/14 7D26 0 $415.12|15 PROPANE
1/8/15 ¢ $1,477.42|PROPANE
Organization 7D26 Total $1,892.54
MFA OIL CO-COLUMBIA 4111114 [7D26 | of $77o.4o] PROPANE j
Organization 7D26 Total $770.40
TIGER ICE CO 719114 |7l)26 | oL $47.50|14 PROPANE v]
Organization 7D26 Total $47.50
Report Total $2,710.44
Page 1
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| (7/20/2015) Caryn Ginter - Re: MoDOT faciity purchase  ~ ~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ ~  Paget]

From: Greg Edington

To: Caryn Ginter

CC: Chet Dunn

Date: 7/20/2015 11:08 AM
Subject: Re: MoDOT facility purchase
Caryn:

Trash pickup will be around $52/month. As discussed a single line phone bundled to the Internet
package should be around $30/month.

Thanks,
Greg

>>> Caryn Ginter 7/20/2015 10:51 AM >>>
That will work. Will we have additional telephone expense? Greg mentioned trash pickup as well.
I've confirmed the computer connectivity amount with Aron Gish.

>>> Chet Dunn 7/20/2015 10:45 AM >>>
Here is what they sent us...let us know if you need more than this

>>> Caryn Ginter 7/20/2015 10:43 AM >>>

Hi Chet & Greg,

I'm working on the coding for the budget amendment and need a breakout of the $3,450 for utilities. We
have separate accounts for electricity, water. solid waste, telephone, etc, so it would be helpful to have it
broken out.

We were shooting to get this on Thursday's agenda, but there is no commission meeting this Thursday so
it will be on the agenda Tuesday 7/28. ['ll need the utility breakout before | can compiete the form to send
to you for signature. Then | have a few other steps | have to do before routing it to June, so the sooner
you can get the breakout to me the better. Mike (County Clerk) has to post it 24 hours before the meeting
so | have to have it to him by 8:30AM on 7/27.

Thanks,
Caryn



Page 1 of 1

Caryn Ginter - Re: New MoDOT Building computer connectivity cost

From: Aron Gish

To: Caryn Ginter

Date: 7/17/2015 2:27 PM

Subject: Re: New MoDOT Building computer connectivity cost

Attachments: Bid for MoDOT Site Hwy 124.pdf

Caryn,

At this point Bluebird is the only vendor who has been able to give us an estimate for a connection to that area.
We have a request out standing with a couple other vendors, however Bluebird is the one currently servicing the
location for MoDOT.

I would recommend we "budget" 100M connection @ $2,000 monthly. I've attached the options we have with
Bluebird for reference. We may have other options, however it will take us going out to bid or working at the
site for testing before we know for sure. This service we know is on site now and would be a possible option.

Thanks,
Aron

>>> Caryn Ginter 7/14/2015 4:11 PM >>>

Hi Aron,

I need to touch base with you on the estimated costs for computer connectivity at the MoDOT building that is
being purchased by the County. The listing of costs Chet provided has $2,250, but in phone conversations it was
noted that the cost may be higher. It is my understanding that they have been discussing various options with
you. We are working on putting the budget amendment together and I wanted to get your thoughts on the
amount to use for this item.

Thanks,
Caryn

file:///C:/Users/cginter/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/5S5A910D2BC-GWDOMGC-GW... 7/17/2015
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Bbone Cdunty
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7/16/2015

/ Columbia, MO 65201.7732

Notes:

SUBJECT TO: Bluebird Network's TERMS & CONDITIONS AND
AVAILABILITY AT THE TIME THE ORDER IS PLACED. Quote is valid
for 45 days; Please refer to the quote number when placing an order.
Subject to Bluebird Network's standard policies, terms & conditions
(unless overridden by a Master Service Agreement), and capacity
availability at the time the order is placed, as determined solely by
Bluebird Network. The rates, terms, and conditions in this document
are not legally binding upon Bluebird unless the customer submits an
offer that is accepted by Bluebird and the parties execute a written
contract setting forth the rates, terms, and conditions under which
Bluebird agrees to provide such services. This price quote is
confidential and mav not be shared without the written consent of

Bluebird Network IP Address Pricing

Block Size Usable IP addresses Price/mo.

/30 1 $0
/29 5 425
/28 13 $40
/27 29 $50

Requires completion of ARIN IP justification for /29 or greater

%0?1003 x$ = @}0,6?)0 44; rematrdle? of 20/8 o+ BA



5060 Arsenal Street | Saint Louis, Missouri 63139
800-843-4563 | Fax 314-772-2311
www.neumayerequipment.com

FUELING SUCCESS SINCE 1934

Quote #

Customer:

w

Quotation and Contract Form

20151083 Account Representative: Mikal Thornhill
Boone County Public Works Plan Date /Revision: 7/20/2015
Greg Eddington Project Name: New Maintenance Shed Fueling Equipm
Hwy 63 South Project Location: 124 & Hwy 63 -
Columbia, MO 65201 Hallsville, MO
SCOPE OF WORK
NEC will furnish and install a new double wall, flame shield, dual compariment, (12K/4K), fuel storage tank, with over fill
prevention, clock gauges, interstial indicator, e-vents, atmospheric vents, and remote fill/spill containment.
NEC will furnish crane for unloading and setting tank.
NEC will furnish and install piping for fill lines, (2) Fillrite pumps with pulse output, and new hanging hardware.
NEC will furnish and install Fuelmaster FMU for pump control with wireless communciation, data logger, and quickstop

20 Prokees included in this quotation.

NOTE SECTION
See material schedule attachment "A".

Estimated sales taxes are excluded. Quotation presumes either that customer is a Tax Exempt Entity or the Project is a
Tax Exempt Project. Customer shall provide Neumayer Equipment Co. Inc. with a Tax Exempt Certificate and
associated documentation, or sales tax will treated as an addition to the originally quoted sum.

All additions and deductions to the contract price will be via our CHANGE ORDER#059.

Quotation includes applicable freight.

Permits, engineered-sealed drawings and processing fees are not included in this quotation. At your direction we will
perform the work and obtain all necessary permits. The charges will be added to the contract price.

Electric service to fueling system by others.

Tank pad and barrier protection by others.

TERMS
Due as Cost are Incurred
Remainder Due Upon Completion

TOTAL $71,959.54

We submit this quotation of our interpretation of your requirements, subject to the terms and conditions included with this quotation. When accepted by the
customer, this proposal will constitute a bona fide contract between Customer and Seller, subject to the approval of the Seller's credit manager. Prices quoted are
for acceptance within thirty (30) days and, unless otherwise specified, and are subject to change without notice after that date.

Neumayer Equipment Company, Inc. Boone County Public Works
Approved
By: Approved By:
Title:
Date

Signed: Date Accepted:




Customer: Boone County Attachment "A" - Material Schedule

Public Works

Project: New
Maintenance
Shed Fueling
Equipment

Quote #: 20151083

Job #:

Misc. Parts List

1 0 X Chal 12k/4k double wall flame shield
1 0 X fueimaster fmu with data logger, quick stop, prokees, wireless kit
2 "0 0-89404-22427- fillrite fr300vn 20 gpm pump 115ac
4
2 2308 X o oW . pulser I
1 0 B211R-302B2LD ~ opw 30 gallon remote spill container
. ) _Hanging Hardware
1 3480 11BP-0400 OPW New 3/4" NPT Gasoline Nozzle, 118P, Black
1 1928 7H-0100 oPwW New 1" Diesel Nozzle, 7H, Green
1 3652 C720 3/4 CATLOW 3/4" MxE Twister Swivel A
1 7545 45-5075 OoPW 1" Premium Hose Swivel ]
1 1651 124421 IRPCO 3/4" x 12" Steelflex Pump Hose i
1 1641 105141 JRPCO 1'% 12" Softwail Pump )
1 6528 . CTM75 CATLOW 3/4" Cam Twist Magnetic Breakaway
1 3793 CTM100 ____CATLOW 1" Cam Twist Magnetic Breakaway
1 2646 124021FL IRPCO 3/4" x 8" Whip Hose B
1 1306 123041FL IRPCO 1" x 10" Standard Whip Hose
Aboveground Storage Tank Parts »
1 1196 4620 HUSKY 2PN Vent Slip-on w/3" W.C. ' -
1 1864 23-0033 oPW 2" Aluminum Tank Vent
2 - 2934 . B1FSTOP-1000 oPW _-Ast Overfill Valve Npt B
2 6330 691--1000 1V MORRISON Ball Valve - Full Port - Forged Brass
2 1972 20V P.T. CPLG 2" Alum. Dust Cap
2 1779 178---0300 AC MORRISON Fill Cap-Brass Body Iron Cap
2 6417  818—0100AG ‘MORRISON -Clock Gauge W/Standard Float
. . - Misc. o - . .
10 0 mse NEC Misc. Steel Pipe- Fittmgs
5 0 MISC NEC Misc. Electrical Supplies )
2 0 MISC NEC Misc. Island Set Mtl's
42 2327 ~ MISC GRINNELL 2" Steel Pipe Galv. Plain End

12 2356 MISC GRINNELL 2" 90 Elbow Galv,




OﬁE'CENT

601 E. BROADWAY, STE 102 0 2 PHONE (573) 442-0139
COLUMBIA, MO 65201 o SINGE 1898 ®
TAXID # 431571833 P & FAX (573) 442-6078
“LE come™
INVOICE

File Number 1510042
To: For Sale By Owner

Seller: State of Missouri, acting by and through the Missouri Highways and Transportation
Commission
Buyer: The County of Boone, a political subdivision of the State of Missouri
Property: 950 E. Hwy. 124 Hallsville, MO 65255
Closing Date:
Closer Karen R. Brown
Underwriter: First American
Invoice Date: 7/2/2015
Invoice#: 75429

Description Amount

Owner's Policy $1,155.00
Basic Owner Risk Rate $298.00
Owner's Title Service Charge $857.00

Total $1,155.00

Thank you!



File No: 1510042

Boone-Central Title Company
601 East Broadway
Columbia, MO 65201
Agent for

First American Title Insurance Company

COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE
SCHEDULE A

Commitment Date: June 30,2015, 8:00 am
Issue Date: July 02,2015,

Policy (or Policies) to be issued: POLICY AMOUNT
(a) ALTA OWNER'S POLICY - (6-17-06) $450,000.00
Proposed Insured: The County of Boone, a political subdivision of the State of Missouri

(b) ALTA LOAN POLICY - (6-17-06)
Proposed Insured: , its successors and assigns as defined in Paragraph 1(e) of the Conditions
and Stipulations of the Policy

() Proposed Insured:

Fee Simple interest in the land described in this Commitment is owned, at the Commitment Date, by

State of Missouri, acting by and through the Missouri Highways and Transportation Commission

The land referred to in the Commitment is described as follows:

A tract of land containing 21.06 acres, more or less, located in the North Half (N 1/2) of the
Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of Section Thirteen (13), Township Fifty (50) North, Range Thirteen (13)
West, of the Fifth (5th) Principal Meridian, in Boone County, Missouri, as shown and described by
the survey recorded May 2, 2000 as Document No. 8339 in Book 1617, Page 429, Records of Boone
County, Missouri. EXCEPTING therefrom 1.00 acre, more or less, as shown and described by the
survey recorded August 23,2010 as Instrument No. 2010017073 in Book 3684, Page 174, Records of
Boone County, Missouri.

ALTA Commitment - Schedule A This commitment is invalid unless the insuring

Provisions and Schedule A and B are attached. Page 1



File No: 1510042

land or who will make a loan on the land. We may then make additional requirements or exceptions.

ALTA Commitment - Schedule B - Section | This commitment is invalid unless the insuring

Provisions and Schedule A and B are attached. Page 3



File No: 1510042

Reservation of an undivided one-half (1/2) interest in all oil, gas and other minerals and leasese thereof as shown
by instrument dated November 13, 1942 and recorded in Book 229, Page 627, Records of Boone County,
Missouri.

Transmission line easement granted to Central Electric Power Cooperative by instrument dated April 5, 1951
and recorded in Book 259, Page 618, Records of Boone County, Missouri.

Terms and provisions of an instrument entitled "Oil and Gas and Gas Storage Lease' dated June 17, 1958 and
recorded in Book 289, Page 213, Records of Boone County, Missouri.

Water line easement granted to Public Water Supply District No. 7 by instrument dated May 4, 1993 and
recorded in Book 985, Page 688, Records of Boone County, Missouri.

Rights granted to the State of Missouri, acting by and through the Missouri Highway and Transportation
Commission, by instrument dated May 13, 1993 and recorded in Book 993, Page 229, Records of Boone
County, Missouri.

Water line easement granted to Public Water Supply District No. 7 by instrument dated August 9, 1993 and
recorded in Book 1008, Page 533, Records of Boone County, Missouri.

Access and utility easement granted to Boone County Regional Sewer District by instrument dated December
14,2010 and recorded in Book 3757, Page 203, Records of Boone County, Missouri.

Note: For information purposes only, we submit the following tax figures. We assume no liability for
correctness of same.

Taxes for the year 2014 Tax Amount $0.00. (Currently tax exempt)
Tax Assessment Number: 06-602-13-00-015.01

Property Address
950 E. Hwy. 124
Hallsville, MO 65255

ALTA Commitment - Schedule B - Section II This commitment is invalid unless the insuring

Provisions and Schedule A and B are attached. Page 5
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601 East Broadway, Suite 102
Columbia, Missouri 65201
573-442-0139
1-866-298-3269
573-442-6078 FAX
www.boone-central.com

BOONE-CENTRAL TITLE COMPANY
Privacy Policy Notice

PURPOSE OF THIS NOTICE

Title V of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act (GLBA) generally prohibits any financial institution, directly or through its affiliates,
from sharing nonpublic personal information about you with a nonaffiliated third party unless the institution provides you
with a notice of its privacy policies and practices, such as the type of information that it collects about you and the categories
of persons or entities to whom it may be disclosed. In compliance with the GLBA, we are providing you with this document,
which notifies you of the privacy policies and practices of Boone-Central Title Company.

We may collect nonpublic personal information about you from the following sources:

Information we receive from you such as on applications or other forms.

Information about your transactions we secure from our files, or from others.

Information we receive from a consumer reporting agency.

Information that we receive from others involved in your transaction, such as the real estate agent or lender.

Unless it is specifically stated otherwise in an amended Privacy Policy Notice, no additional nonpublic personal information
will be collected about you.

We may disclose any of the above information that we collect about our customers or former customers to our affiliates or to
nonaffiliated third parties as permitted by law.

We also may disclose this information about our customers or former customers to the following types of nonaftiliated
companies that perform services on our behalf or with whom we have joint marketing agreements:

e Financial service providers such as companies engaged in banking, consumer finance, securities and
insurance.
e Non-financial companies such as envelope stuffers and other fulfillment service providers.

WE DO NOT DISCLOSE ANY NONPUBLIC PERSONAL INFORMATION ABOUT YOU WITH ANYONE FOR ANY
PURPOSE THAT IS NOT SPECIFICALLY PERMITTED BY LAW.

We restrict access to nonpublic personal information about you to those employees who need to know that information in order to
provide products or services to you. We maintain physical, electronic, and procedural safeguards that comply with federal regulations
to guard your nonpublic personal information.



Fund Statement - Road & Bridge Fund 204 and 208 Combined (Major Fund)

2014 2015 2015 2016
Actual Budget Estimated Budget

FINANCIAL SOURCES:

Revenues
Property Taxes $ 1,435,135 1,423,000 1,448,000 1,470,000
Assessments - - - -
Sales Taxes 14,232,938 14,500,000 14,572,000 14,975,000
Franchise Taxes - - - -
Licenses and Permits 11,539 11,600 - -
Intergovernmental 1,237,751 1,465,800 1,215,679 1,215,800
Charges for Services 341,568 257,400 6,600 6,600
Fines and Forfeitures - - - -
Interest 50,275 35,405 33,602 33,605
Hospital Lease - - - -
Other 37,978 19,350 - -
Total Revenues 17,347,184 17,712,555 17,275,881 17,701,005

Other Financing Sources
Transfer In from other funds - - - -
Proceeds of Long-Term Debt - - - -
Other (Sale of Capital Assets, Insurance Proceeds, etc) 197,171 225,250 - -
Total Other Financing Sources 197,171 225,250 - -

Fund Balance Used for Operations - 2,055,360 - -

TOTAL FINANCIAL SOURCES $ 17,544,355 19,993,165 17,275,881 17,701,005

FINANCIAL USES:

Expenditures
Personal Services 3 3,899,826 4,463,079 4,291,479 4,146,457
Materials & Supplies 2,189,615 2,236,711 - -
Dues Travel & Training 25,902 51,279 - -
Utilities 88,821 123,929 - -
Vehicle Expense 737,503 845,921 - -
Equip & Bldg Maintenance 316,085 310,937 - -
Contractual Services 8,009,181 9,033,923 - 3,321,905
Debt Service (Principal and Interest) - - - -
Emergency - 250,000 - -
Other (596,053) 547,949 - 27,000
Fixed Asset Additions 830,564 2,129,437 - -
Total Expenditures 15,501,444 19,993,165 4,291,479 7,495,362

Other Financing Uses
Transfer Qut to other funds - - - -
Early Retirement of Long-Term Debt - - - -
Total Other Financing Uses - - - -

TOTAL FINANCIAL USES $ 15,501,444 19,993,165 4,291,479 7,495,362

FUND BALANCE:

FUND BALANCE (GAAP), beginning of year $ 9,093,841 10,676,028 10,676,028 23,660,430
Less encumbrances, beginning of year (944,861) (944,861) (544,861) (944,861)
Add encumbrances, end of year 484,137 944,861 944,861 369,861
Fund Balance Increase (Decrease) resulting from operations 2,042,911 (2,055,360) 12,984,402 10,205,643

FUND BALANCE (GAAP), end of year 10,676,028 8,620,668 23,660,430 33,291,073
Less: FUND BALANCE UNAVAILABLE FOR
APPROPRIATION, end of year (1,009,572) (484,137) (484,137) (484,137)

NET FUND BALANCE, end of year $ 9,666,456 8,136,531 23,176,293 32,806,936

Net Fund Balance as a percent of expenditures 62.36% 40.70% 540.05% 437.70%



350 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 15
€a
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
disposition of surplus, per attached summary order description, to Karen L. Sapp in the amount of
$78,220.14, as recommended by the County Treasurer.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015

4 Damel K Atwill
Pre%'dm ommlssmner

ATTEST: N 7, /
(/\jQ/vw& é . bB()‘\@w) Kafen/{\/(fmler/,Z)/ -

Wendy S. en % District I Commissioner
Clerk of th¢ County Commissio

D MO, —

( Jagiet M. Thompson
\ ~Phstrict [T Commissioner




DRAFT Commission Order:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby take up the
matter of the disposition of the 2014 tax sale surplus relating to parcel Parcel 22-400-18-
00-003.03:

Pursuant to the provisions of RSMo §140.230, as revised, the Commission has the
authority to approve claims for any tax sale surplus that is being held by the County
Treasurer associated with the County Collector’s annual tax sale. The owner or owners
of the subject real property have a period of three (3) years to make a claim for said
surplus. In this instance, the owner of record at the time the subject property went to tax
sale was Karen L. Sapp. Karen L. Sapp has filed a verified surplus claim with the
Boone County Treasurer claiming the tax surplus proceeds. The verified surplus claim, a
copy of the Deed recorded at Book 3628, Page 10, Boone County Records, and other
supporting documentation filed by Karen L. Sapp are made a part of this record. The
application to the County Treasurer for the surplus funds is timely.

The County Treasurer, based upon the documents presented to her office and made a part
of the record before the Commission, is satisfied that Karen L. Sapp was the record
owner of the subject property at the time of the delinquent land tax auction and as such is
entitled to the total surplus of $78,220.14, and recommends the Commission approve the
same.

NOW, THEREFORE, upon the recommendation of the County Treasurer and the
evidence made a part of this record, the County Commission hereby approves the
disposition of surplus to Karen L. Sapp in the amount of $78,220.14 via check payable
to Karen L. Sapp in that amount.

Done this | [T day o A@M'VV 2015.

W 77

Danlel K At@vﬂl
Presiding Commissioner

ATTEST: ) {t ~ % ﬁ é?[é

Karest M. Miller

" District I Commissioner
(_A)ﬁ,ué,, <§- JW P

Wendy S. Noren ,7 .

Clerk of the{{County Commission KM() )Q\ ?\//(/\/\/ T —
al g?t M. Thompson

¢ DJ rict II Commissioner

‘h
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3 5] -2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 19
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of AuguSt 20 15

the follbwing, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby acknowledge the

following budget amendment for Resource Management to use previously reserved funds for the
Scott Blvd. Phase III project.

Department Account Department Name Account Name Decrease $ Increase $
2049 84200 PW-Administration Other Contracts 500,000

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

ing Commissioner

ATTEST: A Ve A /Z,/ [;V

(()zn S. )m) “Karch M. Miller
Wendy S. Nbren

[ / a District I Commissioner
Clerk of th¢ County Commission /> & o~ 40 \/

f Janey M. Thompson
' District Il Commissioner




BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI
REQUESTﬁéEE\%EBGET AMENDMENT

7116713 JuL 2 0 2015
EFFECTIVE DATE FOR AUDITORS USE
- R
BOONE COUNTY AUDITO (Use whole $ amounts)
Transfer From Transfer To
Dept Account Fund/Dept Name Account Name Decrease Increase
2049 84200 PW-Administration |Other Contracts $500,000

- 500,000

Describe the circumstances requiring this Budget Amendment. Please address any budgetary impact for the
remainder of this year and subsequent years. (Use an attachment if necessary):

To use the previously reserved funds for "mutually agreeable project” between the County and the City of
Columbia. Agreed upon project is Scott Bivd Phase lll

— A

Requesting Official

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUDITOR'S OFFICE

W-l}/ A schedule of previously processed Budget Revisions/Amendments is attached
Q/A fund-solvency schedule is attached.

[0 Comments: (M /4/30” Ar

A il D

D /éTRICT | COMMISSIONER (yTRICT Il COMMISSIONER

Seorr BV Fase g1 Feos

S:AalhAUDITORAccounting Forms\Budget Amendment Form



COPY

ROAD IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT
Scott Boulevard Phase III Project

THIS AGREEMENT is entered into by and between Boone County, Missouri,
through its County Commission, a political subdivision of the State of Missouri, herein
“Boone County” and the City of Columbia, a political subdivision of the State of
Missou;i, herein “City”.

WHEREAS, County and City desire to cooperate with each other on the
improvement of certain roadways over which both County and City have certain
maintenance obligations; and

WHEREAS, the parties had previously entered into agreements relating to the
development for Waco Road (one agreement approved in Commission Order 19-2009
and another agreement approved in Commission Order 172-2010) which were terminated
on December 2, 2014, without payment due the project not being undertaken; and

WHEREAS, the parties have an agreement relating to the completion of the
Rustic Road Bridge project (approved in Commission Order 66-2013) which
contemplated the parties cost-sharing on that project along with the Missouri Department
of Transportation (in an agreement approved in Commission Order 450-2012); and

WHEREAS, cost-sharing on the Rustic Road Bridge project exceeded the
original, anticipated contribution from the City of $75,000, and County has applied funds
from the cancelled Waco Road contracts to the City’s cost-share contributions to the
Rustic Road Bridge project; and

WHEREAS, there remains $500,000 of funds available for a mutually beneficial,

public road project; and



5. AUTHORITY: The individuals signing this agreement below certify that they
have obtained the appropriate authority to execute this agreement on behalf of the
respective parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties through their duly authorized representatives

have executed this agreement effective as of the date of the last party and execute the

same.

Executed by City of Columbia this day of _ , 2015.

Executed by Boone County this day of , 2015.

CITY OF COLUMBIA BOONE COUNTY

Mike Matthes, City Manager Daniel K. Atwill, Presiding Comm.

ATTEST: ATTEST:

Sheela Amin, City Clerk Wendy S. Noren, County Clerk

Director of Finance Certification: Boone County Auditor Certification:

I hereby certify that this contract is within I hereby certify that a sufficient, unencumbered

the purpose of the appropriation to which appropriation balance exists and is available to

it is to be charged and that there is an satisfy the obligation arising from this contract.

unencumbered balance to the credit of such (Note: Certification of this contract is not required

appropriation sufficient to pay therefore. if the terms of this contract do not create a
measurable county obligation at this time.

John Blattel, Director of Finance Date June E. Pitchford, County Auditor Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Nancy Thompson, City Attorney C.J. Dykhouse, County Counselor



Fund Statement - Road & Bridge Fund 204 and 208 Combined (Major Fund)

2014 2015 2015 2016
Actual Budget Estimated Budget

FINANCIAL SOURCES:

Revenues
Property Taxes $ 1,435,135 1,423,000 - -
Assessments - - - -
Sales Taxes 14,232,938 14,500,000 - -
Franchise Taxes - - - -
Licenses and Permits 11,539 11,600 - -
Intergovernmental 1,237,751 1,465,800 - -
Charges for Services 341,568 257,400 - -
Fines and Forfeitures - - - -
Interest 50,275 35,405 - -
Hospital Lease - - - -
Other 37,978 19,350 - -
Total Revenues 17,347,184 17,712,555 - -

Other Financing Sources
Transfer In from other funds - - - -
Proceeds of Long-Term Debt - - - -
Other (Sale of Capital Assets, Insurance Proceeds, etc) 197,171 225,250 - -
Total Other Financing Sources . 197,171 225,250 - -

Fund Balance Used for Operations - 1,453,085 4,291,479 4,146,457

TOTAL FINANCIAL SOURCES $ 17,544,355 19,390,890 4,291,479 4,146,457

FINANCIAL USES:

Expenditures
Personal Services $ 3,899,826 4,463,079 4,291,479 4,146,457
Materials & Supplies 2,189,615 2,236,711 - -
Dues Travel & Training 25,902 51,279 - -
Utilities 88,821 110,459 - -
Vehicle Expense 737,503 845,921 - -
Equip & Bldg Maintenance 316,085 310,937 - -
Contractual Services 8,009,181 9,027,423 - -
Debt Service (Principal and Interest) - - - -
Emergency - 250,000 - -
Other (596,053) 534,949 - -
Fixed Asset Additions 830,564 1,560,132 - -
Total Expenditures 15,501,444 19,390,890 4,291,479 4,146,457

Other Financing Uses
Transfer Out to other funds - - - -
Early Retirement of Long-Term Debt - - - -
Total Other Financing Uses - - - -

TOTAL FINANCIAL USES $ 15,501,444 19,390,890 4,291,479 4,146,457

FUND BALANCE:

FUND BALANCE (GAAP), beginning of year $ 9,093,841 10,676,028 10,676,028 6,384,549
Less encumbrances, beginning of year (944,861) (944,861) (944,861) (944,861)
Add encumbrances, end of year 484,137 944,861 944,861 369,861
Fund Balance Increase (Decrease) resulting from operations 2,042,911 (1,453,085) (4,291,479) (4,146,457)

FUND BALANCE (GAAP), end of year 10,676,028 9,222,943 6,384,549 1,663,092
Less: FUND BALANCE UNAVAILABLE FOR .

APPROPRIATION, end of year (1,009,572) (484,137) (484,137) " T (484,137)

NET FUND BALANCE, end of year $ 9,666,456 8,738,806 5,900,412 1,178,955

Net Fund Balance as a percent of expenditures 62.36% 45.07% 137.49% 28.43%



352 2015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

. . 1

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 19
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the L1th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
attached agreement between Boone County and AECOM Technical Services, Inc. for engineering,
surveying and other professional services.

The terms of the Agreement are stipulated in the attached Agreement. It is further ordered the

Presiding Commissioner is hereby authorized to sign said General Consultant Services
Agreement.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Presi?ing Commissioner

(et - e e D0l

Wendy S. Noten 'W( District I Commissioner

Clerk of the\County Commission ( %Ef 0 “z) /L( Q A
FERARN AN Mol B
/ }J;pét M./Thompson

“Phstrict II Commissioner



GENERAL CONSULTANT SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT dated this H I‘E day of , 2015, by and between
Boone County, Missouri, a first class county and political §abdivision of the state of Missouri

through its County Commission, (herein "Owner") and AECOM Technical Services, Inc (herein
"Consultant").

IN CONSIDERATION OF the performance of the services rendered under this
Agreement and payment for such services, the parties agree to the following:

1. Agreement duration — This contract shall be in effect beginning January 1, 2015
or the date of full execution; which ever is later and run through the calendar year ending on
December 31, 2015. This agreement may be terminated in accordance with the terms and
conditions set forth in this agreement.

2. Services - As authorized by the Owner in writing, the Consultant shall provide
the Owner all engineering, surveying, and other professional scrviccs for the benefit of the
Owner as prescribed by the Owner based upon requests for proposals for projects assigned
during the term of this agreement and the Consultant shall provide the Owner, as applicable, with
the services, reports, studies, surveys, plans, specifications, and other work required by the
Owner's request for proposal. Consultant agrees to provide all such services in a timely manner
as established by the Owner in writing for each assigned project, or in the absence of the
designation, within a reasonable time after receipt of Owner directives. Consultant agrees to
provide services by and through qualified personnel under standards and conditions generally
accepted by professionals in the field or occupations for which services are provided. Services
shall be provided based only upon requests for proposals provided to the Consultant by the
Owner or Owner's representative and to which the Consultant prepares and submits a written
proposal for services which is approved by the Owner in writing. No work shall be performed
nor shall compensation be paid for Consultant work performed without an Owner approved
written proposal for professional services. Proposals for services shall be in written form, as
required by the request for proposal, and shall be specifically responsive to the criteria provided
by the Owner in its request for proposal. All work performed by the Consultant, based upon
Owner approved proposals submitted by the Consultant, shall be subject to the terms and
conditions of this agreement unless otherwise specifically agreed upon by the Owner and
Consultant in writing. All proposals for work submitted by the Consultant to the Owner for work
shall at a minimum contain the following:

2.1  Scope of Services - Each proposal for services shall contain a detailed description

of work to be performed by the Consultant. When the Owner provides the Consultant

with a written and/or graphic request for proposal, the Consultant's proposal shall be
responsive to the request with the same or greater level of specificity required by the
request for proposal. The Consultant shall specifically identify services which are
included as basic services and those services which are excluded from basic services in
the proposal. Services which the Consultant does not identify as excluded from basic
services under the proposal and which are necessary for successful completion of the
work in the judgment of the Owner shall be presumed to be a part of basic services under
the proposal. If a request for proposal requires the Consultant to provide optional
services, the Consultant's proposal shall respond to the options requested, or provide



reasons why the Consultant cannot provide or respond to the request for optional
services.

2.2 Time for Completion - Each proposal for services shall contain a detailed
description of the estimated time to complete each task or item of work to be performed
by the Consultant under the proposal. When the Owner provides the Consultant with a
written and/or graphic request for proposal, the Consultant's proposal shall be responsive
to any request for estimated or maximum completion times for work with the same or
greater level of specificity required by the request for proposal.

2.3 Compensation - Each proposal for services shall state the basis of compensation
on either: (1) an hourly fee plus expense basis with a statement of a maximum
compensation to be charged, or, (2) a lump sum payment of compensation for all work to
be performed, or, (3) a payment based upon unit prices. Proposals for compensation for
an hourly fee plus expense basis shall provide detailed time and expense estimates to
support a maximum contract amount to be charged and shall be consistent with the
hourly rates, unit prices and reimbursement rates made a part of this agreement by
reference in paragraph two (2) below. When the Owner or Owner's representative
requests the Consultant to provide work on an hourly fee plus expense basis, the
Consultant's proposal shall be responsive to the request and shall not propose payment on
another basis unless otherwise authorized. Unit price proposals shall identify and
estimate the quantity of units as a part of the proposal when they can be identified and
estimated, or as necessary in response to a particular request for proposal requesting such
information. Each proposal for services shall also state a proposed payment schedule at a
frequency no greater than monthly in such amounts as are consistent with amount of
work to be performed and billed. Reimbursable expenses proposed shall be specifically
identified and estimated as a part of the proposal with a statement of the maximum
amount to be charged unless the Owner's request for proposal specifies otherwise.

2.4  Signatures - Consultant proposals for services under this agreement shall be
signed and dated by the Consultant or an authorized representative of the Consultant (as
applicable), and shall be considered binding offers to contract open for acceptance by the
Owner for an indefinite duration unless limited in the proposal or withdrawn prior to
acceptance by the Owner. All proposals for services under this agreement shall be on
forms approved by the Owner; use of the signature block shown in this agreement on a
proposal for services shall be considered an adequate signature block. In the absence of
an Owner provided form, the signature block shall contain a signature line for Boone
County, Missouti by its Presiding Commissioner, a signature line for attestation by the
County Clerk, a signature line approving the proposal by the Director of Resource
Management, and a signature line for the County Attorney approving the proposal as to
legal form. In addition, the signature block shall contain a line for insertion of the date
the proposal is approved by the Owner.

3. Compensation - In consideration for the Consultant's provision of services under
this agreement, the Owner agrees to compensate the Consultant for services rendered in
accordance with the hourly rates, unit prices and reimbursement rates for expenses set forth in
the schedule for hourly rates and expense charges to be in effect for the calendar year of this
agreement which is either attached to this agreement or maintained on file with the Boone
County Resource Management Department and is hereby incorporated by reference. No
increases in the rates and charges set forth in the attached schedule shall be permitted for this



calendar year without the written authorization of the Owner. Payments shall be made within
thirty (30) days of receipt of invoice by the Owner. Invoices shall be submitted periodically as
mutually agreed upon by the Owner and Consultant, or in the absence of such agreement, upon
completion of the work constituting the task or project for which services are provided. Invoices
for services on an hourly fee plus expense basis shall individually describe the task or project by
name, show hours expended by classes of personnel in increments of not less than one-half hour
and rates applied, as well as describe work performed during the invoice period; reimbursable
expenses shall be itemized. Invoices for services performed on a unit price basis shall identify
the task or project by name, identify and quantify units charged for services during the invoice
period. Invoices for services on a lump sum basis shall identify the task or project by name and
the invoiced amount. Periodic invoices shall not exceed the amounts permitted in the
Consultant's proposal approved by the Owner. The Owner reserves the right to withhold payment
for inadequately documented invoices until documented as required herein. The Owner further
reserves the right to withhold payments for unperformed work or work not performed on a
timely basis in accordance with the Consultant's proposal when delays in performance of
services are not attributable to the Owner, or as a result of a billing dispute between the Owner
and Consultant. However, Owner agrees to pay interest at a rate of nine percent (9%) annum on
any disputed billed amounts for which payments are withheld beyond thirty (30) days of invoice
if and to the extent that those disputed amounts are resolved in favor of the Consultant.

4, Owner Responsibilities - Owner agrees to furnish Consultant with all current
and available information for each task or project assigned to Consultant, along with any
information necessitated by changes in work or services initiated by the Owner which may affect
services rendered thereunder.

5. Coordination of Work and Work Product - Consultant shall coordinate all
work with the Owner's designated representative for each task or project assigned to Consultant
and submit to the Owner's representative all work product in written or graphic form (and in
electronic form if requested) as applicable or required. All reports, surveys, test data,
memoranda, samples, plans, specifications, and other documents or materials submitted by or to
the Owner shall be considered the property of the Owner. When available and requested by the
Owner, work product shall be provided in electronic form at actual cost in media compatible for
use with Owner software and equipment.

6. Insurance - Consultant shall procure and maintain professional liability insurance
in such amounts as are deemed mutually agreeable to the parties and approved by the Owner or
the Owner's representative in writing within thirty (30) days of this Agreement. Consultant shall
also maintain general public liability insurance with coverage’s no less than $2,000,000.00 per
occurrence, and worker's compensation insurance as required by state law. Failure of Consultant
to obtain or maintain such insurance during this contract, or to provide proper proofs thereof
upon request of the Owner, shall not diminish, waive or otherwise reduce the Consultant's
obligations to maintain such insurance coverage and Consultant shall indemnify and hold the
Owner and all its personnel harmless from and against any and all claims, damages, losses and
expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees and litigation costs, arising out of or resulting
from the performance of services, provided that any such claim, damage, loss or expenses, is
caused in whole or in part by the negligent act, omission and or liability of the Consultant, its
agents or employees. The Consultant shall provide the Owner with certificates of insurance



exhibiting the coverage as specified above within thirty (30) days of execution of this agreement
and thereafter within five (5§) working days after request by the Owner. All certificates of
insurance shall contain provision that insurance provided shall not be canceled or altered except
upon ten (10) days written notice to the Owner.

7. Delegation and Subcontracting - Unless otherwise proposed and approved in
the Consultant's proposal for services, the Consultant shall not delegate or subcontract any work
to be performed by the Consultant under this agreement to any other person, business or entity
without the express advance written approval of the Owner for such delegation or subcontract
work.

8. Records and Samples - To the extent not otherwise transferred to the Owner's
possession, Consultant agrees to retain and provide the Owner with reasonable access to all work
product, records, papers and other documents involving transactions and work related to or
performed under this agreement for a period of three (3) years after this agreement expires.
When services involve testing or sampling, Consultant agrees to either retain all test products or
samples collected by or submitted to Consultant, or return same to the Owner as mutually agreed
upon. In absence of agreement, Consultant shall not dispose of test samples or products without
notice to or consent by the Owner or the Owner's representative.

9. Additional Services - No compensation shall be paid for any service rendered by
the Consultant considered an additional service beyond the scope of services approved by the
Owner unless rendition of that service and expense thereof has been authorized in writing by the
Owner in advance of performance of such service. Any additional services performed by the
Consultant prior to such authorization by the Owner shall be deemed a part of basic services for
work performed under an Owner approved proposal for services govemed by this agreement,
whether enumerated in this agreement or not, for which the Consultant shall be entitled to no
additional compensation.

10. Owner Authorization -When the term Owner is used in this agreement, it shall
mean the government of Boone County, Missouri or the Boone County Commission, as the
context requires. Authorization by the Owner shall mean authorization obtained by recorded
majority vote of the Boone County Commission. It is further understood and agreed that no
person or party is authorized to bind the Owner to any proposed agreement for services under the
auspices of this agreement without having obtained the prior approval of the Boone County
Commission by recorded majority vote for such authorization. In this regard, it is understood and
agreed that the Consultant shall not be entitled to rely upon verbal or written representations by
any agent or employee of the Owner in deviation to the terms and conditions of this agreement,
or as authorization for compensation for services except as may be approved by recorded vote of
the Boone County Commission. When the term Owner's representative is used, it shall mean the
Director of the Boone County Resource Management Department or his designee as specified in
writing. It shall be presumed that such representative shall have all necessary decision making
authority with respect to services provided under this agreement and Owner approved proposals
for services except such representative shall have no authority to make decisions concerning
changes to the Consultant's compensation or reimbursement, or with respect to services to be
performed under this agreement or Owner approved proposal for services which involve or affect
cost, expense or budgetary allowances.



11. Termination - The Owner may and reserves the right to terminate this agreement
at any time with or without cause by giving the Consultant written notice of termination. Upon
receipt of such notice, Consultant shall discontinue all services in connection with the
performance of services authorized under this agreement or Owner approved proposal for
services and Owner shall upon invoice remit payment for all authorized services completed up to
the date of termination notice. Upon payment of this invoice, the Consultant shall deliver any
and all work product including drawings, plans, and specifications, or other documents, prepared
as instruments of service, whether complete or in progress. It is further agreed that if services are
terminated the Consultant shall be compensated for all services rendered through the date of
termination not to exceed the amount authorized for services through the date of termination. If
the Owner questions the extent of work on a final invoice, the Consultant shall give the Owner
the opportunity to review and evaluate all work upon which the invoice is based in the offices of
the Consultant prior to payment. This agreement or work performed under the provisions of this
agreement may also be terminated by the Consultant upon not less than seven days written notice
in the event the Owner shall substantially fail to perform in accordance with the terms and
conditions of this agreement, through no fault of the Consultant. In the event of termination by
the Consultant, the other provisions concerning termination contained in this paragraph shall be

applicable.

12. Governing Law - This agreement shall be governed by the laws of the state of
Missouri and it is agreed that this agreement is made in Boone County, Missouri and that Boone
County, Missouri is proper venue for any action pertaining to the interpretation or enforcement
of any provision within or services performed under this agreement. '

13. Certification of Lawful Presence / Work Authorization - Consultant shall
complete and return the Work Authorization Certification attached hereto, and if applicable, the
other required lawful presence documents for an individual Consultant.

14. Miscellaneous - This agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the parties
superseding all prior negotiations, written or verbal, and may only be amended by signed writing
executed by the parties through their authorized representatives hereunder.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this agreement by their duly

authorized signatories effective the date and year first-above written.

AECOM TECHNICAL SERVICES, INC

By %ea'n J .Dﬁ\/aq
_/

Title V- Cz P \"ZSZGJPV ft

Dated: 7//25//20)5

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Mvg
Countyi‘é JW

APPROVED:

o pcerey

Director, Boone County Resource Management

Presiding Commissioner

Dated: 8'//' /5

ATTEST:

(/JWZ( S. de

County Cle@ N‘]/

("?DTIFIP/‘TION
| cortify that this contract is within the
purpose of the appropriation to which it is
k he charged and ! nhered
baiance oi such app clon cufiiciont

( TiQ pay the co;ﬂﬁ anomg from this comract

YT < o /u{vw( /LN e

Auduor[;;3 ol ) Date ‘ ¢
J : é No VAT L"?}“/u‘“




WORK AUTHORIZATION CERTIFICATION
PURSUANT TO 285.530 RSMo
(FOR ALL AGREEMENTS IN EXCESS OF $5,000.00)

County of S‘l: Lows )
)ss

State of | ) 1S SOUL )

4
My name is ,%QC“/) DW&[. [ am an authorized agent of AECOM

/k;( ]mm'cql Servfcax*gr(&bnsultant). This business is enrolled and participates in a federal work

authorization program for all employees working in connection with services provided to the
County. This business does not knowingly employ any person that is an unauthorized alien in
connection with the services being provided. Documentation of participation in a federal work
authorization program is attached hereto.

Furthermore, all subcontractors working on this contract shall affirmatively state in
writing in their contracts that they are not in violation of Section 285.530.1, shall not thereafter
be in violation and submit a sworn affidavit under penalty of perjury that all employees are

lawfully present in the United States.

%@énj Deww 7/2%/2015
Da’| |

Kffiant
Sec’m \j ) DEVGLI
Printed Name )

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2_5_ day of \j fA/LM ,2015.

) Notary Public

KRISTINE E CLARKE
Notary Public, Notary Seat
State of Missouri
. St. Louis City
Commijssion # 15633748
My Commission Expires March 05, 2019




Boone County

Schedule of URS Corporation

Hourly Labor Billing Rates

Senior Project Manager
Senior Engineer
Engineer 2

Engineer 1

Planner
Engineer/Technician

Admin

Rates are good through December 31, 2015

$193
$170
$125
$116
$122
$98

$75



3 522015
CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

August Session of the July Adjourned 15
STATE OF MISSOURI Term. 20
ea
County of Boone
I . 11th August 15
In the County Commission of said county, on the day of 20

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby acknowledge the
following budget amendment for the 13" Judicial Circuit to increase revenue and expenditures for
funding received to be used for the Youth Day Proclamation.

Department | Account Department Name Account Name Decrease $ Increase $
1243 | 3451 Judicial Grants State Reimburse Grant 119
1243 23050 Judicial Grants Other Supplies 119

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

amel K Atwﬂl A

P;e dlng Co wmmlssm er
AT TEST >),
{/( Zh..ﬁ/ \:S J m») Karer M. Miller

Wendy Sﬂaren 'Z District I Commissioner
Clerk of tH¢' County Commissi - \.J,

Y ITDINiv\P—
éJ a%t M. Thompson
District 11 Commissioner




REQUEST FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT
BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

7/13/15

EFFECTIVE DATE FOR AUDITORS USE

(Use whole $ amounts)

Department Account Department Name Account Name Decrease | Increase
112 |4 |3 0 |3 (4 |5 |1 | Judicial Grants State Reimb. - Grant $119
112 |4 |3 2 |3 |0 |5 [0 | Judicial Grants Other Supplies ’ $119

Describe the circumstances requiring this Budget Amendment. Please address any budgetary impact

for the remainder of this year and subsequent years. (Use attachment if necessary): To increase revenue and
expenditures for funding received from the DMC Contractual Funds from Missouri Juvenile Justice
Association. These funds are to be used for the Youth Day Proclamation which will be held on 8/8/15.

-,

(Requdsting(Official

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUDITOR’S OFFICE
F$¥ A schedule of previously processed Budget Revisions/Amendments is attached.
AZA A fund-solvency schedule is attached.
& Comments: A T TA Gront

A O I
bre B/l S —

?STRICT | COMMISSIONER  {_ DISTRICT Il COMMISSIONER

77 Auditor’s Office UV

BUDGET AMENDMENT PROCEDURES ,
e County Clerk. schedules the Budget Amendment for a first readlng ‘on the commlsswn
Amendment ‘and all attachments musf.be made available for pubhc inspection and revne
commencing with the first reading of the Budget Amendment. - ’ ‘
e Atthe first reading, the Commission sets the Public Hearlng date (at least 10 days hef
provide at least 5 days public notice: of the Public Hearing. NOT E: The 10-day peric

e The Budget Amendment may not be approved prior to the Public Hearing.

1da; A copy of the'B iget:
r a period of at least 10 ‘ys

d lnstructs the county:,clerk to -
1ay not be waived. -

Revised 04/02
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MISSOURI JUVENILE JUSTICE ASSOCIATION

Promoting justice for children, youth and ﬁzmilies
July 9 2015

Ruth McCluskey

Chief juvenite Officer

13" Judicial Circuit

705 E. Walnut

Columbia, Missouri 65201

Dear Ruth:

I have reviewed your DMC contractual funding application. | am pleased to award you
funds in the amount of $119.00 for recreational activity equipment. We are not able to
use Title 1| funds for food and beverages, and we removed your request for funds to
print brochures as per your email request to do so. You may only use funds as awarded.
All changes to your proposal must be approved in advance of any expenditures, etc.

Upon completion of your program, please submit an invoice with all receipts and proof
of payment to me by no later than September 30, 2015. All invoices should be sent to
me at the following address:

Marcia Hazelhorst

Missouri Juvenile Justice Association
PO Box 1332 '
lefferson City, Missouri 65102

Sincerely,

/

Marcia Hazelhorst
Director

Missouri juvenile justice Association
P. O. Box 1332 - Jefferson City, Missouri 65102-1332
(573) 616.1058 - www.mjja.org
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Fw: DMC Contractual Funds Award

AT BT |
p—————1

Trying again, sorry about that.

Cindy Garrett

Deputy Court Administrator
13th Circuit Court

705 East Walnut

Columbia MO 65201
573-886-4059
573-886-4070 (fax)

E-mail address: Cindy.l..Garrett@courts.mo.gov
----- Forwarded by Cindy L Garrett/13/Courts/Judicial on 07/13/2015 09:01 AM ——--

From: Ruth McCluskey/13/Courts/Judicial

To: Courtney Pulley/13/Courts/Judicial@judicial, Cindy L Garrett/13/Courts/Judicial@judicial, Mary
Epping/13/Courts/Judicial@judicial

Date: 07/10/2015 05:18 PM

Subject: Fwd: DMC Contractual Funds Award

Cindy I. Garrelt to; Diana Vaughan 07/13/2015 09:01 AM

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Seth Bauman" <seth(@mjja.org>
Date: July 10, 2015 at 12:08:20 PM EDT
To: ruth.mccluskey@courts.mo.gov

Cec: Cindy.L.Garrett@courts.mo.gov
Subject: DMC Contractual Funds Award

Reply-To: seth@mjja.org

Good Morning,

I am pleased to inform you that your Grant Proposal for the Youth Day Proclamation has been
approved with adjustments to your food and beverage and pamphlet expense requests.
Attached is the formal notice of your proposal acceptance. Please see attached document in
regards to the specifics of the approved funding.

in addition to your application request MJJA would like to donate $100 towards your food and
beverage expenses.

Have a great weekend!



Thanks,

Seth Bauman

DMC State Coordinator

MO Juvenile Justice Association
P O Box 1332

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Tel: (573} 616-1058

www.mjja.org

image003.png

Youth Day Propoéal Award.pdf
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STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 12
ea

County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of AUguSt 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
attached Intergovernmental Agreement between Boone County, The City of Columbia and the

State of Missouri relating to the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program —
FY2015 Local Solicitation.

The terms of the Agreement are stipulated in the attached Agreement. It is further ordered the
Presiding Commissioner is hereby authorized to sign said Intergovernmental Agreement.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Daniel K. Atwill
Pr651d1ng Gommissioner

A/T ;E)jwé, S. JM) """ )Mza\//)// o -

AKalen M. Miller

Wendy S. Nﬁh District I Commissioner
Clerk of the Cpunty Commlssmn \
DO
Ja;?t M. Thompson
“Pistrict Il Commissioner




THE STATE OF MISSOURI CONTRACT NO. 3 5-I7L"°'L0 / 5

COUNTY OF BOONE

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI AND COUNTY
OF BOONE, MISSOURI

EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL JUSTICE ASSISTANCE GRANT (JAG) PROGRAM
FY 2015 LOCAL SOLICITATION

This Agreement is made and entered into this ﬂ day of A@ 2445 Si , 2015, by and
between The COUNTY of BOONE, acting by and through its gdverning body, the County
Commission, hereinafter referred to as COUNTY, and the CITY of COLUMBIA, acting by and
through its City Manager, hereinafter referred to as CITY, both of Boone County, State of
Missouri.

WHEREAS, both parties are empowered to enter into cooperative agreements for the
purposes herein stated pursuant to Section 70.220 RSMo; and

WHEREAS, each governing body, in performing governmental functions or in paying for
the performance of governmental functions hereunder, shall make that performance or those
payments from current revenues legally available to that party; and

WHEREAS, each governing body finds that the performance of this Agreement is in the best
interests of both parties, that the undertaking will benefit the public, and that the division of costs
fairly compensates the performing party for the services or functions under this agreement; and

WHEREAS, the parties anticipate a total allocation under this grant in the amount of
$38,139.00 hereinafter referred to as JAG funds, to COUNTY; and

WHEREAS, the COUNTY and CITY believe it to be in their best interests to reallocate the
JAG funds. |
NOW THEREFORE, the COUNTY and CITY agree as follows:

Section 1.

COUNTY agrees to pay CITY a total of Sixty Percent (60%) of JAG funds received herein, or an
anticipated $22,883.40 of JAG funds. COUNTY is the Applicant / Fiscal Agent for the joint
funds.

Page 1 of 3
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Section 2.
COUNTY agrees to use a total of Forty Percent (40%) of JAG funds received herein for
approved program(s), or an anticipated $15,255.60 of JAG funds.

Section 3.

Each party to this agreement will be responsible for its own actions in providing services under
this agreement and shall not be liable for any civil liability that may arise from the furnishing of

the services by the other party.

Section 4.
The parties to this Agreement do not intend for any third party to obtain a right by virtue of this
Agreement.

Section 5.

By entering into this Agreement, the parties do not intend to create any obligations express or
implied other than those set out herein; further, this Agreement shall not create any rights in any

party not a signatory hereto.

BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI

Through Its County Commission

Dnlel K Atwill, Pres11ng (Cotmissioner

ATTEST:
(A)ﬁz S. J e
County @lgrk
CERTIFICATION:

APPROVED AS TO FORM: I cartify that this contract is within the
N nurpose of the appropriation te which itis

10 be charged and thare is an unencumbered
haiance of such appmpnat:on sufficient
to pay the costs srising from his contract.

(o W
£ o , 30207
é@k{lﬁ, County Counselor " Auditor Date

Page 2 of 3




ATTEST:

N o=

Sheela Amin, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

mesqﬁ City Counselor

354-2015

CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI

Mike Matthes, C1ty Manager

Page 3 of 3



Introduced by chavid

First Reading 1—Ale—1S Second Reading -1~ 20 ~1$

Ordinance No. CLw3l0 Council Bill No. B 202-15

AN ORDINANCE

authorizing an intergovernmental agreement with the County of
Boone relating to the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice
Assistance Grant (JAG) Program and the allocation of FY 2015
funding; 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 Manager is hereby authorized to execute an
intergovernmental agreement with the County of Boone relating to the Edward Byrne
Memorial Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program and the allocation of FY 2015 funding.
The form and content of the agreement shall be substantially in the same form as set forth
in "Exhibit A" attached hereto.

SECTION 2. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its
passage.

PASSED this _ 204~ day of J0Lea— , 2015.

ATTEST:

N eco— 3@ |
City Clerk %Mayomﬁ res@;ﬁg Ofﬁ@er

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
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CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 15
ea
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
following budget revision for the Sheriff’s Department to move funds from Corrections to
Maintenance to replace an unacceptable camera in a large housing unit of the jail.

Department | Account Department Name Account Name Decrease $ Increase $
1255 37200 | Corrections Seminars/Conf/Meeting 1,476
1256 92300 Sheriff/Corrections Repl. Machine & 1,248
HK/Maintenance Equipment
1256 92302 | Sheriff/Corrections Repl. Computer Software 228
HK/Maintenance
1,476 1,476

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Presid}ng /Qommissi er
ATTEST: (%%Z iy
(_/( ,@NZX S I\) W , ’f(ax;én M. Miller
Wendy S. Nofen /M.Z&/ District I Commissioner
Clerk of the\County Commissio

Sy gy
O O —
(fan t M. Thompson
District I Commissioner




BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI
REQUEST FOR BUDGET REVISION

8/3/16
EFFECTIVE DATE FOR AUDITORS USE
(Usa whole $ amounts)
Transfer From  Transfer To
Dept Account Fund/Dept Name Account Name Decrease Increase
1255 37200 Corrections Seminars/ConfiMeefing 1,476
1256 92300 Sheriff/Corr HK/Maint Repl Machinery & Equip 1,248
1256 92302 SherifffCorr HK/Maint Repl Computer Software 228

1,476 1,476

Describe the circumstances requiring this Budget Revision. Please address any budgetary impact for the remalnder of this
year and subsequent years. {Use an aftachment if necessary):

Budget revision fo move funds from 1256 {Corrections) to (1256) Maintenance to replace unacceptable camera ih alarge
housing unit of the jail.

q that this Budget Revision will provide sufficient funds to compete the year’@or NO
in (Use an attachment ifﬁnﬂgeary)';

e
™t

NEWA schedule of previously processed Budget Revisions/Amendments is attached
4 Unencumbered funds are available for this budget revision.
B’Comments: p«ral\ sl Cpets 6‘( T"" l

7y Ve

glsf7ICT { COMMISSIONER Dléf}rm' Il COMMISSIONER

C:\Users\Ad tonDeskiop\Budget Revislon Form



Page 1 of 1

Jason Gibson - BR for Jail camera

From: Leasa Quick

To: Jason Gibson
Date: 8/3/2015 1:49 PM
Subject: BR for Jail camera

Attachments: Scanned image from MX-M503N

We have a favorable budget variance in 1255 class 3. Due to staffing issues no one attended ILEETA or the Jail
and Prisoner legal issues training.
Below is from Chad in reference to the camera:

During the attempted escape a couple weeks ago the Sheriff was trying to view the situation live on the camera
system and was upset at the unacceptable quality of video in that large of a housing unit (this is one area that
has not been upgraded yet). He was unable to tell what was going on and it got worse when he tried to zoom
in. He asked me to find a video solution that captures a large area and purchase it now rather than waiting for
the next round of replacements in 2016.

Chad would like to go to commission on Thursday August 6th, if you can get this to Mike.

Thanks!

file:///C:/Users/jgibson/AppData/Local/ Temp/XPgrpwise/55BF7183BC-GWDOMGC-GWP... 8/3/2015



'oorgz Qounty Suwetﬂance System

Includes equipment only; No installation: 1 each W Multi ‘ Total 51,475.80
sensor camera and 1 each Enterprise license. DATE 7/20/2015
"High Definttion Evidence” ph 918.691-4126 CONTRACT CW15012 Reference Bocne County Survelllance System
4492 Hunt St. fx 800.705.2280 Contact Chad Martin
Pryor, OK 74362 thagen@digiss.com Phone 573/876-6101
Ok License #245765 Tom Hagen E-mail ¢martin@boonesountymo.org

_ DESCRIPTION

9W-H3-3MH D01 W Multl sensor camera, WDR Day/Night Vandal Dome 5 1,835.00 f saginal 100 |$ 183500
1C-HD-NVMS-ENT Enterprise HD NVMS for 1 Camera Channels & Unlimited Viewing Clients 35, 100 |5 33s00f;

$ 217000
MSRP Total Boone Savings

Accepted Payments: PO / Gompany Gheck, Visa, MasterGard, American Express, Discover
QUOTE 3%1,475.80
DATE 7/20/2015
Payment Terms: Total due On Invoice Receipt
Payable to:  Digi Surveillance Systems
4492 Hunt St.
Pryor, OK 74362
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CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

August Session of the July Adjourned 15

STATE OF MISSOURI Term. 20
ea,
County of Boone
‘ 15
In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20

the follvowing, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
following budget amendment to recognize the unanticipated revenue of $521,825 received from
the City of Columbia, a return of Airport Subsidy Guarantee contract payment, plus interest, and
to establish a budget of $11,000 to be used for costs needed to support the work of the Central
Missouri Events Center Review Board Committee. The remaining amount of the revenue,
approximately $510,000, will be set-aside in reserved fund balance in the General Fund for one or
more non-recurring expenditures or projects to be determined by the Commission at a future date.

Department Account Department Name Account Name Decrease $ Increase $
1190 3826 Non-Deparimental Prior Year Cost 521,825
Repayment
1121 23000 County Commission Office Supplies 500
1121 23001 County Commission Printing 500
1121 37220 County Commission Travel 4,500
1121 37235 County Commission Meals & Lodging 1,000
1121 71101 County Commission Professional Services 2,500
1121 83100 County Commission Awards 500
1121 84010 County Commission Receptions/Meetings 500
1121 84300 County Commission Advertising 1,000
532,825

Done this 11th of August, 2015.

et 5.
Wendy S. J\{j Mzr
Clerk of the\Zounty Commissio

Pres?g Commlsswnc

Kafen M. Mlller
District I Commissioner

(N DAV

/ Janey M. Thompson
“Disfrict Il Commissioner




BOONE COUNTY, MISSOURI
REQUEST FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT

RECEIVED

7/17/15

EFFECTIVE DATE UL 2 02015 FOR AUDITORS USE
BOONE COUNTY Transter From | Transor To

Dept Account Fund/Dept Name AUD‘XQc%unt Name Decrease Increase
1190 3826 |Non-Departmental Prior Year Cost Repayment - 521,825
1121 23000 |County Commission |Office Supplies 500
1121 23001 |County Commission |Printing 500
1121 37220 |County Commission ‘|Travel _ : 4,500
1121 | 37235 |County Commission |Meals & Lodging e 1,000
1121 71101 |County Commission |Professional Services 2,500
1121 83100 |County Commission |Awards 500
1121 84010 |County Commission |Receptions/Meetings 500
1121 84300 [County Commission |Advertising _ 1,000

- 532,825

Describe the circumstances requiring this Budget Amendment. Please address any budgetary impact for the
remainder of this year and subsequent years. (Use an attachment if necessary):

To recognize the unanticipated revenue of $521,825 received from the City of Columbia (return of Aiport Subsidy Guarantee contract
payment, plus interest) and to establish a budget of $11,000 to be used for costs needed to support the work of the Cenetral Missouri
Events Center Review Board Committee. The remaining amount of the revenue ($510,000, rounded) will be set-aside in reserved fund |.
balance in the General Fund (by way of separate commission order) for one or more non-recurring expenditures or projects, to be
determined by the Commission at a future date.

TO BE COMPLETED BY AUDITOR'S OFFICE

NI schedule of previously processed Budget Revisions/Amendments is attached
Virga fund-solvency schedule is attached.

Routing: AGENDA

t be approved prior to

SACM\2015 CMEC Review\Budget Amendment $11,000 (Michele Hall)




Account

Account Number Description of use Amount

Office Supplies 23000 Possible purchase of binders or other organizational needs $500

Printing 23001 Printing of color and/or large scale documents $500
Rental of vehicle for up to 10 people to travel out of town

Travel 37220 to see other similar venues, gas, etc $4,500

Meals & Lodging 37235 Lunch cost for out-of-town day trips $1,000
Employment of consultant regarding various aspects of

Professional Services 71101 potential venue use $2,500
Purchase of 2 Boone County Fair tickets per committee
member as recognition for their service; possible other

Awards 83100 similar recognition items $500

Receptions/Meetings  |84010 Lunch/refreshments for meetings v $500
Potential advertising for "town hall" type events in local

Advertising 84300 newspapers $1,000

Total $11,000




CITY OF COLUMBIA, MISSOURI
P.O0. BOX 6015, COLUMBIA, MO 65205

06/24/2015

480189

VENDOR NO.

7559

06/22/2015 -

J
TREA

15AIRDEPOSIT

RECEIVED:
rlN 25205
SURER'S OFFICE

AIR SERVICE DEPOSIT

54 0000

521,824.71

THE ATTACHED CHECK IS IN PAYMENT FOR ITEMS DESCRIBED ABOVE.

S

S**x*%521,824.71
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Michele Hall - Disposition of Airport Subsidy monies returned to County

From: June Pitchford

To: Michele Hall

Date: 7/17/2015 12:59 PM

Subject: Disposition of Airport Subsidy monies returned to County

cc: Caryn Ginter; Heather Acton; Jason Gibson

Attachments: Draft Commission Order $510,000.docx; Budget Amendment $11,000 (Michele Hali).xIsx; Check from
City.docx

Michele:

As you may recall, the County entered-into an airport revenue guarantee contract with the City of Columbia in 2012,

~making a $500,000 payment to the City (#1510-84200). The monies were not needed and have now been returned to the
County, with interest, as per the contract ($521,824.71; #1190-3926). | met with the Commission this morning to discuss
their intentions regarding these funds. The following direction was provided:

1. $11,000 will be appropriated within the Commission Office Operating Budget (Dept. #1121) this year to support the
work of the Central Missouri Events Center Review Board Committee. The $11,000 will need to be allocated to the proper
accounts (travel, meetings, supplies, etc...) based on anticipated needs and the Committee's work plan. The
Commission told me that you are providing staff support to Dan regarding this project and that you would follow-up with
him to determine how the $11,000 should be budgeted. After you and Dan determine how to allocate the $11,000 ’
please complete the attached Budget Amendment Form, obtain Dan's signature as the Requesting Official, attach
documentation describing/explaining the spending plan along with a copy of the check (attached below), and forward
to our office. You can attach a copy of this e-mail as well. Our office will review/approve the Budget

Amendment and forward it to Mike for scheduling on the Commission agenda. | don't know if the Commission will
expect someone to attend the commission meeting to "present and explain” the budget request; if so, that person
would probably be you :-)

2. The balance of the funds ( $510,000, rounded) will be "set aside and reserved" within the General Fund for purposes to
be determined by the Commission at a future date. This will be accomplished by way of Commission Order; see draft
Commission Order language attached below. Please review the draft language with the Commission and forward the
final language to Mike for scheduling on the commission agenda. You may want to request that he schedule it in
conjunction with the first reading of the Budget Amendment, since they are related.

I think I've covered all the bases; let me know if you have any guestions.

Thanks,
June

Jason-- you will need to prepare a J/E to set aside and reserve the $510,000 after the Commission Order is approved.
Please make a note on your calendar to follow-up on this.

file:///C:/Users/mhall/AppData/Local/Temp/XPgrpwise/SSASFC2EBC-GWDOMGC-GW... 7/17/2015
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CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 15
ea
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, ameng other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby direct that $510,000
of the $521,824.71 received from the City of Columbia on June 26, 2015 be deposited into the
County’s General Revenue Fund to be set-aside and reserved for one or more future non-recurring
expenditures, to be determined by the County Commission at a future date. The $521,824.71
received from the City of Columbia represents a return of the County’s original $500,000 airport
revenue guarantee payment, with interest, which was paid to the City of Columbia pursuant to the
2012 Airport Revenue Guarantee contract.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015

nicl K. Al
Pre&dmg Cgmm1ssmner

WST S A)md /WWKN/}) /7/(/"# 4

Kare M. Miller

Wendy S. l{% /“2/ District [ Commissioner
Clerk of theXCounty Commission

”ZX«M Y —

et M. Thompson
Da rict [T Commissioner
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STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term.20 15
ea
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the follbwing, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby approve the
Organizational Use of the Government Center Chambers by Voices for September 23, 2015 from
7:10 p.m. to 8:50 p.m.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015.

Daniel K. Atwill

ATTEST %yg Commisser j /é
;zwé(g A)W /{/Lv/ﬁ /

Kare{n M. Miller
Wendy S. Neren “3 District I Commissioner
s

Clerk of the’ County Commission %M,QJQ\ [\/@\fz/\

- Jangt M. Thompson
“District IT Commissioner




Dauiel K. Atwill, Presiding Commissioner
Karen M. Miller, District { Commissioner
Janct M. Thempson, District H Commissioner

Roger B. Wilson

Boone County Government Center
801 East Walnut, Room 333
Columbia, MO 65201-7732
573-886-4305 ¢ FAX 573-886-4311

Boone County Commission
APPLICATION FOR ORGANIZATIONAL USE OF BOONE COUNTY CONFERENCE ROOMS

"I'he undersigned organization hereby applies for a use permit to use Boone County Government conference rooms as follows:

Organization:___._Voices

Address: __¢/oKim Trabue, PWA, 15510 St

City: Columbia: o Stater MO Z1P Code 65201

Phone: 573:442-2683 o :_‘ e =_\‘,(/c:l)sit_e: wwwe. PWArchitects.com

Individual Requesting Use:.Kim Trabue ? : ... Position in Organization: __Eyents Chaix

Facility requested: E Chambers in) Room 301 :DRoom_.b'l'l ORoom:332. CICentealia Clinie

Event: “Breakfast for the Brain”
Description of Use (ex. Speaker, meeting, reception):___speakexSusan Moore, “What's Up, State of Missousir”
Date(s) of Use:___Wednesday, September 23, ZQl 5

Start Tine of Setup:______7:10 am_ : ANM/PM Stirt Time of Event: 2:30 am AM/PM
End Time of Bvent: 830am . AM/PM End Time of Cleanup: 8:50 am: - AM/PM

The undersigned organization agrees to abide by the following terms and conditions in the event:this application is apptoved:

To abide by all applicable laws, otdinances and county policies. in using Boone: Counry Governmeat conference rooms.

To remove all trash or other debsis that may be deposited (by participants) in rooms by the organizational use.

To tepait, replace, or pay for the tepair or replacement of: damaged property including catpet and furnishings in rooms.

"To conduct its use in such &' mannet as to not unreasonably inferfere-with Boone County Gavernment building functions.
To indemnifly and-hold’ the County. of Boone, its officers, agents and employees, harmless from any and all claims, demands,
damages, actions, causes of action o« suits of- any kind or nature including costs, litigation expenses, Attotney fees, judgments,
settlements.on account of bodily injuty or property danmgc incurred by anyone participating in ot attending the
organizational use of rooms as ap cified in’ this a splication.

Phone Number;_.573-449-2683 .. o __Diate of Application; 8/6/15

NN

Organization Representative/Title:._¢

Faail Address: ktmhm»(r’ﬂn\vé\rchi(ccts cOm

Applications may be submlttcd in pérson ot by mail to the Boone County Cominission, 801 E. Walnunt, Room 333; Columbia,
MO 65201 or by emiail to commissior

PERMIT FOR ORGANIZATIONAL USE OF BOONE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CONFERENCE ROOMS
The County of Boone hereby grants the above apphcmxon for pesmit i accordance with the tetms and conditions above written. The
above permit is subject to termination for any. feason by duly ctitéred order of the:‘Boone County Commission.

ATTEST:

{,()Q,M@ré me W/

County Clerk

DATE: 8-/1-15

BOON/GOUNTY; MISSOUR)

Updated 7/17/13
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STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 15
ea
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby receive and accept
the legal opinion of B. Daniel Simon dated July 22, 2015. A copy of that opinion, with exhibits, is
attached hereto, and the County Commission incorporates the same herein. Based on said legal
opinion, the County Commission orders the relocation of the Desert Storm Memorial, with the
ichthus exposed, from the Boone County courthouse plaza to the Columbia Cemetery Association
at the earliest time that is mutually convenient. The Commission further orders that a replacement
Memorial consistent with the Commission’s monument/display policies shall be purchased and
installed that will recognize Boone County veterans from Operation Desert Storm and other, later
military actions, and which will specifically honor veterans who gave their lives in service to their
country whose families have given permission to the County for the display of their names.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015

" £ 7. hadil
aniel K. Atwill
Presid’i};g/Commissioner

s, Y
s,

Kafen M. Miller
Wendy oren
Clerk oflthe County Commission

District I Commissioner

/:T aneﬂ M. Thompson
“Pristrict II Commissioner



BROWN WILLBRAND, P.C.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
601 FAST BROADWAY, SUITE 203
PO BOX 1304
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TELEPHONE (573) 4423181 652051304 PACSIMILE (573) 8743796
. M. BROWR (19261590} MARIORIE M. LEWIS
H. C. WILLBRAND KAREN . HAICEK
B, ANIEL SIMON R CALEB COLBERT
JAMES M. POWELL EMAlL: bdsimon@brownwillbrand.com

July 22, 2015

Boone County Commission

Atin: Daniel K. Atwill, Presiding Commissioner
Karen M. Miller, District I Commiissioner

Janet M. Thompson, District II Commissioner
Boone County Government Center

801 East Walnut

Columbia, MO 65201

Re:  Opinion as to propriety of a continued placement on County Courthouse Grounds of
the Operation Desert Storm Memorial ("the Monument"), with the location thereon
of the ichthys or ichthus symbol, which currently appears thercon

Dear Commissioners:

We have been asked to provide you with a legal opinion, and legal advice, which addresses
the following question:

QUESTION/ISSUE

Should the County Commission of Boone County, Missouri continue to allow the
location and placement on the grounds of the Boone County Courthouse (and for the
maintenance by the County of) of a memorial (hercinafter referred 1o as "the
Memorial") sometimes referred to as the "Operation Desert Storm Memorial," 2 copy
of a photograph of which is attached to this letter as Exhibit A and is incorporated
into this letter by reference, and which contains thercon the language and words
which appear thereon, as shown on Exhibit A, and which displays, at the bottom
thereof, a fish symbol, which is known an "ichthys" or "ichthus" symbol?

OPINION AND ADVICE

Based upon our understanding of the facts, and upon our review of relevant federal and state
constitutional provisions and the appellate court decisions which have construed and applied the
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relevant federal and Missouri provisions (all as more fully discussed below), our opinion and advice
are as follows:

1. Opinion. If this matter is presented 1o a court of competent jurisdiction, in a properly
tried lawsuit, it is more likely than not that such court will come to the conclusion that the continued
location and maintenance of the Memorial, on the grounds of the Boone County Courthouse, with
the Memorial being kept in its current form, containing the ichthys symbol (hereinafter "the
Symbol™), represents and constitutes, or can reasonably be construed by citizens who view the
Memorial, as being a governmental endorsement of the Christian faith, as opposed to other religious
faiths or as opposed to those who "have no faith at all,” and that, therefore, the Memorial, in its
current form, would be found by such court to violate the requirement of religious neutrality as
imposed by federal courts, which bave construed the so-called "Establishment Clause" of the First
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, and to be a breach of Missouri's fraditional
"high wall” between church and state as announced by Missouri courts which have, in very limited
appellate court decisions, construed and enforced the provisions of Article I, Section 7, and Article
IX, Section 8, of the Constitution of the State of Missouri.

2, Advice. The Commission should either alter the Memorial to remove the Symbol or,
at its expense, move the Memorial to a non-public land location.

NATURE OF OPINION

While we strongly believe our opinion to be an accurate one, and we strongly believe our
advice given to the Commission to be the appropriate advice, we recognize that others can assert
arguments to the contrary. The case law (both federal and state) dealing with the issue at hand
provides no true "bright line” test which can be applied to determine issues relating to the propriety
of the Memorial, as placed and maintained on public land. We do not shirk from our belief that our
opinion and advice are accurate and appropriate. We will stand by our opinion and advice, and will
stand behind them in any judicial arguments. That said, however, we are not judges. We render
opinions, but not judicial decisions. We cannot render what is known as a "more probable than not"
opinion, which is an opinion that if the matter at hand is presented to a court of competent
jurisdiction, in a properly tried lawsuit, the probabilities would be at least 75% that a court would
come to a certain conclusion. We can render what is known as a "more likely than not" opinion,
which is the opinion we express herein. A more likely than not opinion is one to the effect that, if
the matter at hand is presented to a court of competent jurisdiction in a properly tried lawsuit, then
there is a S1% or greater certainty that the court will come to the conclusion set forth in paragraph 1
above. Itis our opinion that is more likely than not that if the issues at hand are presented to a court
of competent jurisdiction, in a properly tried lawsuit, then the court (at trial or appeal) will conclude
that this Memorial must be altered to remove the Symbol or that the Memorial must be removed
from the courthouse grounds,
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

An outline of our conclusions, which we believe to be required by an analysis of the Facts,
as hereinafter set forth in this letter, and the constitutional provisions (both of the Constitution of the
United States and the Constitution of the State of Missouri) and the opinions of the appcellate courts
which have construed and applied such constitutional provisions (all as set forth in the Discussion
portion of this letter, which appears below), is as follows:

1. The decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court, and other appellate court decisions which
have construed and applied the so-called "Establishment Clause” of Article I of the Amendments of
the federal constitution to public displays of religious icons or symbols, such as the Ten
Commandments, have turned on the questions:

a. Does the display satisfy a requirement of governmental religious neutrality,
in that it does not demonstrate any favoritism of the government of one religion over another, or
religion over irreligion; and

b. Is there a clearly non-religious, non-secular purpose for the display, such as
an historical purpose, perhaps an ethical purpose, or perhaps an honoring of historical traditions?

2 The Memorial, as it stands, with the language which appears thercon (as described
below in this opinion), and with the ichthys Symbol appearing below such language, does not meet
the requirements of such prineiple of neutrality or the requirement that there be a clear historic or
secular purpose for the Memorial, as opposed to a religious or sectarian purpose.

3. Therefore, the Memorial, as it now stands, with the language and Symbol thereon,
would, in our opinion, be found to violate the requirements of the Establishment Clause,

4. Missouri has traditionally imposed an even higher wall (that is, higher than the wall
imposed by the Establishment Clause) between government and religion, or church and state and,
while there are no Missouri appellate court decisions which apply the provisions of the Missouri
Constitution (those provisions referred to below) to religious displays, it is our opinion that if the
issues related to the Memorial were presented to a Missouri court, such traditionally higher wall
would cause the Court to conclude that the Memeorial, in its present form, with the present language
thereon and the Symbol appearing below such language, violates the constitutional provisions of the
Missouri Constitution,

A discussion of our opinion appears below.
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STATEMENT OF FACTS

Operation Desert Storm, or the "Persian Gulf War," occurred in 1990-1991. Two Boone
County citizens, Patrick Kelly Connor and Steven Paul Farnen, gave their lives in this conflict. In
1992, several private Donors proposed to the County Commission of Boone County that such
citizens would pay for the construction of, and the placement on the grounds of the Boone County
Courthouse (adjacent to memorials honoring citizens of Boone County who had given their lives in
the Civil War, World War I, World War and the Korean War), the Memorial in question in this
opinion, which would honor Patrick Kelly Connor and Steven Paul Famen. On February 13, 1992,
the County Commission adopted an Order of the Commission, approving the construction of this so-
called "Desert Storm Memorial,” and the placement of that Memorial on the Courthouse lawn "In
recognition of the two Boone Countians who gave their lives in the service of our Country and
recommend(ing) the Memorial Weckend Salute to Veterans Corporation proceed with plans for the
Memorial Day ceremony." Apparently, the Memorial (that Memorial shown on Exhibit A) was
constructed and placed on the Courthouse grounds in 1992. 1t has been in place since 1992. Itis
located immediately adjacent to, and is a part of a display of memorials, honoring the citizens of
Boone County who gave their lives in the Civil War, World War I, World War Il and the Korean
War, none of which display any religious or sectarian symbols.

At some point in time, and it is believed in 2014, the so-called "Americans United for
Separation of Church and State" made a "Public-Records Request,” and by the letter containing such
request, alerted the Commission to the presence of the Symbol on the Memorial. Members of the
Commission candidly concede that they had simply previously missed noticing the Symbol, as it
appears on the Memorial. The then-Commission concluded, in 2014, that to observe what the
Commission believed to be its required religious neutrality, ordered the placement on the Memorial
of a plaque "Dedicated in 1992," which covered and concealed the ichthys Symbol, all as shown on
the photograph which is attached to this letter as Exhibit B. Contentions have been made that the
Memorial, with the ichthys Symbol thereon, as constructed on the Boone County Courthouse
grounds, does not constitute a violation of the so-called "Establishment Clause” of Article I to the
First Amendment to the Constitution of United States, and that removing the Symbol constitutes an
abridgment of the Freedom of Speech Clause of such First Amendment. These arguments have been
primarily asscried by a letter of June 26, 2015, from the "Alliance Defending Freedom" ("ADE") to
the Commission and Mr. Charles J. Dykhouse, Boone County Counselor. A copy of that letter is
annexed 1o this letter as Exhibit C, and it may be referred to herein as "the ADF Letter.”

We disagree with the conclusions reached in the ADF Letter, and it is our opinion that the
continued location of the Memorial, in its current form, on Boone County Courthouse grounds, and
the maintenance of such Memorial and its surrounding landscaping, through the use of public funds
of Boone County, violates the provisions of both the Establishment Clause of Article 1 of the First
Amendment to the Constitution of the United States and the provisions of Article I, Section 7, and
Article IX, Section 8, of the Constifution of the State of Missouri.
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A discussion of our opinion appears below.

DISCUSSION

Amendment I, of the Amendments to the United States Constitution (appearing in the so-
called "Bill of Rights"), provides as follows:

"Amendment 1

"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or the press,
or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for
a redress of grievances."

This Amendment I contains the so-called "Establishment Clause," dealing with
"establishment of religion,” as well as the so-called "Free Speech Clause." The requirements of this
Amendment are made applicable to all states by Amendment XIV of the Constitution of the United

States.

11. Relevant Missouri Constitution Provisions. Relevant Missouri Constitutional
provisions are as follows:

A. Article Lofthe Missour Constitution. Article I of the Missouri Constitution
provides the following sections on religion:

Section S, Religious freedom-liberty of conscience and belief-limitations. That
all men have a natural and indefeasible right to worship Almighty God according to
the dictates of their own conscience; that no human authority can control or interfere
with the rights of conscience; that no person shall, on account of his religious
persuasion or belief, be rendered ineligible to any public office or trust or profit in
this state, be disqualified from testifying or serving as a juror, or be molested in his
person or estate; but this section shall not be construed to excuse acts of
licentiousness, nor to justify practices inconsistent with the good order, peace or
safety of the state, or with the rights of others.

Section 6. Practice and support of religion not compulsory-contracts therefor
enforceable. That no person can be compelled to erect, support or attend any place
or system of worship, or 10 maintain or support any priest, minister, preacher or
teacher of any sect, church, creed or denomination of religion; but if any person shall
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voluntarily make a contract for any such object, he shall be held to the performance
of same.

Section 7. Public aid for religion purposes-preferences and discriminations on
religious grounds. That no moncy shall ever be taken from the public treasury,
directly or indirectly, in aid of any church, sect or denomination of religion, or in aid
of any priest, preacher, minister or teacher thereof, as such; and that no preference
shall be given to nor any discrimination made against any church, sect or creed of
religion, or any form of religious faith or worship. [Emphasis added by us]

B.  Article IX. Article IX of the Missouri Constitution, which is entitled
"Education,” and which ostensibly applies to public education, and most of the sections of which
seem to clearly deal solely with education, provides in Section 8 as follows:

Section 8, Prohibition of public aid for religious purposes and institutions,

Neither the general assembly, nor any county, city, town, township, school district
or any other municipal corporation, shall ever make an appropriation or pay from any
public fund whatever, anything in aid of any religious creed, church or sectarian
purpose, or to help to support or sustain any private or public school, academy,
seminary, college, university, or other institution of learning, controlled by any
religious creed, church or mnam:m: mmboESmsoz Erm&?d nor m:m: any grant or

donation of personal property , . s
city, town, or other 3::55&_ no«coﬂm:o: for. &E 3: ious n&ma orcn% or

sectarian purpose whatever. [Emphasis added by us)

lication of Establishment Clause of US Constitution to

HIR Discussion Related 1o A

Issue at Hand.

We have reviewed, and carefully studied, the ADF Letter, and the conclusions reached
therein with respect to the various federal court opiniouns dealing with the Establishment Clause. We
have reviewed the court opinions cited in such ADF Letter. We won't spend too much time
discussing all of the cases cited by the ADF, as we generally {ind their analysis to be sound, as far
as it goes. However, we do not believe it goes far enough in analyzing the effects of the
Establishment Clause with respect to the questions at hand, as they relate to the Memorial with the
ichthys Symbol thereon.

In this respect, we note the ADF's strong reliance on the plurality opinion of the U.S.
Supreme Court in Van Orden v, Perry, 5451.8. 677 (2005) [hereafter "Van Orden"]. The plurality
opinion, which is cited in the ADF Letter, was joined by four justices, Justice m&.ﬁﬁ who agreed
with the court's judgment and provided the fifth vote, filed a separate concurring opinion, in which
he explicitly rejected the reasoning behind the plurality opinion. See Van Orden, supra at 704,
“When there is no majority opinion in a Supreme Court case, ‘the holding of the court may be
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viewed as that position taken by those Members who concurred in the judgment on the narrowest
grounds.”” United States v. Rubashkin, 655 F.3d 849, 865 (8th Cir. 2011); see also Green v, Haskell
Cnty. Bd. Of Comm’rs, 568 F.3d 784, 807 (10th Cir. 2009) (Given that Fan Orden was decided by
a plurality, the separaie opinion of Justice Breyer, who supplied the “decisive fifth vote” is
controlling under the rule of Marks v. United States, 430 U.S. 188, 193.)

In his concurring opinion, Justice Breyer generally agreed with the principles set forth in
earlier Supreme Court opinions dealing with the Establishment Clause, to the effect that the
government cannot engage in, nor compel religious practices, and that there can be no favoritism
among sects or between the religious and the non-religious, and that "government must avoid
excessive interference with, or promotion of, religion.” Id at 698-99. Justice Breyer went on to state
as follows:

"But the Establishment Clause does not compel the government to purge from the
public sphere all that in any way partakes of the religious.”

Id. at 699.

"Absolutism™ of that kind, says Justice Breyer, is inconsistent with national traditions and
would promote the type of social conflict the clause intends to avoid. Jd.

So Justice Breyer would agree that the complete purging of religious symbols from public
property is not required. So, when are such symbols allowed and when are they not allowed?

Justice Breyer argued that “The Court has found no single mechanical formula that can
accurately draw the constitutional line in every case.” Id. He concluded that although tests outlined
in prior decisions are helpful guideposts, "no exact formula can dictate a resolution to such fact-
intensive cases.” Id. at 700.

The Van Orden court dealt with the placement on the grounds of the Texas State Capitol of
a six foot by three foot memorial, depicting the Ten Commandments (along with an eagle grasping
the American flag, an eye inside of a pyramid, two small tablets with ancient script, and two Stars
of David, with superimposed Greek letters chi and rho, which represent Christ), Such memorial was
located on the public property surrounding the Texas state capitol. It was presented to the people
of Texas by the Fraternal Order of Eagles and was placed among seventeen monwments and twenty-
one historical markers located on the Texas state capitol grounds. The Court concluded that the
purpose of the monuments and markers was to commemorate the "people, ideals, and events that
compose Texas identity." Justice Breyer concluded that the case before the Van Orden court was
"borderline," /d., and that "[T]o detcrmine the message that the [text of the Ten Commandments]
here conveys, we must examine how the text is used. And that inquiry requires us to consider the
context of the display.” Id. at 701. (emphasis in original). Justice Breyer begins his inquiry by noting
that the Ten Commandments can display (i) a religious message, and (ii) a secular moral message,
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and (iii) an historical message {showing the relation between the Ten Commandment standards and
the law). Id. He felt that the monument was part of a display that conveyed both a religious and
sccular message. Id. [Note: We believe this to be a highly important, essential conclusion when we
look at the Memorial in question in this opinion.] As evidence of that fact, he mentioned that the
monument was donated by the Fraternal Order of Eagles “to highlight the Commandments’ role in
shaping civic morality as part of that organization’s efforts to combat juvenile delinquency.” 1d.
The tablets “prominently” acknowledge that the Eagles had donated the display, further separating
the State from the religious connotations, Id. at 701-02. Furthermore, the monument was in a large
park with 17 other monuments and 21 historical markers which “illustrate the ‘ideals’ of those who
settled in Texas and of those who have lived there since that time.” Id. at 702. Justice Breyer also
highlights the fact that the monument has been at its location for 40 years without being challenged.
Id. 702. “Those 40 years suggest that the public visiting the capital grounds has considered the
religious aspect of the tablets’ message as part of what is a broader moral historical message
reflective of a cultural heritage.” Jd. at 702-03. Justice Breyer concludes from these facts that “the
Tegas dssglax - servm ; 8 mlxed but ‘ rlmarll nonreix ious purpose, not rimaril ‘advmwin ‘or

cxhibxt a hostlllt&* toward rc,hgxgn that has no Qlacc in ()ur Establtshmcnt C‘lause tradmong ”d “ at

704. [Emphasis added.]

McCreary Cnty., Ky. v. Am. Civil Liberties Union of Ky., 545 U.S. 844, (2005}, is the U.S.
Supreme Court's twin decision with Van Orden. McCreary Cnty., Ky. v. Am. Civil Liberties Union
of Ky. ("McCreary") serves as a clear demonstration of the context in which the Court will find the
display of a monument {at least of the Ten Commandments) to be a violation of the First
Amendment. The McCreary decision, again, dealt with copies of the Ten Commandments. The
decision deals with two Kentucky counties which posted large copies of the Ten Commandments
inside their courthouses, Xd at 851. In McCreary County, the Commandments were explicitly
intended to be posted in a “high traffic” area. /d. The Commandments “were hung in a ceremony
presided over by the county Judge-Executive, who called them ‘good rules to live by" and who
recounted the story of an astronaut who became convinced ‘there must be a divine God” after
viewing the Farth from the moon,” and a pastor of the judge’s church attended the ceremony, calling
the Commandments “a creed of ethics™ and calling the decision to post them as “one of the greatest
things the judge could have done to close out the millennium.” Jd. In both counties, the displays
were readily viewable to citizens conducting business inside the courthouses. Jd. at 852. Withina
month of these displays being challenged in court, “the legislative body of each County authorized
a second, expanded display, by nearly identical resolutions reciting that the Ten Commandments are
‘the precedent legal code upon which the civil and criminal codes of ... Kentucky are founded,” and
stating several grounds for taking that position.” /d at 852-53. The second display contained eight
other smaller documents either having a religious theme or edited to highlight a religious aspect. Id.
853-54.
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In McCrearycourt's majority opinion, the majority stated, at the outset, an understanding that
the “First Amendment mandates governmental neutrality between religion and religion, and between
religion and nonreligion.” Zd. at 860 (emphasis added by us, as we believe this to be an important,
controlling principle). Ifthe government shows a purpose to favor religion, then it sends a message
to nonadherents that they are political outsiders, and to adherents that they are the political insiders.
Id. The Court refused to accept the proposition that any claim of secular purpose satisfies the
“purpose” inquiry: “As we said, the Court often does accept governmental statements of purpose,
in keeping with the respeet owed in the first instance to such official claims. But in those unusual
cases where the claim was an apparent sham, or the secular purpose secondary, the unsurprising
resulis have been findings of no adequate secular object, as against a predominantly religious one.”
Id. at 865,

The Court's majority in McCreary, reasoned that the display “set out a text of the
Commandments as distinct from any traditionally symbolic representation,” and standing alone was
“not part of an arguably secular display.” Jd. at 868. It also noted that the “text is thus different from
a symbolic depiction, like tablets with 10 roman numerals, which could be seen as alluding to a
general notion of law, not a sectarian conception of faith,” fd. And as to the second display itself:

The display's unstinting focus was on religious passages, showing that the Counties
were posting the Commandments precisely because of their sectarian content, That
demonstration of the government's objective was enhanced by serial religious
references and the accompanying resolution's claim about the embodiment of ethics
in Christ. Together, the display and resolution presented an indisputable, and
undisputed, showing of an impermissible purpose,

The opinion in McCreary then goes on to address religious “neutrality." It is stated that
*[gliven the variety of interpretative problems, the principle of neutrality has provided a good sense
of direction: the government may not favor one religion over another, or religion over irreligion,
religious choice being the prerogative of individuals under the Free Exercise Clause.” Id. at 875-76.
“This is no time to deny the prudence of understanding the Establishment Clause to require the
Government to stay neutral on religious belief, which is reserved for the conscience of the
individual.” /d. at 881. Ultimately, the Supreme Court in McCreary held against the counties, finding
that there was a “predominantly religious purpose behind the Counties' third display.” /d, at 881,

Atissue in this matter is the ichthys Symbol, which is featured on the Operation Desert Storm
Memorial in front of the Boone County Courthouse. At least one court in Missouri has confronted
a First Amendment issue where an ichthus symbol was involved. Webb v. City of Republic, Mo., 55
F. Supp. 2d 994 (W.D. Mo. 1999). Specifically at issue was the use of that symbol in the city of
Republic’s seal. Jd at 995, The court readily accepted the fact that the ichthys is linked to
Christianity: “Historically, the symbolic representation of a fish has been used as a Christian
symbol. The fish symbol has become particularly prevalent in contemporary American culture,” Jd.
at 995-96 (internal citations omitted). Republic argued that there was a factual dispute as to whether
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the symbol had religious connotations, but the District Court was not persuaded. The court found
examples showing the Christian nature of the symbol. The Court found, upon a Motion for
Summary Judgment, that there was no genuine issue of a material fact as to whether the ichthys
symbol was or was not religious, concluding that it was clearly religious, /d.' Without that historical
distinctiveness, the case law is well settled on the issue of whether a religious symbol on a city seal
passes constitutional muster.” Jd According to the court, even though the purpose may not have been
to endorse Christianity, it had the effect of doing so. f4 Republic was “permanently enjoined from
displaying the symbol of a fish on its seal because the inclusion of the fish symbol violates the First
Amendment of the United States Constitution.” Jd. at 1001. In referring to the inclusion of the
ichthys on the city seal of Republic, the District Court, in Webb v. City of Republic, supra, stated
that: “. .. the case law is well settled on the issue of whether a religious symbol on a city seal passes
constitutional muster." Id Tt went on to conclude that even though the purpose of inclusion of the
ichthys on the city seal may not have been to endorse Christianity, such inclusion certainly had the
effect of doing so.

In seeking to apply the Establishment Clause to the issue as to whether the inclusion of a
religious symbol on a monument or memorial placed in a public location violates that clause, one
might conclude that some light is shed by the decision of the Middle District Federal Court of North
Carolina in Hewett v. City of King, 29 F. Supp. 3d 584 (M.D.N.C. 2014) ["Hewett"]. 1t is
respectfully submitted that the court's decision in Hewett emphasizes the fact that the inclusion of
any otherwise religious symbol, on a public monument, must have a clearly demonstrated and
predominant historical or secular purpose, and not simply a religious purpose. The religious purpose
cannot be the predominant purpose. The need to find a strong historical or secular purpose for the
inclusion of a religious symbol or icon on public grounds was clearly demonstrated by the Supreme
Court's decision in Van Orden, supra, and particularly by Justice Breyer's concurring opinion. The
need to find an historic or secular purpose, as opposed to a non-religious or non-sectarian purpose,
was also clearly announced by the Supreme Court inits decision in McCreary, supra, and less clearly
by the Federal District Court of the Eastern District of Missouri in Webb v. City of Republic, supra.
The need for the demonstration of such non-sectarian, non-religious purpose scems to have been the
Court's guiding light in Hewelt, supra. In Hewett, the Federal District Court dealt with the situation
presented by a cross statue, which was located at a city's Veterans Memorial, in a city park, Hewert,
supra at 610. The statuc depicted a soldier kneeling in front of the Latin Cross. The statue was
created pursuant to city council approval and was actually paid for by the city. The city argued that
the statue did not have an entirely religious purpose, but rather had an histerical implication, and
presented testimony from individuals to the effect that the cross statue was meant pay to tribute to
fallen soldiers, and that the rcligious aspect was simply pot a part of the "overall though process.”
ld at612.

!See also Paul v. Dade Caty., 202 0. 2d 833, 835 (Fla. Dist. CL. App. 1967)(*For example, the dove, the star,
the fish, and three intertwined rings have all had, or presently may have, some religious symbolism attached
thereto.)(emphasis added)
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As to whether the cross would have the effect of endorsing religion, the Cowrt stated as
follows:

"The reasonable observer would know that the Latin cross, which is a feature
included in the Cross Statue, is a religious symbol of Christian faith, The reasonable
observer would also be aware that the City Council decided to place the Cross Statue
within the vicinity of the larger Veterans Memorial display, a memorial designed to
honor veterans, but also within the vicinity of the Christian flag, which was flown by
the City when the Cross Statue was originally erected and still flies in the same
position for most of the year. The reasonable observer would also know the history
of the Latin cross at issue with respect to this nation's history, However, the Court
notes that several material issues regarding the Latin cross and its history are
disputed, which preclude the granting of summary judgment as it relates to the Cross
Statue in this case."

Id at 613 (internal quotations omitted). The Hewett court, therefore, concluded that there was a
reasonable dispute as to whether the cross represented only Christian soldiers or represented an
important symbol of nationalism of 20th century wars, as conflicting testimony had been given
regarding whether the cross had sigpificant, historic presence during World War I, I, and the Korean
War, or whether the cross was oxﬂy used temporarily for Christian soldiers, such as in World War
1. Id at 613-14. The Hewett opinion also notes that the court should not "focus exclusively on lh e
inclusion of [a] religious symbol" without considering the symbol's historical si
I | onument within ger display.” Id. at 616 (Emphasis added). It was also unclear to
the Nonh Camlma district wurt how the monument would be associated with the Veterans
Memorial display. Zd at 618.% The court ordered the issue to proceed to trial. 7d. at 644,

A mere Wikipedia search on the internet, a copy of which is annexed hereto as Exhibit D,
discloses that the ichthys or ichthus, however it is spelled, is a symbol of the Christian faith. Itis
clearly a Christian symbol.

In Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602, 612-13 (1971), which is sometimes viewed as being
the United States Supreme Court's decision which sets forth the test to be applied to Establishment
Clause issues, the Court stated a legal standard as follows:

"First, the statute [or government practice or custom] must have a secular legislative
purpose; second, its principal or primary effect must be one that neither advances nor
inhibits religion ...; finally, the statute must not foster ‘an excessive government
entanglement with rehgzon m

2 A “Christian Flag” was flown at the site most weeks of the year, and the court refused to grant sunumary
Judgment for the defendant even though a flag policy was in effect which allowed “private parties to fly the flag of their
choice on the cleventh flagpole in the City's Velerans Memorial.” Id. at 620.
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Id. at 997. The opinion notes that the Supreme Court has analyzed the question as to whether an
action or practice in question has the purpose or effect of endorsing religion. Zd It states that "the
prohibition against governmental endorsement of religion preclude[s] government from conveying
or attempting to convey a message that religion or a particular religious belief is favored or
preferred.” Jd A court will look at a religious symbol’s impact on a reasonable observer and
determine whether it sends a message to nonadherents that they are outsiders, and a message to
adherents that they are insiders. Jd

While we must concede that these opinions are not beyond argument or doubt, it is our
opinion that the ADF Letter does not go sufficiently far in its analysis of the federal court decisions
with respect to the Establishment Clause, as those decisions would impact the continued
maintenance of the ichthys symbol on the Memorial, or the continued location of that Memorial on
the Boone County Courthouse grounds or the use of Boone County public funds to maintain that
Memorial or its surrounding landscaping. We conclude that: '

1. The ichthys symbol is, beyond argument, a Christian symbol;

2. There is no historical basis for associating this Christian symbol with
Operation Desert Storm or the Gulf War;

3. There is no basis for argument that the ichthys symbol somehow has an
historical or secular, or non-religious, importance or implication, for soldiers or anyone;

4. As will be more fully stated below, the language on the Memorial which
appears above the name of the two men who lost their lives, when coupled with the ichthys symbol,
seems to clearly indicate, or strongly imply, that men and women who served but whose lives were
not fost were all somehow Chrigtian;

5. In the eyes of a reasonable beholder, one could conclude, reasonably, that the
Symbol on the Memorial demonstrates a preference of Boone County for the Christian faith over
non-Christian faiths, or faith over no faith;

6. The inclusion of this Christian symbol on the Memorial, in our judgment, is
not "religiously ncutral” and violates the requirement of religious neutrality.

For the reasons set forth above, we believe that if this matter was presented to a court of
competent jurisdiction, in a properly tried lawsuit, it would be more likely than not that such court
would conclude that continued maintenance of the Memorial on the grounds of the Boone County
Courthouse, with the ichthys symbol thereon, violates the Establishment Clause of Article I of the
Amendments to the United States Constitution.



' . While ourresearch does not reveal any
Missouri court cases relating to the nmmtenance on publxc ground of passive monuments, with
religious symbols thereon, we do believe that Missouri has a clearly demonstrated, even higher, bar
(even higher than that erected by the Establishment Clause) against any demonstration of religious
preference by a governmental body, and that if the issue relating to this Memorial is presented to a
Missouri court, it is even more likely than not that such court would conclude that the continued
maintenance by the County of the Memorial, as it now stands, on the courthouse grounds, is a
violation of Section 7 of Article I of the Missouri Constitution, and possibly of Section 8 of Article 9
of the Missouri Constitution and, specifically, that it would constitute a violation of those provisions
of Section 7 of Article I which read as follows:

"No preference shall be given to, nor any discrimination made against any church,
sect or creed of religion, or any form of religious faith or worship."

The few relevant Missouri decisions relating to the Missouri constitutional provisions show
that Missouri has a very high wall between church and state. Some of the history is cited by the
United States District Court for the Western District of Missouri in Luetkemeyer v. Kaufmann, 364
F.Supp. 376, 383 (W.D. Mo. 1973) aff'd, 419 U.S. 888, 95 8. Ct. 167, 42 L. Ed. 2d 134 (1974),
where the Court states:

Missouri has a long history of maintaining a very high wall between church and state.
Much of that history is reviewed in Harfst v. Hoegen, 349 Mo. 808, 163 S,W.2d 609
(en banc, 1942), a case cited in footnote 7 in one of the concurring opinions in Lemon
v. Kurtzman, 411 U.S. 192, 93 S.Ct. 1463, 36 L.Ed.2d 151 (1973). That case
reviewed the numerous constitutional provisions relating to the separation of church
and state and pointed out that Missouri's Constitution “goes even farther than those
of some other states.” That case concluded: The constitutional policy of our State has
decreed the absolute separation of church and state, not only in governmental matters,
but in educational ones as well. Public money, coming from taxpayers of every
denomination, may not be used for the help of any religious sect in education or
otherwise. [163 S.W.2d at 614]

"Two provisions [Article I, Section 7 and Article IX, Section 8] in the Missouri Constitution
declaring that there shall be a separation of church and state are not only more explicit but more
restrictive than the Establishment Clause of the United States Constitution.” Trinity Lutheran Church
of Columbia, Inc. v. Pauley, No. 14-1382, 2015 WI, 3429427, at *2 (8th Cir. May 29, 2015)
(holding that Article 1, Section 7 of the Missouri Constitution does not conflict with the First
Amendment or Equal Protection Clause of the United States Constitution.)

It should be noted, however, that most ~ if not all - of the Missouri state cases dealing with
the separation of church and state embodied in the Missouri constitution do so in the context of
public expenditures or resources. See Qandah v. Lombardi, No. 12-04213-CV-C-HFS, 2013 WL
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684189, at *1 (W.D. Mo. Feb. 25, 2013)(“Missouri's restrictions traditionally tend to solidify the
“wall” between church and state, particularly in connection with the use of public funds in a manner
assisting sectarian activities.”).

As stated above, there do not appear to be any Missouri court cases which apply the Missouri
constitutional provisions to religious displays or monuments. In a 1999 Federal Eighth Circuit Court
of Appeals opinion, that court remanded the issues as to religious holiday displays on public property
to the district court, after noting that the Missouri Supreme Court had not yet addressed the
application of Article I, Section 7 to religious displays. Am. Civil Liberties Union v. City of
Florissant, 186 F.3d 1095, 1098 (8th Cir. 1999) [“Florissant"]. In Florissant, the district court had
granted a broad injunction against Florissant's and the mayor's "erecting any display containing a
créche or other religious symbols at the Florissant Civic Center or any other public property." The
court of appeals noted that the district court relied upon three Missouri cases for its ruling: Paster
v. Tussey, 512 8.W.2d 97 (M0.1974), Americans United v. Rogers, 538 S.W.2d 711 (Mo.1976), and
Harfst v. Hoegen, 349 Mo. 808, 163 S.W.2d 609 (1941). Id. at fin. 4. Paster dealt with the
mandatory providing of textbooks to students in private non-profit schools, including religious ones;
Americans United involved tuition grants to students at certain public and private colleges; and
Harfst dealt with allegations that a school board was maintaining a parochial school at public
expense. These cases, which had nothing to do with religious displays on public property, were relied
upon by the district court in Florissant, in concluding that there was no Missouri court decision on
the religious issue. Our own research reveals no cases which deal with facts and situations similar
to the ones facing Boone County. As such, because the caselaw on separation of church and state
in Missouri is developed more on the issues of funding, and not on the issue of general
discrimination or preference demonstrated by the presence on a monument display of a religious
symbol, one might argue that it is difficult to say how much these Missouri court pronouncements
of Missouri’s “high wall between church and state” are relevant here. However, it can obviously be
said that if the monument has or is requiring public funding of any kind, then Missouri’s “higher
wall” definitely comes into play. In our judgment, providing public land (of some value) for the
display of a monument, and providing public funds for the maintenance of the monument and for
landscaping the monument and for maintaining that landscaping, do constitute the use of public
funding (or public property of substantial value, which involves at least, indirectly, public funding)
for the support of the monument.

One more recent Missouri opinion holds some relevance to the topic at hand, even though
it is not factually on point, and that is Oliver v. State Tax Comm'n of Missouri, 37 S.W.3d 243 (Mo.
2001) [hereafter "Qliver”]. Asa part of its analysis, the Missouri Supreme Court, in Oliver, looked
to the United States Supreme Court case in Widmar v. Vincent, 454 U.S. 263 (1981), in order to
analyze the relationship between the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment to the U.S.
Constitution, and Section 7 of Article | of the Missouri Constitution, stating as follows:

The relationship of the Missouri constitutional provisions to religious freedom and
religious discrimination was explored in Widmar v. Vincent, 454 U.8. 263,102 S.Ct.
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269, 70 L.Ed.2d 440 (1981), which may provide First Amendment guidance to
interpreting the Missouri Constitution. Widmar involved a regulation of the
University of Missouri Kansas City that denied access to public facilitics at a state
university for a religious group that wished to conduct meetings, which included
religious worship and religious teaching. In support of the university's regulation, the
state cited a “compelling interest in complying with the applicable provisions of the
Missouri Constitution” quoted above. /d. The Supreme Court found it “unnecessary
... to decide whether, under the Supremacy Clause, a state interest, derived from its
own constitution could ever outweigh free speech interest protected *¥252 by the First
Amendment.” The Court went on to hold that the university's regulation violated the
principle that such regulation must be “content-neutral.” /d. at 275-76, 102 S.Ct.
269.

In Widmar there unquestionably was the use of state facilities by a religious
organization, which might violate a literal reading of the first clause of article I,
section 7, of the Missouri Constitution. But the overriding requirement of the federal
constitution is that the religious organization not be discriminated against on the
basis of the content of its activities, and in this case the Missouri Constitution is
consistent with this principle.

Oliver, supra at 251-52.

The above-referenced Trinity Lutheran Church opinion is also a fairly instructive primer on
the Missouri constitutional jurisprudence regarding funding of religion. Atissue was a claim that the
Dircctor of the Missouri Department of Natural Resources (“DNR”) violated Trinity Church’s
federal and state constitutional rights by denying the church's application for a grant of solid waste
management funds for the resurfacing of a playground located on church grounds. Trinity Lutheran
Church of Columbia, Inc, 2015 W1, 3429427 at *1. The Trinity Church contained a daycare and
preschool “that teaches a Christian world view and incorporates daily religious instruction in its
programs.” Jd. The DNR offers Playground Scrap Tire Surface Material Grants, which “provide
DNR funds to qualitying organizations for the purchase of recycled tires to resurface playgrounds,
a beneficial reuse of this solid waste.” Id The application for these funds by Trinity Church was
denied pursuant to the “no aid” of public funds clause in Article I, Sec. 7 of the Missouri
Constitution. fd. The church made various federal Constitution claims under the First Amendment,
a claim under the Equal Protection Clause, and a claim under Article I, Section 7. Id at *2. The
district court granted the city’s motion to dismiss the complaint, and Trinity Church challenged the
ruling in all respects except as to the Free Specch claim. /d

The opinion’s legal analysis begins by noting the “very high wall” between church and state
that exists in Missouri, /d, by finding that two provisions in the Missouri Constitution [Art. 1, Sec.
7 and Art. IX, Sec. 8] “declaring that there shall be a separation of church and state are not only more
explicit but more restrictive than the Establishment Clause of the United States Constitution.” Jd.
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(citing Paster v. Tussey, 512 S, W.2d 97, 101-02 (Mo. bane 1974)). The 8th Circuit interpreted the
Trinity Church’s argument that the DNR targeted the church for disparate treatment as a religion,
as being an argument that the state was acting in a manner hostile toward religion, which violated
the Equal Protection Clause, by denying funds for a religious learning center and daycare without
there being a compelling public interest, as being an attack upon the constitutionality of Art. I, Sec.
7. Id at *3. Although the legal reasoning is not too important, it should be noted, as it already has
been above, that the 8th Circuit rejected this argument, and held that the Missouri constitutional
provision does not violate the First Amendment. Jd. at *5.

The 8th Circuit then turned to the Missouri Constitution claims. Jd. Turning to the merits,
the Court of Appeals agreed with the district court that the two clauses of Article I, § 7, must be
interpreted in harmony. Therefore, if granting Trinity Church's application would have constituted
“aid” to a church prohibited by the first clause of Article I, § 7, then denying the grant was not a
discriminatory action prohibited by the second clause. So the district court properly focused on
Trinity Church's contention that a Scrap Tire Program grant is not “aid” within the meaning of the
first clause of Article I, § 7, because it involves a quid pro quo, with the applicant undertaking
obligations under the Serap Tire Program in exchange for the granted funds. Jd* The church relied
on two opinions, which the court then summarized:

In Kintzele, plaintiffs alleged that a subsidized sale of land by the State to St. Louis
University constituted an unconstitutional use of public funds in aid of a private
sectarian school. The Court declined to invalidate the sale, concluding that, because
Missouri law authorized “sale by negotiation at fair value,” and the State tried
competitive bidding and thereafter sold the land to SLU at nearly twice the highest
bid, “plaintiffs' contention of illegal ... subsidy from public funds cannot be
sustained.” 347 S.W.2d at 700-701. This decision in no way supports Trinity
Church's claim that a Scrap Tire Program grant is not “aid.”

In Americans United, the Supreme Court of Missouri upheld a statut¢ providing
tuition grants to students at approved public and private colleges. The statute was
invalidated by the trial court, applying Article I, § 7, and Article 1X, § 8. The State
appealed. Noting that “[a]n act of the legislature is presumed to be valid and will not
be declared unconstitutional unless it clearly and undoubtedly contravenes some
constitutional provision,” 538 $.W.2d at 716, the Court concluded it could not “with

*The apinion provides a quick sunmnary of caselaw regarding challenges to public funding of religion or religious
institutions in Missouri: Paster, 512 8.W.2d at 104103 (invalidating statute requiring public school boards to provide
texthoeks to private school students); Berghorn v. Reorg. Sch. Dist. No. 8,364 Mo. 121,260 S.W.2d §73, 58283 (1953},
McVeyv. Hawhins, 364 Mo. 44, 258 8.W.2d 927, 93334 (1953} {enjoining use of public school buses to transport students
to religious schools); Harfst v. Hoegen, 349 Mo. 808, 163 8.W.2d 609, 61314 (194 1) {cnjoining use of public school funds
for the teaching of religion and faith at a parochial school that was taken into the public school system); accord Luetkemeyer,
364 F.Supp. at 383--84 (upholding the State's refusal to provide transportation to church-sponsored schools); Brusca, 332
F.Supp. at 279-80 (the State may deny funds to sectarian schools for religious instruction).
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confidence declare that the statutory program™ clearly confravened these
constitutional provisions because “the parochial school cases with which the court
has dealt in the past involved completely different types of educational entities than
the colleges and universities herein involved.” Id. at 721--22. The defendants' quid
pro quo argument was noted but not adopted. Id. at 721.

Id. The opinion swummarizes the reasoning behind Americans United’ s final holding as focusing on
the fact that the grant program went to and was for the benefit of students, and not institutions. Jd

at *7.

The district court opinions in the Trinity Church case also summarizes Americans United and
Saint Louis Univ. v. Masonic Temple Ass'n of St. Louis, 220 S.W.3d 721 (Mo. 2007), in order to
refute an argument that the Missouri Supreme Court has begun to erode Missouri's “high wall,”
stating:

"The Missouri Supreme Court's decisions in Americans United and St Louis
University are not examples of public aid to religious institutions with the “blessing
of the state,” as characterized by Trinity's counsel. Rather, these cases can be
distinguished from Missouri jurisprudence regarding the high wall of separation
between church and state in two distinct ways. First, the Missouri Supreme Court in
both cases makes clear that the religious institutions receiving aid, indirectly through
the students in Americans United and through the developer in St. Louis University,
were not confrolled by a church or religious creed. This stands in contrast to the facts
in Harfst, McVey, and Paster, in which the institutions receiving aid were parochial
or former parochial schools under the control of the church. Second, the schools in
Americans United and St, Louis University were institutions of higher education.
Although the Missouri Constitution makes no explicit distinction between
institutions of higher education and primary or secondary schools in Article I, Section
7, the Missouri Supreme Court has, on several occasions, considered it to be a
relevant factor. In Americans United, for example, it emphasized the differences
between parochial elementary and secondary schools on the one hand and universities
on the other, based on the fact that the latter had greater academic freedom, mature
students, and secular curriculum. See also Menorah Med Ctr. v. Health & Educ.
Facilities Auth., 584 S.W.2d 73, 87 (M0.1979) (considering recipient universities’
status as institutions of higher education, “as opposed to elementary or secondary
level,” to be a factor in finding no excessive entanglement in a financing program
authorized by state law and operated by a non-state entity)., This distinction between
institutions of higher education and primary or secondary schools emphasizes the
Missouri Supreme Court's concern with the degree of control a church, creed, or
religious domination may have over the administration, management, and curriculum
development at a school. When that degree of control was so great that the school
was, in essence, serving as a proxy or branch of the church, the Missouri Supreme
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Court has consistently held that public aid, direct or indirect, would be
impermissible.”

See Trinity Lutheran Church of Columbia, Inc. v. Pauley, 976 . Supp. 2d 1137, 1144-45 (W.1). Mo.
2013) aff'd, No. 14-1382, 2015 WL 3429427 (8th Cir. May 29, 20135).

Ultimately the 8th Circuit Court held that the state was not compelled to give money directly
to a church, and the denial of benefits to a church did not violate the state constitutional prohibition
on discrimination against a church. Trinity Lutheran Church of Columba, Inc., 2015 WL 3429427
at #3-7,

The Missouri "high wall" between church and state, therefore, clearly appears to be intact.
1t is obviously intact with respect to the use of public funds or public property, but arguably, the
effects of that "high wall" have not been shown {o be in effect as to issues raised by monuments, with
religious symbols appearing thereon, which are located on public property or which are maintained
on public property. We would note, however, that public property has value, and that monuments
and their landscaping require maintenance, and that the use of public property for the display of a
monument involves a use of vatuable public property, and that the use of public funds to maintain,
or protect, or insure, a monument, or to landscape it, or to maintain that landscaping, involves the
use of public funds.

One might also look to the language of Section 8 of Article IX of the Missouri Constitution,
and specifically that language which reads as follows:

", . . nor shall any grant or donation of personal property or real estate ever be made
by the state, or any county, city, town, or other municipal corporation, for any
religious creed, church, or sectarian purpose whatever.”

This Section 8 appears in that Article of the Missouri Constitution, Article IX, which deals
with "Education." In Oliver, supra, the appellants attempted to invoke the provisions of this
Section 8. The Oliver court concluded that, while such Section 8 does not expressly limit itself to
education, itis an Article of the Missouri Constitution which relates to public education. The Oliver
court concluded that to the extent the language of Section 8 of Article IX covers areas other than
education, it is redundant to the language of Section 7 of Article I, and that Section 8 of Article IX,
therefore, did not appear to add anything to support the appellant's claims. Oliver, supra, at Fin, 19.

We have found no cases which apply Section 8 of Article IX of the Missouri Constitution
outside of the public school or educational context. However, the statement in Oliver to the effect -
that Section 8 of Article IX of the Missouri Constitution is redundant with respect to Section 7 of
Article I of that Constitution (to the extent that Section 7 does not cover schools} is of substantial
interest. Section 7 of Article [ does not contain any explicit language regarding the donation or grant
of property. If the Missouri Supreme Court, as it stated in Oliver, believes that a "grant or donation
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of...real estate...for any religious creed, church, or sectarian purpose whatever” is somehow
implicitly covered in Section 7 of Article I, then the use of Boone County property for the placement
of the Memorial would clearly fall within such prohibition against a "grant or donation...(of) real
estate...by a county.”

If Section 7 of Article L of the Missourt Constitution stands for the proposition that no county
can grant or donate property for any “religious creed, church, or sectarian purpose whatever”
(emphasis added), as seems to be strongly implied by the Missouri Supreme Court's decision in
Oliver, supra, then Boone County would clearly have to clear the Missouri very “high wall” which
separates church and state in convincing any court that the display of the Memorial, with the
Christian fish Symbol thereon, is not a grant or donation of property and/or not for a “sectarian
purpose whatever.”

While no Missouri court decision dealing with religious displays on public monuments or
religious displays on public land have been found, we do believe that the high bar, the high wall,
between church and state erected by Missouri (as noted by Missouri courts and federal courts), when
applied to the issue as to the Memorial in question, would provide a hurdle that cannot be overcome
by arguments that the Memorial should be maintained, in its current form, at its current location.

v, Discussion of Other Jurisdictions.

The Oklahoma consiitution provides:

§ 5. Public money or property-Use for sectarian purposes. No public money or property shall
ever be appropriated, applicd, donated, or used, directly or indirectly, for the use, benefit, or
support of any sect, church, denomination, or system of religion, or for the use, benefit, or
support of any priest, preacher, minister, or other religious teacher or dignitary, or sectarian
institution as such.

Prescott v. Oklahoma Capitol Pres. Comm'n, 2015 OK 54, § 4. At issue in Prescolf was a Ten
Commandments monument placed on Oklahoma Capitol grounds pursuant to legislation signed by
the governor. Jd at §1. The Oklahoma Supreme Court decided that the plain intent of this
constitutional provision was “to ban State Government, its officials, and its subdivisions from using
public money or property for the benefit of any religions purpose. Id. at 4, It reasoned that words
such as “no,” “ever,” and “any” reflects the broad reach of the ban, Jd. This broad reach is further
bolstered, according to the court, by banning uses “indirectly” benefitting religion. Jd at 5.
“Prohibiting uses of public property that ‘indirectly’ benefit a system of religion was clearly done
fo protect the ban from circumvention based upon mere form and technical distinction.” Id. The
Oklahoma Supreme Court distinguished its holding from that of the U.S. Supreme Court in Van
Orden v. Perry, supra, by relying on the Oklahoma constitution “with no regard for federal
jurisprudence.” Id. at 16.The opinion dismisses the “historic purpose” argument, determining that
the Ten Commandments are obviously religious in nature, and holds that “[blecause the monument
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at issue operates for the use, benefit or support of a sect or system of religion, it violates Article 2,
Section 5 of the Oklahoma Constitution and is enjoined and shall be removed.” /d. at §6-7.}

Article 11, section 4, of the Colorado Constitution provides:

The free exercise and enjoyment of religious profession and worship, without discrimination,
shall forever hereafler be guaranteed; and no person shall be denied any civil or political
right, privilege or capacity, on account of his opinions concerning religion; but the liberty of
conscience hereby secured shall not be construed to dispense with oaths or affirmations,
excuse acts of licentiousness or justify practices inconsistent with the good order, peace or
safety of the state. No person shall be required to attend or support any ministry or place of
worship, religious sect or denomination against his consent. Nor shall any preference be
given by law to any religious denomination or mode of worship.

State v. Freedom From Religion Found., inc., 898 P.2d 1013, 1019 (Colo. 1995). “In interpreting
our Preference Clause we have looked to the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment fo the
United States Constitution and the body of federal cases that have construed it.” At issue in this case
was a Ten Commandments monument on state property. /d. at 1014, After summarizing the robust
caselaw that came before it on the issue, the opinion seems to settle on the question of whether the
suspect act has the purpose or effect of endorsing religion. Id at 1021, The Colorado Supreme Court
decided the Ten Commandments monument was not erected with the purpose of endorsing religion,
as the text includes symbols of at least Christianity and Judaism, contains the “all-seeing eye” which
has secular and non-secular significance, was donated by the National Y outh Guidance Program with
a sceular purpose, a purpose in line with the Ten Commandments’ position as a basis of national law,
and the purpose of the state, as testified to by state employees, in accepting the monument was to
open the park up to various groups to use. Jd. at 1023-1024. And because the monument is not
conspicuous and is surrounded by numerous otber secular displays, the Colorado Supreme Court
determined that “objective viewers would not perceive the monument in its Lincoln Park setting as
government endorsing religious belief or suggesting that religion in general is relevant to their
standing in the political community.” Id. at 1025-1026.

The Utah constitution contains the following:

* But see Meyer v. Oklahoma City, 1972 OK 45, 496 P.2d 789 (“held that where cross was Jocated in a
distinetly secular environment in midst of persons in pursuit of distinetly secular enteriainment, and where cross, the
crection of which was sponsored by city council of churches, could not be said to display, articulate or portray, except
in a most evanescent form, any ideas that were alleged to pertain to any of seciarian institutions or systems named in
constitutional provision prohibiting use of public money or property for use, benefit, or support of any church or system
of religion, maintenance of cross with city mongy was not violative of constitutional provision.”)
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The rights of conscience shall never be infringed. The State shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; no
religious test shall be required as a qualification for any office of public trust or for
any vote at any election; nor shall any person be incompetent as a witness or juror on
account of religious belief or the absence thereof. There shail be no union of Church
and State, nor shall any church dominate the State or inferfere with its functions. No
public money or property shall be appropriated for or applied to any religious
worship, exercise or instruction, or for the support of any ccclesiastical
establishment.

Utah Const, art, I, § 4. “The provision of money or property to religious exercise is indirect, and
therefore constitutional, if (1) the money or property [is] provided on a nondiscriminatory basis” and
(2) the public money or property [is] equally accessible to all.” Summum v. Pleasant Grove Cily, 345
P.3d 1188, 1190 (Utah 2015). At issue in this case was whether Pleasant Grove had violated the
religious liberty clause of the Utah Constitution by not allowing a “Seven Aphorisms™ monument
on public grounds where a Ten Commandments monument was erected. Jd at 1189-1190.

The court’s analysis begins by noting that allowing the Seven Aphorisms monument would
not be neutral because [dlisplaying monuments that communicate the beliefs of only two of these
viewpoints would not amount to an impartial distribution of public property among the spectrum of
religious views held by Utah citizens.” /d. at 1191. The Utah Supreme Court noted that, in regards
to whether the Utah Constitution required an absolute bar of religious expression by private citizens
on public property:

We rejected such an absolutist interpretation because it “would evidence an
affirmative hostility toward religion,” which would contradict other provisions of the
federal and Utah Constitutions that protect religious expression and free speech.
Instead, we adopted a neutrality test that permitted the use of public property in
support of private religious expression so long as government benefits are “provided
on a nondiscriminatory basis” and are “equally accessible to all.”

Id. at 1191-1192.

When Pleasant Grove accepted the donated monument, it adopted the message
conveyed by the monument as its own... The only relevant question under article I,
section 4's prohibition against the use of public money or property for religious
purposes is whether a monument constitutes “religious worship, exercise or
instruction.” We do not rcach that question, however, because Summum seeks a
remedy that we may not constitutionally grant.
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Id. at 1192. The opinion does state that the Utah religious liberty clause differs greatly from the
federal Establishment Clause, but declines to reach any conclusion on what that means for the Ten
Commandments monument. /d, at 1193,

As of November 5, 1974 (and currently), the California constitution provides the following:

See, 4. Free exercise and enjoyment of religion without discrimination or preference
are guaranteed, This liberty of conscience does not excuse acts that are licentious or
inconsistent with the peace or safety of the State. The Legislature shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion. A person is not incompetent to be a witness
or juror because of his or her opinions on religious beliefs.

Cal. Const. art. [, § 4. In a case decided a few years later, the Supreme Court of California was
presented with a challenge to the illumination on the city hall of a huge cross at first to honor the
Christrnas holidays and then also, during the 1970s, to honor Easter Sundays, both Latin and Eastern
Orthodox. Fox v. City of Los Angeles, 587 P.2d 663, 663-64 (1978).

The California Constitution, like the United States Constitution, does not merely
proscribe an establishment of religion. Rather, all laws “Respecting an establishment
of religion” are forbidden. (Malics added.) The California Constitution also
guarantees that religion shall be freely exercised and cnjoyed “without
discrimination or preference.” Preference thus is forbidden even when there is no
discrimination. The current interpretations of the United States Constitution may not
be that comprehensive.

Id. at 665 (emphasis added). The court reasoned that city hall is not a “bulletin board” for symbols
of all faiths to be displayed. Id. “Would it be justifiable, say, to allow only a Star of Bethlehem, a
Star of David, and a Star and Crescent?” The opinion admits that the California constitution does
not require every religion to always be accommaodated, but that to “illuminate only the Latin cross,
however, does seem preferential when comparable recognition of other religious symbols is
impracticable.” /d. The court rejected an argument from the city that 30-years of disinterest in the
display somehow militates a decision that the custom truly conferred a benefit o a religion,
concluding that there may be complex reasons why members of the citizenry may have chosen not
to speak out. Id at 666. The court also concluded that the display of the Latin cross was not an
“interfaith” recognition, and that although mere display of the cross is not a religious service, “[bly
no means, though, should we infer that it is not action respecting an establishment of religion.
Governments must commit themselves to ‘a position of neutrality whenever ‘the relationship
between man and religion’ is affected.” Id. The Supreme Court of California thus upheld the
preliminary injunction against the city’s display. /d

We will note that the California constitution has a similar section to the Missouri
constitution.
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Sec. 5. Neither the Legislature, nor any county, city and county, township, school
district, or other municipal corporation, shall ever make an appropriation, or pay from
any public fund whatever, or grant anything to or in aid of any religious sect, church,
creed, or sectarian purpose, or help to support or sustain any school, college,
university, hospital, or other institution controlled by any religious creed, church, or
sectarian denomination whatever; nor shall any grant or donation of personal property
or real estate ever be made by the state, or any city, city and county, town, or other
municipal corporation for any religious creed, church, or sectarian purpose whatever;
provided, that nothing in this section shall prevent the Legislature granting aid
pursuant to Section 3 of Article XVI.

Cal. Const, art. XVI, §5; compare with Mo Const. Art. IX | §8. The concurring judge in one
California Supreme Court decision interpreted the section broadly: “Those who argue that the
amount of taxpayer funds expended fo light the cross is so minimal as to be beneath this court's
notice, overlook two important considerations. First, article X VI, section 5 admits of no de minimis
exception, The language is explicit: No “city . . . shall ever. . . pay from any public fund whatever,
or grant anything to or in aid of a religious sect . . . .” Secondly, the prohibitions of article XVI,
section 5 would come into play even if no funds were expended. The ban is on aid to religion in any
form.” Fox v, City of Los Angeles, 22 Cal. 3d 792, 806, 587 P.2d 663, 671-72 (1978); but sce
Carpenter v. City & Cnty. of San Francisco, 803 F. Supp. 337, 345 (N.D. Cal. 1992) rev'd on other
grounds, 93 F.3d 627 (9th Cir. 1996) (“In the case sub judice, however, there is no expenditure of
taxpayers funds in support of or in aid of religion in violation of Article XV, Section 5. The
challenge in this case is to S.F.'s ownership of the Mount Davidson Cross, and to the display of the
Mount Davidson Cross on public lands. In this case, unlike in Hewilt, S.F. does not spend any money
to maintain the Mount Davidson Cross. Nor does it advertise the Mount Davidson Cross, or print
brochures, or spend any money to support the Mount Davidson Cross at the taxpayers expense.”
Held: Asticle XV1, Section 5 not violated by )’

In the case of leased property, a 9th Circuit opinion held the following;

Asexplained above, the Reading Room received only an indirect or incidental benefit
from the Airport's rental policy, and the policy had a solely secular purpose.
Furthermore, the Attorney General of California has held that it is proper under
article XV, section 5 for an airport to lease space in one of its buildings to a religious
organization as long as the rental transaction is at arm's length. 25 Cal.Op.Att'y Gen.
309 (1955). Thus, we conclude that the Airport's policy of allowing religious

% It should be noted that in these cases, and in the Hewirs case alluded to, the focus is on the first clause of the
section, not necessarily the clause referring to grant or donation of property. In Hewitt, at issue was a park owned by a
county which contained numerous religious statutes, a brochure noting the park was established by a reverend, was
designated by the county as Desert Christ Park after acceptance of it, and advertised it as a “World Famous Theme Park
... depicting life of Christ.” Hewitt v. Joyner, 940 F.2d 1561, 1563 (9th Cir. 1991). “We hold that the County has
violated article X VI, section 5, by its ownership and maintenance of the Antone Martin Memorial Park.” Id. at 1571.
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organizations to rent space at the Airport did not violate article X VI, section 5 of the
California Constitution.

Christian Sci. Reading Room Jointly Maintained v. City & Cnty. of San Francisco, 784 F.2d 1010,
1016 (9th Cir.) amended, 792 F.2d 124 (9th Cir. 1986).

One 9th Circuit opinion summarized the factors involved in interpreting actions under the section
as follows: “In summary, the California appellate cases make clear that article XVI, section 5,
prohibits the government from (1) granting a benefit in any form (2) to any sectarian purpose (3)
regardless of the government's secular purpose (4) unless the benefit is properly characterized as
indirect, remote, or incidental.” Paulson v. City of San Diego, 294 F.3d 1124, 1131 (9th Cir. 2002)

No money shall be drawn from the Treasury for the benefit of any religeous (sic), or
theological institution, nor shall any money be appropriated for the payment of any
religeous (sic) services in either house of the Legislative Assembly.

Or. Const. art. I, § 5.

In discussing the constitutional principle of separation of church and state, this court
was not engaged in word-matching between other constitutions and the Oregon
Constitution. While neither a specific “establishment’ clause nor a *credal preference’
clause appears in our state constitution, it is obvious that the founders of this state did
not intend to permit the state to sponsor any particular religion. When the draftsmen
of the Oregon Constitution provided for the free exercise of religion, they also
prohibited the use of public funds to support any preferred religious institution

Lowe v. City of Eugene, 463 P.2d 360, 364 (1969)(citing to Or. Const. art. I, § 5). This case dealt
with the issuance of building permits for the erection of a cross on city property. Id. at 361, The court
found that, in addition fo the building and electrical permits issued for this purpose, “the city also
turned over to private parties the city-maintained public land in which the cross was imbedded in
concrete so that it would last, as one of the defendants testified, *forever.” Id. at 362, The petitioners
also argued that the cross should be allowed because the public park at issue is a “War Memorial
Park” and is fit for such a cross. Jd The supreme court agreed with the trial court’s decision that
“the secular purpose of the park dedication had no relevance to the city council’s action then under
review.” Id. “The war-memorial argument was never passed upon by the city council. The city's
action in this case was taken, and defended during the trial below, primarily as an action taken by
the city in response to the political power of the majority of the townspeople.” Id. The record,
according to the Supreme Court of Oregon, tended to show that a majority of the community
approved of the display because it reinforced their religious preference. Jd. “The principal purpose
which motivated the city council was its desire to conform to the desires of a majority of the citizens
of the community, who conscientiously believed that their preferred religious symbol was entitled
to preferential public display simply because the majority wished it so.” Jd. The majority opinion
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concludes that this is exactly the type of religious pressure the federal and Oregon constitutions are
designed to prevent, Jd. at 362-63,

Public land cannot be set apart for the permanent display of an essentially religious
symbol when the display connotes government sponsorship. The employment of
publicly owned and publicly maintained property for a highly visible display of the
character of the cross in this case necessarily permits an inference of official
endorsement of the general religious beliefs which underlie that symbol.
Accordingly, persons who do not share those beliefs may feel that their own beliefs
are stigmatized or officially deemed less worthy than those awarded the appearance
of the city's endorsement. While govemment can foster education in the history and
cultural contributions of religions generally, and can act to protect the individual's
right to his own personal expressions of religious opinion, the government has no
business placing its power, prestige, or property at the disposal of private persons or
groups either to aid or oppose any religion. Epperson v. Arkansas, 393 U.S. 97, 89
8.Ct. 266, 21 L.Ed.2d 228 (1968); School Dist. of Abington Tp., Pa. v. Schempp, 374
U.8.203,222-223, 83 8.Ct. 1560, 10 L.Ed.2d 844 (1963); Engel v. Vitale, 370 U.S.
421, 82 8.Ct. 1261, 8 L.Ed.2d 601, 86 A.L.R.2d 1285 (1962); People of State of
Hlinois ex rel. McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 U.8. 203, 68 5.Ct. 461, 92
L.Ed. 649,2 A.L.R.2d 1338 (1948).

Id. at 363. The court distinguished the facts in its casc from a situation where a religious symbol can
be placed at the grave of a deceased in a public cemetery. Id. The presence of a symbol, like a cross,
can clearly be viewed as an individual’s preference. Jd. As to the Oregon constitution specifically,
the petitioners argued that Article I, Section 5, quoted above, limits its prohibition to the use of
public funds on religious matters, and thus by implication approves tuming over public land to them,
Id at 364. “This mechanistic interpretation of the state constitution is unwarranted, While
differences between real and personal property of course have significance in a variety of legal
contexts, these differences have no constitutional substance in a religious context.” Id. The court
upheld its previous opinion affirming the trial court’s decision to require removal of the cross,
reasoning in part that “the language that is in the state constitution shows that the founders of this
state did not intend to retreat from the federal position on separation of church and state, but rather
intended to emphasize in their own words their own commitment fo the doctrine of separation.” Jd.

‘Article 1, Section 4, of the Bill of Rights of the Louisiana Constitution of 1921
provides: ‘Every person has the natural right to worship God according to the dictates
of his own conscience. No law shall be passed respecting an establishment of
religion, nor prohibifing the free exercise thereof] nor shall any preference ever be
given to, nor any discrimination made against, any church, sect or creed of religion,
or any form of religious faith or worship.’
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State ex rel. Singelmann v. Morrison, 57 So, 2d 238, 240-41 (La. Ct. App. 1952). At issue in this
case was “the removal of a statue or memorial erected on public property to St. Frances Xavier,
Mother Cabrini.” Id. at 240.% “As stated before, to deny the statue of any hero his rightful place on
public property merely because such hero has been honored by his church, whether it be Catholic,
Protestant, Jewish or otherwise, would indeed do violence to Section 4 of Article 1, Constitution of
1921 of Louisiana: “* * * nor any discrimination made against, any * * * sect or creed * * * or any
form of religious faith or worship.”” /d. at 243. The Mother Cabrini statute at issue was four feet at
its base, six feet in height, and shows her wearing clothes that she wore when providing for the poor
and ministering 1o the sick of all faiths. /d.

It is true that, at the present time, the inscription on the statue relates exclusively to
her canonization, and to the group that sponsored and paid for it, without any
reference to her public charities. While it might be more appropriate to have some
inscription of her public charities, since that justifies its erection on public property,
the absence of such inscription should hardly be the reason for its removal. The
reason for its erection, not its inscription, govems its right to rest on public property.
However, the City Ordinance provides for a suitable plaque to recite her public
benevolences and benefactions, and T am advised in due time such a plaque will be
placed thereon, as it should be.

Id. at243-44. The monument was placed without cost to the city. Id at 244. It was accepted to honor
her services in the field of child care, and for her efforts during the Yellow Fever epidemics, when
she visited the sick and established and helped maintain an orphanage in New Orleans. /d.

There is not the slightest suggestion that Mother Cabrini's canonization as a saint of
the Roman Catholic religion is being used to exploit her local charities and
benevolences as a pretext to establish a religious shrine or place of worship, or for
the propagation of the Catholic religion; or that the same could readily be used for
such purpose. To the contrary, the statue is a modest one of simple proportions,
erecled in her honor by her proud coreligionists, and accepted by a grateful city in
memoriam, all without cost or expense o the City. The monument so erected and
dedicated is not for a private or selfish interest, but serves a public purpose and is a
public benefit. Such a statue helps deepen within those who see it the consciousness
of the obligation they owe the needy and friendless, and encourages them to mould
their characters and deeds that their lives, too, may be counted a blessing,

Id. The court determined that the statute did not violate any Louisiana constitutional provision. Jd.

¢ Also at issue in this matter was a state constitutional provision regarding the use of funds, property, etc. given
to any person, private or public. This issue is not relevani to the focus of this opinion.



Other than cases such as Webb, supra, which feature a religious logo or symbol as part of
a larger design on something official like a city seal, we have not been able to find any cases that
involve inclusion of a religious symbol on a specific monument that is otherwise wholly secular,
with the exception of a recent district court case out of California. Am. Humanist Ass'n v. City of
Lake Elsinore, 2014 WL 791800 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 25, 2014). That case involved a single war
memorial that was originally designed to feature a knecling soldier leaning on his rifle at a grave,
with the tombstone being a cross. /d. at *17. The memorial also featured a flag, an eagle, and text
saying “Honoring Brave Men and Women Who By Their Sacrifice Give Life To Our Most Precious
Gift—Freedom,” as well as “Freedom Is Never Free.” Id. During public comments on the memorial,
the city of Lake Elsinore received negative feedback on the use of the cross. Jd. at *2. Multiple
members of the city government made it clear that they did not like that the criticisms were aimed
at forcing Christians to “hide” the cross or the fact that the country is a “Christian nation.” /d. Later,
a design change was proposed to add a row of additional Christian crosses and the Star of David
behind the larger cross, in an effort to make the display appear as though it was depicting an accurate
World War II soldier. /d. at *3. The memorial’s design was eventually approved. Id. at *4,

The court determined that Lemon framework applies to the California No Preference
constitutional clause, and started its analysis with that framework. Jd at *6. *When a symbc)l
generally associated with religion is mciuded as part of a largeg dlsglaz, the rclevant question is

I

‘whether the : ) .,
within the context of the 1arger scmggg” Id at *7 (empbasw addcd) The opmlon reasons that even

if the city did intend to include the symbol for a secular purpose, the court must determine whether
that neutrality was abandoned. Jd. at *8. The district court had no problem determining that the city
had a predominantly religious purpose when it examined comments made during the city council
meeting for both the original and the modified display. /d. It was also concluded that the attempt to
change the display into an historical depiction of a World War II cemetery was merely a litigation
position. Id. at *11.

Asto the effect of the monument, the court again cited to the discussions of the city officials,
but also referred to the monument itself:

The backdrop of the granite rectangle with the semi-circle top that displays the
memorial's fext and images is dark black. (Trial Ex. 5-2), Against this backdrop, a
soaring eagle and an American flag appear in a gray color on the top halfof the stone.
(1d.). The text of the memorial appears in front of the flag in white, but is somewhat
obscured by the flag. (/d ). And in bright white on the botiom half of the black stone,
the boldest and most visible elements of the display are the soldier kneeling with his

7 1t was originally intended to erect a memorial for a single soldier who died serving in Afghanistan, but the ity
decided to erect a monument for all city veterans, Jd at #1.
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gun in front of the central cross. (/d.). The two rows of additional crosses and Stars
of David are smaller, somewhat lighter in color, and in the backdrop to the left of the
central cross, and a vzsxtor.s eyes are drawn nrst 1o ﬂm sold1er and the central cross.

0 it { 529 F.3d at 1113, Here, the QTI!’Q‘iQ{ emghaga
isa Ghm;zgn gmve which may Iﬁﬁd observers to believe that Lake Elsinore is only

honoring Christian veterans. (Emphasis added)

Iel at 14. The court concluded that the memorial violated both the Establishment Clause of the First
Amendment and the No Preferences clause of the California constitution, Jd, at *15.

This case is helpful in that it is an individual symbol on a single monument that is not itself
religious in nature. However, it is dissimilar in many other ways. The memorial in Boone County
was privately donated. It does list two specific individuals in addition to the general text honoring
veterans of the Gulf War. The ichthys is far from prominent. There doesn’t seem to be any of the
language from any government officials indicating the symbol’s purpose. And it is unclear how a
small ichthys symbol will be analyzed, rather than a large, impossible-to-miss Latin cross. But we
believe that knowing how at least one court handled a somewhat similar situation is instructive.

VII.  Conelusionof Legal Discussion: The provisions of the Missouri Constitution clearly
present a higher hurdle for the keeping of the Memorial, on the courthouse property, with the Symbol
displayed on the Memorial, The biggest contextual issue, in our opinion, is the issue as to how the
language on the Memorial will be interpreted by a reasonable viewer. In our view, it will not be
interpreted as being purely a memorial to the two fallen soldiers, whose names are engraved upon
it, but as also being a memorial to all soldiers of Boone County, or even Missouri (or perhaps even
the United States and its allies in general) who served during Operation Desert Storm. The words
which appear above the engraved names of the two fallen soldiers are as follows:

“To the men who gave their lives, and the men and women who offered but, were
spared”

These words cause the Memorial be to more than just a monument for just the two deceased
soldiers, but as being a monument for the sacrifice of many other individuals, and it impossible to
assume that all of those individuals were or are Christians. The words quoted above are more than
just an epitaph honoring the sacrifice of the men whose names are on the monument — it is praise for
all of the individuals who served “but, were spared.” One asks "spared by whom?" Were they spared
by the act of God or by the Grace of Christ who is symbolized by the Symbol? Note that the
Memorial is also part of a display featuring other monuments to soldiers who served and died in past
wars. It is thus part of a larger scheme honoring soldiers across generations of American wars, The
Memorial is not, then, like the tombstone of an individual soldier. It is a monument, by its own
terms, to two men who gave their lives and “the men and women who offered but, were spared.” It
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would not be at all unreasonable, therefore, for a viewer of the Memorial to conclude, based on the
language of the Memorial in question and the presence of the fish Symbol thereon (with the
Memorial being in its place in the Boone County war memorial displays at large), that a preference
is being given by Boone County to soldiers of the Christian religion to the exclusion of the soldiers
who served while adhering to other faiths — or no faith at all. This Memorial, therefore, seems to
violate the requirement or test for "religious neutrality” which is applicable to the Establishment
Clause of the federal Constitution (sce McCreary, supra at 881), and which would likely be more
strongly enforced by or required by Missouri's even higher wall requirement for state/religion
separation.

There are reasons to believe that the precedents of the United States Supreme Court, as cited
in the ADF Letter, are not particularly helpful in resolving the issue before the Boone County
Commission. In the first place, it is noted that Missouri has, traditionally, been highly skeptical of
any use of public funds (and by implication, public property), in any manner which would
demonstrate a governmental preference for, or a governmental discrimination against any church,
sect, creed or religion, The only federal cases, decided under the FEstablishment Clause, which deal
with "passive monuments," appear to have involved the Ten Commandments. In fact, the three
opinions relied upon by ADF in the ADF Letter (Van Orden, Summum, and Mercer County) all
involve the Commandments. Tt is respectfully noted that each of the decisions in these cases, to the
effect that the display of the Ten Commandments in question did not violate the Establishment
Clause, was based upon a conclusion that the Commandments, under the circumstances, could be
found to have been exhibited in honor of the American legal tradition or standards of social conduct,
or historical traditions. See Mercer County, 432 F.3d at 640-41; Van Orden, 545 1.8, at 701
(Breyer, 1., concurring) (“In certain contexts, a display of the tablets of the Ten Commandments can
convey ... a secular moral message (about proper standards of social conduct). And in certain
contexts, a display of the tablets can also convey a historical message (about a historic relation
between those standards and the law)); and Summum, 555 U.S. at 483 (Scalia, J., concurring). The
ichthys can’t be said to have any such historical tradition or statement of societal values, aside from
whatever can be implied through its representation of Jesus Christ. In fact, it appears that the use of
this symbol has only relatively recently seen a resurgence as a sign of Christianity. See Webb v. City
of Republic, Mo., 55 F. Supp. 2d 994, 995-96 (W.D. Mo. 1999)%. Also potentially important is the
fact that there is no indication on the Memorial itself that it was donated by anyone, much less an
indication of who donated it (although the piece covering up the symbol does now state that it was
donated in 1992).

So, we are forced to the conclusion that the Constitution of both the Uniled States and
Missouri require the Memorial's removal or Symbol removing alterations.

¥ See also http://www.biblestudy.org/biblepic/christian-fish-symbolhtml (“For whatever reason, the Ichthus
or Jesus Fish’ felf out of popular use for many years until the early 1970s. It experienced a resurgence in use beginning
around 1973 and has since become a worldwide icon of the Christian faith.”)
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VIUI. Passing Thoughts. While these thoughts are not particularly "legal” thoughts, we
think that they do deserve some mention, at least in passing. The questions before the Boone County
Commission, with respect to the Memorial, are not questions of "political correctness” or "political
sensitivity." The questions, rather, are those of conformity with the law, by officials who are sworn
to uphold the Constitution of the United States and Missouri. When there is substantial cause to
believe that the law imposes a requirement on public officials, then, even if there are arguments that
such requirement is not so imposed, in our view the officials are required to proceed on the basis of
a good faith, well founded belief that the requirement exists. If there are those who disagree with
this conclusion, then those who do so disagree can seek redress in the court. Here, it seems to us
(and we respectfully conclude that):

1. The Symbol, the fish Symbol, the ichthys Symbol, is clearly, without
argument, a Christian symbol;

2. The Symbol appears on the Memorial, which does not simply provide a
memorial for the two individuals whose names appear thereon, but as a memorial or monument or
expression of gratitude to other men and women who were spared in the Desert Storm operation,
many of whom may well not have been Christian, or may have had (aiths other than Christianity, or
who may have had no faith at all;

3. The display of the Symbol on the Memorial, under these circumstances, could
reasonably be found by reasonable persons to show that Boone County demonstrates a preference
for Christianity, as opposed to other faiths or no faith at all, and the Memorial, therefore, in our view,
violates the requirement for religious neutrality imposed upon governments by the federal
Constitution, and more strongly imposed in Missouri by the Missouri Constitution.

Lestit be believed that this opinion is written by non-Christian secularists, let us abuse others
of such a belief, The individual who signs this letter, and who has reached these conclusions, is a
strong Christian, who even teaches courses in the science and art of Biblical interpretation.
However, the issues here are not those of support for, or opposition of, Christianity, but rather are
issues of support for the law. We are, in this country, constrained by the law. We must follow it.

It is our opinion and belief that under all of thesc circumstances, and taking into account all
of the arguments, and recognizing that there can be arguments against our position, the County
Commission should modify the Memorial to eliminate the ichthys Symbol (as has been done in the
past), or move the Memorial so as to remove it from the courthouse grounds. There are other ways,
better ways, to memorialize the lives of the two men, Patrick Kelly Connor, and Steven Paul Famen,
not to mention the lives of others who have their lives in the ongoing Tragi and Afghanistan
struggles.



Page 31
HAPPY TO DISCUSS

We would be happy to discuss these matters at any time in which you desire to engage in
such discussions.

Respectfully submitted:
Brown Willbrand, P.C

B if)amg.ﬁ/‘f mon, Shareh de

Exhibit A - Photo of Memorial

Exhibit B - Photo of Memorial with plague covering Symbol
Exhibit C - ADF 6/6/2015 leiter

Exhibit D - Wikipedia search results
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ALLIANCE DEFENDING

FREEDOM
FOu SRITH POR JUSTIOR.
June 26, 2015
VIA EMAIL: Commission@boonccountyimo.or
Mr, Dan Atwill
Ms. Karen Miller
Ms. fanet Thompson

Boone County Commissioners
Boone County Government Center
801 E. Walnut, Room 333
Columbia, MO 65201-7733

VIA EMAIL: cdykhonse@boonccountymo.org
M, Charles J. Dykhouse

Boone County Counselor

801 E. Walnut, Suite 211

Columbia, MO 65201

Re: Boone County, Missouri Courthouse Plaza
Operation Desert Storm Mermorial

Dear Boone County Commissioners and Mr. Dykhouse;

1 am writing on behalf of Alliance Defending Freedom (“ADF") to express our support
for and encouragement of Boone County’s display of the Operation Desert Stonm Memorial (the
“Memorial”) in the original condition as donated. Our understanding is the original memorial
contained a stylistic outline of a fish, sometimes referred to as an ichthus symbol, Itis further
our understanding that Americans United for Separation of Church and State has advised the
County that displaying the Memorial with the ichthus is a violation of the so-called “separation
of church and state.” Based upon this inaccurate advice, the County covered up the ichthus on
the Memorial, and is now considering moving the Memorial to a private site that is less visible
and less accessible to the public. Iam writing this Jetter to correct the advice that was given to
you and to offer our assistance to the County—ftree of charge—1o help craft a policy that respects
the original desipn of the Memorial. If the County adopts a policy with ADF assistance, we will
also defend the County in any legal challenge to that display with no fees or costs.

By way of introduction, ADF is a not-for-profit legal alliance of more than 2,400
attomeys and like-minded organizations defending the right of people to freely live out their
faith. ADF exists to cducate the public and the government about important constifutional rights,
particularly the freedom of religions expression. We frequently defend these important ficedoms
in the courts, and through our offices across the country, ADF has been called vpon to gssist and

“Extiain _C g
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successfully defend many public officials and legislative bodies on this and a variety of related
issues, Last year, ADF successfully represented the Town of Greece, New York before the
United States Supreme Court in a challenge to the Town’s practice of opening its legislative
sessions with a sectarian prayer. Town of Greece v. Galloway, 134 5.Ct 1811 (2014).

The U.S. Constitution does not require the removal of religicus symbols from memorials
being displayed on public property. Permanent monuments on publie property are typically
considered to be government specch, even if they are paid for and donated by private parties.’
Thus, any such monument must comply with the requirements of the First Amendment’s
Establishment Clause. In Van Orden v. Perry, the United States Supreme Court established the
standard to determine wheéther a monument displayed on public property violates the
Establishment Clause.? The monument at issue in Van Orden was a 6 foot by 3 foot memorial
depicting the Ten Commandments, along with an eagle grasping the American flag, an eye inside
of a pyramid, two small tablets with ancient script, and two Stars of David with supedimposed
Greek letters Chi and Rho, which represent Christ. The monument also contained an inscription
poting that it was paid for and presented to the people of Texas by the Fraternal Order of Eagles.
The monument was one of 17 monuments and 21 historical markers located on public property
surrounding the Texas State Capitol. The purpose of the monuments and markers was to
commemorate the “people, ideals, and events that compose Texas identity.”

The Van Orden Court held that the standard for applying the Establishment Clausctoa
passive monument is not the Lemon’ test that is applied in some other Establishment Clause
contexts. Rather, the Court’s “analysis is driven both by the nature of the monument and by our
Nation’s history.”™ The Court explained that “[t]here is an unbroken history of official
acknowledgment by all three branches of government of the role of religion in American life
from at Jeast 1789,"® The Court identified numerous other public buildings in which the Ten
Commandments are displayed, including the Capitol and the Supreme Court building itself. The
Court freely acknowledged that the Ten Commandments are religious and have religious
significance. Nevertheless, “[s}imply having religious content or promoting a message
consistent with religious doctrine docs not run afoul of the Establishment Clause”
Accordingly, the Court held that:

' Pleasant Grove City, Utah v. Summum, 129 S.Ct. 1125, 1138 (2009).

545 .8, 677, 686 (2005).

 1d. at 681, e /

4 Lemon v. Kurtzman, 403 U.S. 602, 612-613 (1971) set forth the following three part test for evaluating Establishment Clause
claims; (1) whether the challenged law or conduct has a secular purpose; (2) whether its principal or primary effect is to advance
or inhibit religion; and (3) whether it creates an excessive entanglement of government with religion.

3van Orden, 545 at 686.

“Hd.

7 1d. at 690.
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Texas has treated its Capitol grounds monuments as representing the
several strands in the State’s political and legal history. The inclusion of
the Ten Comumandments monument in this group has a dual significance,
partaking both of religion and povernment. We cannot say that Texas’
display of thxs ‘monument violates the Estabhsbment Clause of the First
Amendnient.?

Several months aftex Van Orden, the Sixth Circuit was faced with another constitutional

challenge to a Ten Commandments display in ACLU v. Mercer County, Kentucky.” Applying the
Van Orden standard, the Mercer Court first addressed the ACLU"s argument that it was offended

by the display:

Were we to focus on the perceptions of individuals, every religious display
would be "necessarily precluded so long as some passersby would
perceive a governmental endorsement thereof." Thus, we find unavailing
the ACLU's own assertions that it finds the display offensive and that the
display "diminishes [its] enjoyment of the courthouse.” Religion does not
become relevant to standing in the political community simply because a
particular viewer of a govemmental display feels uncomfortable, Our
concern is that of the reasonable person, And the ACLU, an organization
whose mission is "to ensure that . . . the government {is kept] out of the
religion business," does not embody the reasonable pegson.

The Sixth Circuit then addressed the ACLU's mistaken and repeated reference fo "the

separation of church and state”:

This extra-constitutional construct has grown tiresome. The First
Amendment does not demand a wall of separation between church and
state. Our Nation's history is replete with governmental acknowledgment
and in some cases, accommodation of religion, Thus, state reoogmtmn of
religion that falls short of endorsement is constitutionally permissible.’!

In uphbelding the constitutionality of the Ten Commandments display, the Court
concludes:

8 1d. at 691-692,
% 432 £.3d 624 (6™ Cir. 2005).
10 1} 1d. 2t 638 (internal citations omitted).
" 1d (empbasis added); see also, Smith v. Jefferson Cnty. Bd. of Sch. Comm'rs, Case No, 13-5957, at P, 14 (6® Cir. hme 11, 2015)
(reaflirming Mercer’s holding that “the First Amendment does not demand a wall of separation betwoeen church and state.”),
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We will pot presume endorsement from the mere display of the Ten
Cominandments, If the reasonable observer perceived all government
references to the Deity as endorsements, then many of our Nation's
cherished traditions would be unconstitutional, including the Declaration
of Independence and the national motto. Fortunately, the reasonable
person is not a hyper-sensitive plaintiff. Instead, he appreciates the role
religion has played in our govemmental institutions, and finds it
historically appropriate and traditionally acceptable for a stafe to include
religious influences, even in the form of sacred texts, in honoring
American legal traditions.’

Several years afler Van Orden, the Supreme Court, in Surnmum, was asked to determine
whether a city’s refusal to grant permission to a private party to erect a monument in a public
park alongside other monuments, including a Ten Commandments monument, violated such
party’s frecdom of speech.’® The Court held that the city did not violate the First Amendment
free speech rights of the Private party because the monuments constituted government speech,
not private party speech.® In its analysis, the Court addressed the question of whether a
govermmental entity necessarily adopts or embraces the message that the private party intends on
conveying when the governmental entity accepts a monument to be placed on public property
from a private party. The simple answer is no. “The meaning conveyed by a monument is
generally not a simple one . . . Even when a monurment features the written word, the monument
may beintended to be interpreted, and may in fact be interpreted by different observers, in a
vitiety of ways.” The effect of monuments that do not contain text is likely to be even more
variable. '* The Court concluded that:

Contrary to respondent’s apparent belief, it frequently is not possible to
identify a single “inessage” that is conveyed by an object or structure, and
consequently, the thoughts or sentiments expressed by a government entity
that accepts and displays such an object may be quite different from those
of either its creator or its donor. By accepting a privately donated
monument and placing it on city property, a city engages in expressive
conduct, but the intended and perceived significance of that conduct may
not coincide with the thinking of the monument's donor or creator. Indeed,
when a privately donated memeorial is funded by many small donations,
the donors themselves may differ in their interpretation of the monument's
significance. By accepting such a monument, a government entity does not

2 1d.at 640-641 (internal cifations omitted).
3 Summum, 129 S.CL at 1130,

M rd at 1138,

¥ fd.at 1135,
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necessarily endorse the specific meaning that any particular donor sees in
the monument. 16

Three important principles can be gleaned from Var Orden and Summum. First, the
placement of a monument containing religious symbols or text, even overtly religious text such
as the Ten Commandments, on public property along with other non-religious momarnents
cannot be presumed to violate the Establishment Clause. Second, the message conveyed by a
monumnent varies and the message meant 1o be conveyed by the government may differ from the
message intended to be conveyed by the private party. Third, a governmental entity does not
neeessarily endorse oy accept the message of a private party by displaying a monument from
such private party.

Applying these principles in the present matter, there is no reason to believe the
Memorial violates the Establishment Clause. The Memorial is located on the Boone County
courthouse lawn along with several other monuments honoring war veterans. As in Van Orden,
the Memorial was commissioned by private individuals, paid for by private funds, and then
donated to the County. Although I do not have a complete record surrounding the placement of
the monurnents, it appears that the monuments were placed on the courthouse lawn for the
purpose of hoporing the citizens of Boone County that have given their lives in defense of our
liberty—not for a sectadian or religious purpose. Further, the inclusion of a religious symbol on .
a memorial is entirely consistent with America’s history of acknowledging the religious beliefs
of the person for whom the memorial is erected. For example, religions symbols are replete
throughout the memorials and tombstonies in Arlington Cemetery and other military memorials
located on federal government property, Accordingly, as with the Ten Commandments
momunents in Panr Orden and Summum, the inclusion of the ichthus on the Memorial at the
Boonge County Courthouse may be entirely consistent with the Establishment Clause. Thus, I
would strongly encourage the County not to dishonor the sacrifice that Patriek Kelly Connor and
Steven Paul Farnen have made for their country by removing the Memorial from the courthouse
lawn, or censoring the Memorial through the covering up of the symbol that motivated their
sacrifice.

We would be happy to discuss with you in detail how to best ensure that the public
display of the monuments remains permissible and assist in any response to the demands placed
upon you. For the sake of brevity, we have set forth here only a short summary of the
recognized law., We can provide you with a much more detailed apalysis of the controlling law
and court opinions that may have an impact upon your courthouse display. Agam, all of our
legal services would be provided free of charge.

¥ 1d at 1136.
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Alliance Defending Freedom and its allies stand ready and willing to defend the tight to
display religious messages on public property. If we may be of assistance, please do not hesitate
to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,
/s Tyson C. Langhofer
Tyson C. Langhofer

Senior Counsel
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Ichthys

From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

The ichthys or ichthus (/ Lz}cmggglfi]), from the Greek ikhthys (ix00c, "fish"), is a symbol consisting of two
intersecting arcs, the ends of the right side extending beyond the meeting point so as to resemble the profile
of a fish. It was used by early Christians as a secret Christian symbol(? and now known colloquially as the

"sign of the fish"” or the "Jesus fish” Pl
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History
Origins

Greeks, Romans, and many other pagans used the fish symbol before Christians. In pagan beliefs, Ichthys
was the offspring of the ancient Sca goddess Atargatis, and was known in various mythic systems as
Tirgata, Aphrodite, Pelagia, or Delphine. The word also meant "womb” and "dolphin* in some tongues.
Before Christianity adopted the fish symbol, it was known by pagans as "the Great Mother”, and "womb”.
Its link to fertility, birth, and the natural force of women was acknowledged also by the Celts, as well as
pagan cultures throughout northern Ewrope. In certain non-Christian beliefs the fish also has been identified

with reincamation and the life force.[4]
Symbelic meaning

IXOYE (Ichthus) is an acronym/acrosticl®! for "Inootic Xpiotoc, @cob Yioe, Zawip”, (Iesous Christos,
Theou Yios, Sotér), which translates into English as "Jesus Christ, Son of God, Saviour".

= Jota (i) is the first letter of Iésous (Inoots), Greek for "Jesus”,
» Chi (ch) is the first letter of Christos (Xprotog), Greek for "anointed”.
= Theta (th) is the first letter of Theou (Beco®), Greek for "God's", the genitive case of Ocde, Theos,

Greek for "God". gr;u? v, D SRS
5 .
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» Upsilon (y) is the first letter of (Bjuiosl® (Yi6¢), Greek for
"Son".

= Sigma (8) is the first letter of sotér (Ewip), Greek for
"Savior”.

[YAry #
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This explanation is given among others by Augustine in his Civitate An early cil-;;ﬂm jchthys symbol,
Dei,l”! where he notes that the generating sentence  Tnootic created by combining the Greek
Xpeotog [sic] Oeob Yidg Zamip" has 27 letters, i.e. 3x3 x 3, which  ~ letters IX@YE, Ephesus.

in that age indicated power. (This suggestion is obviously spurious, :

resulting from Augustine's ignorance of Greek.) 18] Augustine quotes

also an ancient text from the Sibylline oracles!] whose verses are an acrostic of the generating sentence,

A fourth century A.D. adaptation of ichthys as a wheel contains the letters IXOYZE superimposed such that
the result resembles an eight-spoked wheel.[1¢]

Fish in the Gospels

Fish are mentioned and given symbolic meaning several times in the Gospels. Several of Jesus' twelve
Apostles were fishermen, He commissions them with the words "I will make you fishers of men".

Having resurrected, Jesus is offered some broiled fish and honeycomb in Luke 24:41-43,

At the feeding of the five thousand, a boy is brought to Jesus with "five small loaves and two fish”. The
question is asked, "But what are they, among so many?” Jesus multiplies the loaves and fish to feed the
multitude. In Matthew 13:47-50, the Parable of Drawing in the Net, Jesus compares God's decision on who
will go to heaven or to hell ("the fiery furnace™") at the end of this world to fishers sorting out their catch,
keeping the good fish and throwing the bad fish away. In John 21:11, it is related that the disciples fished
all night but caught nothing. Jesus instructed them to cast the nets on the other side of the boat, and they
drew in 153 fish, In Matthew 17:24-27, upon being asked if his Teacher pays the temple (or two-drachma)
tax, Simon Peter answers yes, Christ tells Peter to go to the water and cast a ling, saying that a coin
sufficient for both of them will be found in the fish's mouth. Peter does this and finds the coin.

The {ish is also used by Jesus to describe "the Sign of Jonah". (Matthew 12:38-45) This is symbolic of the
resurrection of Christ upon which the entire Christian faith is based. ( 1 Corinthians 15:1-58)

Early church

According to tradition, ancient Christians, during their persecution by the Roman Empire in the first few
centuries after Christ, used the fish symbol to mark meeting places and tombs, or to distinguish ftiends from
foes:

According to ong ancient story, when a Christian met a stranger in the road, the Christian
sometimes drew one arc of the simple fish outline in the dirt. If the stranger drew the other arc,
both believers knew they were in good company. Current bumper-sticker and business-card
uses of the fish hearken back to this practice.

hitps:ffen wikipedia orghwikifichthys 245
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~Christianity Today, Elesha Coffman, "Ask The Expert" 2]

There are several other hypotheses as to why the fish was chosen,
Some sources indicate that the earliest literary references came
from the recommendation of Clement of Alexandria to his readers
(Paedagogus, I, xi) to engrave their seals with the dove or fish,
However, it can be inferred from Roman monumental sources such
as the Cappella Greca and the Sacrament Chapels of the catacomb
of St. Callistus that the fish symbol was known to Christians much
carlier. Another probable explanation is that it is a reference to the
seripture in which Jesus miraculously feeds 5,000 people with fish
and bread (Matthew 14:15-21, Mark 6:30-44, Luke 9:12-17, and
John 6:4-13). The ichthys may also relate to Jesus or his disciples

Funerary stele with the inscription ~ as "fishers of men" (e.g., Mark 1:17).11J Tertullian, in his treatise
IXOYC ZONTON ("fish of the " On Baptism, makes a pun on the word, writing that "we, little
living"), early 3rd century, National fishes, after the example of our IX@YZX Jesus Christ, are born in
Roman Museum water."[2] Still another explanation could be the reference to the

sign of Jonah. Just like he was in the belly of a big fish, so Christ
was crucified, entombed for three days, and then rose from the
dead.

Revival and adaptations of the symbol

Popular culture

The "Jesus Fish” was rebirthed in the early 1970s to become an icon of modemn Christianity recognized
around the world. It was caused through a chain of circumstances. First the Vietnam War caused distrust
and peaceful rebellion within the younger generations of Americans and Australians. In 1973 they brought
the symbol and message to the Aquarius Rock Festival in Nimbin, Australia. From there it became a
household symbol around the world. Today, it can be seen as a decal or emblem on the rear of automobiles
or as pendants or necklaces as a sign that the owner is a Christian. It is incorporated into business logos or
in business advertisements and listings in telephone books. It is also seen on clothing. Versions of this

include an Ichthys with "Jesus” or "IX@YZE" in the center, or simply the Ichthys outline by itself.[13]
Mausic festival

Ichthus Music Festival is an annual large outdoor Christian music festival held every year in mid-June in
the town of Wilmore, Kentucky.

See also

= Tchthus Christian Fellowship

» ChiRho and Labarum

= Awareness ribbon

» Variations of the ichthys symbol

Hitps:fferwikipedia.orghwikifchthys X5
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CERTIFIED COPY OF ORDER

STATE OF MISSOURI August Session of the July Adjourned Term. 20 15
ea
County of Boone

In the County Commission of said county, on the 11th day of August 20 15

the following, among other proceedings, were had, viz:

Now on this day the County Commission of the County of Boone does hereby adopt the attached

policy relating to the acceptance of monuments and/or displays for the Boone County Courthouse
plaza and grounds.

Done this 11th day of August, 2015

Premdlng Commlssmner

ATTEST: ’ .
w J - [>\ AL /% /%’}? e
.,@w»gzg P “Karen M. Miller
Wendy S/Noren Dlstrlct I (,omrmssloner
Clerk of {he County Commission ¢
anQ{ M. Thompson
District Il Commissioner




BOONE COUNTY MONUMENTS/DISPLAYS POLICY

When considering the acceptance of donated monuments or displays for the Courthouse
Plaza and the courthouse grounds, the County Commission of the County of Boone Shall

consider all relevant factors, including but not limited to, the following:

1. Appropriateness of size, type, and character of the donated monument for the
courthouse plaza property in light of existing monuments or displays, sidewalks,
space limitations, desire for open or green space, and other public uses of the
property.

2. Any safety concerns the proposed monument or display may create as any sort of
hazard, attractive nuisance, or other safety concern to the members of the public using
the property and/or county staff in maintaining the property.

3. The nature of the monument as a secular display that contains no religious symbols or
messages and does not endorse any political cause, issue, or event.

4. Anticipated maintenance costs of the monument or display and availability of
donations to absorb those on-going, anticipated costs.

5. Contribution of proposed monument or display as a memorialization of Boone
County’s history.

6. Contribution of the proposed monument or display as community art.

All donated monuments or displays shall become the property of Boone County, Missouri,

and can be relocated or removed in the sole discretion of the County Commission.



