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AGENDA
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI
MONDAY, OCTOBER 7, 2013
7:00 PM

ROLL CALL

Mr. Michael Barton

Mr. James Faron

Mr. Ken Howard

Mr. Tim Madden

Mr. Charles Pullium

Mr. Gene Rovak

Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney

Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development
Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner

Ms. Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary

Pursuant to Section 610.022 RSMO, the Planning and Zoning Commission could, at any time during
the meeting, vote to close the public meeting and move to closed session to discuss matters relating to
litigation, legal actions and/or communications from the City Attorney as provided under Section
610.021(1) RSMo. and/or personnel matters under Section 610.021(13) RSMo. and/or employee matters
under Section 610.021(3) RSMo. and/or real estate matters under Section 610.021(2) or other matters as
permitted by Chapter 610.

Reports, documents, plans, and related materials are available for examination at the Creve Coeur
Government Center, 300 North New Ballas Road, prior to the meeting.

Special disabled service may be arranged by contacting the Office of the City Administrator in
advance.

ADDITIONS TO - ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Draft Minutes from the meeting of September 16, 2013

PUBLIC COMMENT

An opportunity for members of the public to address the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding
issues or concerns not already on the agenda for this meeting. Those wishing to speak will be asked
to limit comments to three minutes and to complete a speaker card.




PLANNING AND ZONING COMISSION - AGENDA

5.

6.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Monday, October 7, 2013

A. Application #13-003: Request for Boundary Adjustment and Rezoning of 5.26 Acres to
“CB” Core Business District, and a Conditional Use Permit for “The Vanguard of at Creve

Coeur” Multi-Family Residential Development.

Applicant/Agent: David Braswell
Covington Realty Partners
135 N. Meramec Ave, Suite 500
St. Louis, MO 63105

Property Owner: Dr. Kent Branson
Pavilion Office Park, LLC.
11630 Studt Avenue
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

B. PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUANCE REQUESTED

Application #13-019: Request for Site Concept and Site Development Plan Approval of a

25,490 sq. ft. Retail Grocery Store, The Fresh Market

Applicant/Agent: Megan Ridgeway
Arcturis
720 Olive Street Suite 200
St. Louis, MO 63101

Property Owner: CP North I, LLC
6 City Place Drive
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

C. PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUANCE REQUESTED

Application #13-018: Request for approval of an amendment to the City Place Master Sign

Plan to include new tenant signs.

Applicant/Agent: Megan Ridgeway
Arcturis
720 Olive Street Suite 200
St. Louis, MO 63101

Property Owner: CP North I, LLC
6 City Place Drive
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

NEW BUSINESS

A. Golf Course Detention Pond Project

The dam and part of the adjacent channel has failed at the south end of the detention ponds at the
Creve Coeur Golf Course. City staff will present the concept design that has been developed for



PLANNING AND ZONING COMISSION - AGENDA Monday, October 7, 2013

the repair and that has been received the positive recommendation by the City's Parks and
Recreation Committee and the City's Stormwater Committee.

City Representatives: Matt Wohlberg, City Engineer
Kirsten Barnes, Director of Parks and Recreation

7. WORK AGENDA

8. OTHER BUSINESS

A. Planning Division Report
B. City Attorney Report

9. ADJOURNMENT

Posted:

Julie Lowery
Planning Division Assistant
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A public hearing and regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve
Coeur, Missouri was held on Monday, September 16, 2013, at the Creve Coeur Government Center,
300 North New Ballas Road. Chair Tim Madden called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Mr. Tim Madden, Chair
Dr. Michael Barton
Mr. James Faron
Mr. Ken Howard
Mr. Charles Pullium
Mr. Gene Rovak

OTHERS PRESENT: Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney
Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development
Ms. Whitney Kelly, AICP, City Planner
Ms. Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary

2. ADDITIONS TO - ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA

Mr. Howard moved approval of the agenda, which carried unanimously.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Mr. Gene Rovak moved approval of the draft minutes. Mr. Howard seconded the motion which
carried unanimously.

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

None

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

A. Application #13-003: Request for Boundary Adjustment and Rezoning of 5.26 Acres to
“CB” Core Business District, and a Conditional Use Permit for “The Vanguard at Creve
Coeur” Multi-Family Residential Development.

Applicant/Agent: David Braswell
Covington Realty Partners
135 N. Meramec Avenue, Suite 500
St. Louis, MO 63105
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Property Owner: Dr. Kent Branson
Pavilion Office Park, LLC
11630 Studt Avenue
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Mr. Braswell went over some of the changes which included elevations and garage exposure,
and explained the cross-sections. Mr. Braswell used drawings to show these changes. Mr.
Braswell stated he met with some residents at the Carriage House and they are concerned with
losing trees on the proposed project site. Mr. Braswell said he thinks he and the residents will
be able to work towards a common landscape plan. Chair Madden asked Mr. Braswell to
clarify if the residents wanted to work on a common landscape plan, and Mr. Braswell stated
he believed they did. Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development, asked Mr.
Braswell to explain what kind of materials would be used on the exterior of the building. Mr.
Braswell showed drawings and stated he would be using brick at the base, the lighter colors in
the drawing will be stucco, and the green color is cement board material. Mr. Faron asked
what type of material was being used at the top of the building and Mr. Braswell said it is a
parapet with a metal cap.

Mr. Langdon pointed out a couple of issues with the idea of turning the building to face Old
Olive Boulevard by showing a drawing. Mr. Langdon pointed out the cell tower in the middle
of the parking lot to the west and explained the issues with it, stating it is very expensive to
move and technically difficult. Mr. Langdon said that turning the apartment building also
raises issues for the office building owner, in that their parking lot becomes a tiered parking
system rather than being a continuous smooth slope from upper to lower, which can be done
but is not the owner’s preference. Mr. Langdon also said this approach still results in trees
being cut and does not provide the aesthetic appeal of the proposed building.

Dr. Barton asked to see the boundary adjustment details. Mr. Langdon showed the
Commission an illustration and explained the boundary adjustment and stated the remaining
parking is enough for the office building.

Ms. Linda Rezny, 104 Graeser Acres, spoke in opposition of the project and said she thinks
the building is too big.

Ms. Elizabeth Link, 920 Guelbreth, Unit 106, spoke in opposition of the project. Ms. Link
said that a 4-story apartment complex is too big, that not enough consideration has been given
to traffic concerns, that she is concerned with adversely affecting property values, and that the
screening is not efficient.

Ms. Andranqui Scott, 942 Guelbreth, spoke in opposition of the project. Ms. Scott stated she
was concerned with her property losing value because of the project.

Ms. Aris Woodham, 942 Guelbreth, Unit 303, spoke in opposition of the project. Ms.
Woodham said she is afraid her property value will be lost.

Ms. Jin Yi Norris, 942 Guelbreth, Unit 312, spoke in opposition of the project.

Mr. David Caldwell, 257 Brooktrail Court, spoke in opposition of the project. Mr. Caldwell
said he is concerned with the precedent this project will set for other properties.
2
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Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney, asked Mr. Braswell for the status of the easements between
the parcels 1 and 2 relative to the flow of traffic and shared parking. Mr. Braswell said they
have been prepared but not executed until they close. Mr. Lumley said he would like to add a
condition that they are submitted for his review to ensure they are suitable, if approved.

Mr. Faron asked Mr. Braswell to address the public comment.

Mr. Braswell said he already moved the building but could look at moving it 3-4 more feet.
Mr. Braswell stated he does not believe the neighbors will lose property value and a traffic
study has been completed and the impact of traffic is minimal.

Mr. Pullium asked the applicant if a section of units could be moved at the south end. Mr.
Braswell said he was not sure of the economic impact, but he is willing to take a look at it.
Mr. Faron asked, if he lost units at the south end, could he add them at the north end. Mr.
Braswell said he thinks that would work.

Mr. Faron motioned to table application #13-003 for the four-story, 174 unit residential
development at 10360 Old Olive Street Road, referred to as The Vanguard at Creve Coeur
project to allow the applicant to investigate further solutions to the issues indentified by the
Planning Commission in our deliberations on September 16, 2013. Mr. Pullium seconded the
motion with the resultant vote as follows:

Mr. Pullium — aye Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Howard — aye Chair - aye

B. APPLICATION WITHDRAWN
Application #13-014: Approval of a conditional use permit for Dynasty Day Care located
at 9974 Old Olive Street Road.
Applicant/Agent: Jonathan Parker
Dynasty Day Care
P.O. Box 1934
Maryland Heights, MO 63043

C. CONTINUANCE REQUESTED

Application #13-018: Request for approval of an amendment to the City Place Master
Sign Plan to include new tenant signs. Also, Application #13-019: Request for Site
Concept and Site Development Plan Approval of a 25,490 sqg. ft. Retail Grocery Store,
The Fresh Market
Applicant/Agent: Megan Ridgeway

Arcturis

720 Olive Street, Suite 200

St. Louis, MO 63101

Property Owner: CP North I, LLC
6 CityPlace Drive
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

3



P&Z Minutes — September 16, 2013

Mr. Faron motioned to continue Application #13-018 and #13-019 to October 7, 2013. Mr.
Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows:

Mr. Faron — aye Mr. Howard — aye Mr. Pullium — aye
Mr. Rovak — aye Dr. Barton — aye Chair - aye

6. NEW BUSINESS

A. PUBLIC HEARING
Application #13-030: Request for an amendment to the conditional use permit for Creve
Coeur Racquet Club, located at 12691 Conway Road
Applicant/Agent. Dan Apted
Creve Coeur Racquet Club
12691 Conway Road
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Applicant’s Richard Randall
Representative: Pace Properties

200 N. Taylor

St. Louis, MO 63122

Mr. Richard Randall, 200 N. Taylor Road, said the Creve Coeur Racquet Club is trying to bring
platform tennis to this facility. Mr. Randall explained what platform tennis is, stated it is a
winter sport, and in the summer the courts would be used for junior tennis. Mr. Randall
showed an aerial photo and showed where the courts are being proposed. Mr. Randall gave a
little background stating they used to have platform courts in the 1970s and 1980s, however,
they were poorly built and the surface material used at the time was plastic and it did not work.
In addition to the material not working, Mr. Randall said the courts were located on the
property where there was little visibility. This time around, Mr. Randall said they would like
the courts to be in the middle of the property where more people would see them and use them.
Mr. Randall stated there is currently a waiting list for the platform tennis league. Mr. Randall
explained the courts are lighted, but it is a focused light with shields to prevent the lights from
shining off-site and they would not affect the neighbors. Mr. Randall showed a picture of
platform courts and said the courts are raised two to three feet up on the platform with screens
that are 12 feet high surrounding the courts.

Mr. Dan Apted, 12691 Conway Road, said the country club is situated on 15 acres of land and
that it has been in business since 1968. Mr. Apted stated the club currently has 1,400 members
and most are 4™ generation. Mr. Apted said the proposal includes two courts in the middle of
the property and three trees will have to come down to build them. Mr. Apted explained one of
the trees has to come down anyway due to roots growing under the existing tennis courts and
causing damage to their surfaces. Mr. Apted said they plan on planting more trees and he is
aware lights are a concern from neighbors. Mr. Apted explained that platform tennis is a social
sport and the intent is to bring families out to play.

Mr. Pullium said he was glad to see improvement to the club, however, he wants to know why
the courts are being proposed where there are three very mature trees and not moved over 100
feet to the east where it is more open. Mr. Apted said if they were moved to the east they end

up in area that is used as a greenspace and playground area for children. Also, Mr. Apted
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believes, if they are moved to the east, the lighting boundaries are closer to the neighboring
rooftops.

Dr. Barton asked if the members of the club were polled about preserving trees. Mr. Apted said
he received positive reports from a small panel of members.

Ms. Laura Shapiro, 12631 Conway Club Court, spoke in opposition of the project, stating she is
concerned with lights and noise.

Mr. James Steger, 12632 Conway Club Court, wanted to know if there were time restrictions
on the lighting over the courts.

Mr. David Lanson, 12644 Conway Downs Drive, spoke in opposition of the project, stating he
was concerned with noise and traffic on the gravel road behind the club.

Mr. John Hudgins, 12643 Conway Downs Drive, spoke in opposition of the project, stating he
was concerned with noise and the lighting on the courts, in addition to additional traffic on the
gravel road behind the club.

Mr. Art Silverman, 12619 Conway Club Court, spoke in opposition of the project stating he
was concerned with the proximity of the courts to his house, concerned with the noise and
lights, and restrictions on hours of courts.

Mr. Apted responded to the public comment, stating they are always trying to be mindful of
their neighbors, and he does not believe the lights will affect any of the neighboring properties.
In regards to a time restriction, Mr. Apted said he was willing to sit and talk with the neighbors
to come up with a mutual agreement. Mr. Apted said they do not plan on using the courts for
anything other than platform tennis and instructing children in the summer. The courts will be
located in the center of the club property; Mr. Apted stated that is 100 feet or more from any
neighboring properties. Lastly, Mr. Apted said the traffic on the gravel road in the back of the
club is for employee usage and trash removal and that the platform courts would not impact this
function at all.

Mr. Faron asked if there could be more buffering from the lights on the east side. Mr. Apted
said he does not have a problem with bringing in more trees, but there is a berm on the east
side.

Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said the original conditional use permit was issued in 1967.
Ms. Kelly stated the main concern from the public is lighting and noise and the applicant has
submitted a photometric plan showing no light spillage beyond their boundary. However, if
there was lighting issues and the City would get a call that there is a violation; the City would
issue a violation notice to correct, to become compliant with the approval of the conditional use
permit. Regarding the noise, Ms. Kelly said that it is not part of the application and if there is a
noise violation the residents are welcome to contact the police department as a disturbance of
the peace. Ms. Kelly said one condition of approval was to add evergreen trees to provide
additional screening of the lighting and the noise factor in the winter.

There being no further comments, City Attorney, Mr. Carl Lumley, presented the exhibits for
the record and the public hearing was closed.

5
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(This ends the Public Hearing; see verbatim transcript for further information)

Mr. Pullium motioned to recommend approval of an amendment to the conditional use permit

for Creve Coeur Racquet Club to include two new platform courts as presented to the Planning
and Zoning Commission, subject to the conditions contained in the staff report for the meeting
of September 16, 2013, minus the last condition of protecting the existing large tree nearest to

the clubhouse. Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows:

Mr. Pullium — aye Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Howard — aye Chair - aye
B. Application #13-032: Approval for the final plat and subdivision sign for the Villas on
Mosley
Applicant/Agent: Richard Norvell

Volz Inc.
10849 Indian Head Industrial Boulevard
St. Louis, MO 63132

Property Owner: Benton Homebuilders, Inc.
1000 Executive Parkway
St. Louis, MO 63141

Mr. William Levinson, 1000 Executive Parkway, presenting the final plat for the Villas on
Mosley, said the final plat substantially conforms to the preliminary plat. Mr. Levinson said
this is just a procedural step in the process to developing this property. Mr. Levinson said, in
addition to this request, he is also seeking approval of an entrance monument. Mr. Levinson
said the monument will conform to a previously shown drawing, it is 15 feet wide, made of
stone masonry, black metal lettering, 6 feet high on one side, and 4 foot high on the other.

Mr. Faron motioned to recommend approval of the final subdivision plat for the Villas on
Mosley Subdivision with the condition listed in the staff memo, dated September 13, 2013.
Mr. Rovak seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows:

Mr. Howard — nay Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Pullium — aye Chair — aye

Mr. Faron motioned to approve the residential development sign as presented to the Planning
and Zoning Commission per the condition listed in the Staff Report on Application #13-039,
dated September 16, 2013. Mr. Rovak seconded the motion with the resultant vote as

follows:
Mr. Howard — nay Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Pullium — aye Chair — aye

C. Application #13-035: Approval of a minor site development plan for Willowbrook
Shopping Center.
Applicant/Agent: David Dial
David W. Dial Architects P.C.

6
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14364 Manchester Road
Manchester, MO 63011

Property Owner: Geraldine Deutsch Trust
C/O Gregory L. Goltermann Trustee
10900 Manchester Road, Suite 100
St. Louis, MO 63122

Mr. David Dial, 14364 Manchester Road, said the proposal for the Willowbrook Shopping
Center included a new facade on the front of the building with a canopy, reducing the asphalt,
adding landscape, new lighting on the building and parking lot, and repaving the parking lot.
Mr. Dial said he was in agreement with the conditions in the staff report.

Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said the landscape is being increased on the site. Ms. Kelly
also said if the Commission wishes to add the condition of adding a sidewalk easement, like
prior projects, that would need to be added in the motion.

Mr. Rovak motioned to approve the site development plan and elevations for the renovation
of the Willowbrook Shopping Center building located at 10451 Olive Boulevard as presented
to the Planning and Zoning Commission, subject to the conditions contained in the staff report
for the meeting of September 16, 2013. Mr. Faron seconded the motion with the resultant vote
as follows:

Mr. Howard — aye Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Pullium — aye Chair — aye

. PUBLIC HEARING
Application #13-037: Request for approval of a Master Sign Plan for Whitfield School,
located at 175 S. Mason Road.
Applicant/Agent. Dave Lauer
Whitfield School
175 S. Mason Road
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Applicant’s Andy Seabacher

Representative: M+H Architects, Inc.
2165 Schuetz Road
St. Louis, MO 63146

Mr. Andy Seabacher, 2165 Schuetz Road, said the Master Sign Plan is to provide building
identification, directional, and informational signs on the campus that will be complimentary
to the existing conditions, consistent in design, and in compliance with the city ordinance. Mr.
Seabacher said the Master Sign Plan proposal includes the existing monument sign, post and
panel directional signs, light pole banner signs, scoreboard signs, and building signage facing
Ladue Road.

Mr. Rovak asked if the signs had a theme. Mr. Seabacher said yes, the school colors of green
and white.

11
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Mr. Faron asked if the building sign facing Ladue Road would stay lit all the time. Mr.
Seabacher said it would not be lit during the day, but yes at night it would be.

Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said she had nothing further to add.

There being no further comments, City Attorney, Mr. Carl Lumley, presented the exhibits for
the record and the public hearing was closed.

(This ends the Public Hearing; see verbatim transcript for further information)

Mr. Howard motioned to recommend approval of the master signage plan for the Whitfield
School, subject to the conditions contained in the draft ordinance attached to the staff report
for the meeting of September 16, 2013. Mr. Faron seconded the motion with the resultant vote
as follows:

Dr. Barton asked Ms. Kelly for a refresher on temporary banner restrictions, and Ms. Kelly
said currently temporary banners are not allowed as a permitted sign in the code; however this
is a special approval through the Master Sign Plan. Some examples include: Mercy Hospital,
Barnes West Hospital, and Kings Landing.

Mr. Pullium — aye Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Howard — aye Chair — aye

. Application #13-038: Request for the approval of the preliminary plat for the minor
subdivision of 536 N. Mosley Road.
Applicant/ William Levinson
Property Owner: Benton Homebuilders, Inc.
1000 Executive Parkway, Suite 106
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Mr. William Levinson, 1000 Executive Parkway, said the proposal includes 4.91 acres off of
Mosley Road. Mr. Levinson explained there are 4, 1-acre lots and showed the landscape plan,
as well as explained the tree preservation plan. Mr. Levinson said he sought out MSD
comments and he explained the detention plan. Mr. Levinson spoke with neighbors and
Council representatives for this ward and received positive feedback.

Chair Madden asked if the applicant was in agreement with the sidewalk along Mosley Road,
and Mr. Levinson said they are good with it right now, but he would like to discuss it again at
final plat review.

Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said the application meets with the minimum district
requirements for the “A” single-family residential district. Ms. Kelly said a condition that
needs to be included with the final plat is a dedication for the street to be given to the city.

Mr. Faron motioned to recommend approval of the preliminary plat with the conditions
outlined in the staff report for the minor subdivision of Mosley Grove, at 536 N. Mosley Road

as shown in the Preliminary Plat, dated June 25, 2013, with the added condition of dedication
of the street to the city. Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows:

8
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Mr. Pullium — aye Mr. Rovak — aye Mr. Faron — aye
Dr. Barton — aye Mr. Howard — aye Chair - aye
WORK AGENDA
None

OTHER BUSINESS

A. Planning Division Report

Mr. Langdon stated that, at the next meeting, Fresh Market and CityPlace master sign plan will
be returning, as will The Vanguard if they are able to get something together. Mr. Langdon
said on October 21 there will be a chance to look at the cost requirements to fix the broken
levee at the golf course, the PRD text amendment applicant will be returning with his site
development plan, there will be an application for a sports court fence, and there is a text
amendment for FAR.

Mr. Langdon also shared an education opportunity from UMSL, for a chancellor’s certificate
in Planning and Zoning.

B. City Attorney Report
None

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business to come before the Planning and Zoning Commission, upon
motion being made and duly seconded, the meeting was adjourned at 9:27 p.m.

Timothy Madden, Chair

Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary
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APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
#13-003 FOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT AND REZONING OF 5.26 ACRES
TO “CB” CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

FOR “THE VANGUARD OF AT CREVE COEUR” MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

FOR THE MEETING OF: October 7, 2013

LOCATION: 10360 And 10420 Old Olive Street Road
REQUEST: Approval for the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420

Key Issues:

Does the request further the
goals and/or implement the
Comprehensive Plan?

Does the request meet with the
minimum standards of the
proposed “CB” Core Business
District?

Does the site development plan
follow the Design Guidelines?

Old Olive Street Road, rezoning of the 5.26 acres from “GC” General
Commercial District to “CB” Core Business District, and for a Conditional Use
Permit for the development of a 174 unit multi-family residential community
located on the eastern parcel at 10360 Old Olive Street Road. The proposed
density is 48.33 units per acre. The existing office building at 10420 Old Olive
Street Road will remain.

Comp. Plan References

Commerce Center Action Area
Design Guidelines
Pedestrian Plan

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The City of Creve Coeur’s Zoning Ordinance
Section 405.370(C)(n) states that multi-family dwellings for owner or rental
occupancy of more than twenty (20) dwelling units per net acre requires a
conditional use permit. City Council makes the final decision on all rezoning and
conditional use permits. The “GC” General Commercial District does not permit
residential uses. The Carriage House Condominium property to the east is zoned
“AR” Attached Single Family Residential. Two variances for above-ground
parking and the setback from Olive Boulevard were granted by the Board of
Adjustment on May 16, 2013. This report is an update to the reports provided for
the meetings of August 5 and September 16, 2013 and should be read in concert
with those reports.

PROPERTY
OWNER:

David Braswell Dr.
Covington Realty Partners

135 N. Meramec Ave, Suite 500

APPLICANT:

Zoning Code References

Section 405.290: “AR”
Attached Single-Family
Residential District

Section 405.360: “GC” General
Commercial

Section 405.370: “CB” Core
Business District

Section 405.470: Conditional
Uses

Section 405.1040: Board of
Adjustment

Section 405.1060: Zoning
Changes And Text
Amendments

Kent Branson

Pavilion Office Park, LLC.
11630 Studt Avenue
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

St. Louis, MO 63105

"B =
SOUTH ELEVATION @\ _—7NORTH ELEVATION
REPORT PREPARED BY:
o (cle oz
=
Date

ATTACHMENTS: Applicant’s revised elevations and site plans.
Petition against project
Draft ordinance.

Paul Langdon, Cow Development Director
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application: #13-003: 10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
October 7, 2013 Page 2

PROJECT UPDATE

On August 5, 2013, the Planning Commission further reviewed this application and received additional
comments from the public. Most of the public comment concerned the appearance of the complex from
the Carriage House condominiums. The applicant reviewed plans with the Commission, but there was
concern among the members that they did not fully appreciate the character of the space that would be
created between the three-story Carriage House and the three and four story Vanguard Apartments. As a
result, the Commission voted to continue the discussion to September 3rdto allow the applicant time to
prepare cross-section drawings that included both complexes. Those illustrations took longer to prepare
than expected and so their presentation was further delayed until September 16w. On the 16", the
Planning Commission voiced concerns regarding the long, flat face of the building facing the Carriage
House condominiums and the narrowness of the side setback near the south end of the project. The
applicant indicated that further changes could be examined and, in response, the Commission voted to
continue the application to October 7" to allow time for possible design changes.

As a reminder to the Commission, the City Council approved a text amendment on August 26w to the
Core Business (CB) district to allow residential projects to follow the standard CB setbacks and height
limitations. As a result, the applicant’s plans will not have to change to provide larger setbacks and lower
building heights unless specifically required to do so through approval conditions of the conditional use
permit and site development plan.

DESIGN REVISIONS
The applicant’s cross sections are attached to this report and reveal a couple of key considerations:

The applicant has further revised the building and the updated elevations and site plans are attached to

this report. Of particular note are:

e The new building design utilizes a staggered floor plan that is as low as two stories in the area nearest
the condominiums but rises back to three stories to continue concealing the majority of the parking
garage. To compensate for some of the lost rentable units, and as suggested in the September 16"
staff report, the southwest corner now drops one level into the hillside, bringing the lowest level units
even with the lowest level of the adjacent office building. Aside from helping the applicant preserve
the yield of the project, it also creates a more attractive south elevation that will be visible from Olive
Boulevard. Further, the relocation of the third floor units from the east elevation has exposed the
second floor roof surface that is now available as an additional patio area. These changes introduce
more human-scale activity to the building and generally increase its overall conformance with the
design guidelines by creating a public space, introducing more character into the shape of the building
and allowing the development to better follow the natural contours of the site.

e Some additional reshaping of the building footprint has resulted in a wider east-side setback along the
south half of the building that is now 18 feet wide where it had been 10 feet before. With the
additional space, the applicant has also proposed a revised landscape buffer plan for the east setback
area. The buffer includes an almost-continuous row of trees with an elaborate understory of mixed
shrubs. Visually, this will obscure much of the east elevation from the Carriage House
condominiums and represents a significant improvement over the prior landscape plan.

{3 B0 gp0 THER

EBCALE 17 =40

@ Buffer Landscape Plan



Planning and Zoning Commission Application: #13-003: 10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
October 7, 2013 Page 3

One unresolved issue is the landscape between the new lower level apartments and the adjacent office
building. Since privacy issues will be key in this narrow location, a combination of planted and built
elements may be necessary. If the applicant is able to present an acceptable plan for this area at the
October 7™ meeting, the Commission will need to approve a motion to include the plan in the draft
ordinance. If an acceptable plan is not presented, the Commission should vote to continue the discussion
to the October 21° meeting.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTED ACTION

The proposal still represents a substantial change for this site that challenges the current zoning
arrangement and raises questions about the outcomes intended by the Comprehensive Plan. Staff believe
that the Comprehensive Plan envisioned substantial changes for this area, that this area is still in need of
substantial changes to reverse the slow decline of the area, and that this project represents such a change.
As discussed in a prior staff report, this area is intended to be a center of activity (hence the “Commerce
Center” title in the Comprehensive Plan), not a sleepy corner that is largely ignored.

If built, the project will result in a four-story residential development, at a greater density than previously
built in the area, between a three story office building and two, three-story condominium developments; a
pattern that is clearly more “Core Business” in nature than “General Commercial.” The revised design
appears to meet the design guidelines to a higher degree and the landscape regulations are met.

If, after viewing the revised building design and site plans, the members of the Planning Commission
believe that the project still is not appropriately sized or positioned, then the item should be continued to
allow the applicant to consider their option. If, however, the Commission Members find that the project
meets with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, that the rezoning of the properties to “CB” District is an
appropriate implementation of the Comprehensive Plan goals and provides opportunity for appropriate
redevelopment, and that the proposed project and site plan meet all of the standards for approval of the
requested conditional use permit, then a recommendation to the City Council on the attached draft
ordinance is in order. The rezoning and conditional use permit, and the associated site development plan,
are accommodated in one ordinance and can be disposed in one vote. Action on the boundary adjustment
constitutes a final decision by the Commission and, therefore, requires its own motion and vote. It should
be pointed out that action on the boundary adjustment, as a matter of process, should be prior to acting on
the project itself. If the members of the Commission are not comfortable acting on the project as a whole,
the boundary adjustment should not be approved at this time either.

EXAMPLE MOTIONS
The following is an example motion for the boundary adjustment portion of this application:

“I move to approve the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff report on Application #13-003 for the meeting of August 20, 2012, subject
to the condition that a final boundary adjustment drawing be prepared for signature prior to
recording..” (Other conditions may be added, eliminated, altered, and modified by prior motion).

The following is an example motion for the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan
portions of this application:

“l move to approve the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan for the
development of the Vanguard Apartments at 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff reports on application #13-003, subject to the conditions contained in the
draft ordinance attached to the staff report for the meeting of October 7, 2013.” (Conditions may
be added, eliminated, or modified by preceding motion).
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If the Planning and Zoning Commission believes that a recommendation should be held until an
undetermined future date, the following is an example motion for tabling the application:

“l move to continue application #13-003 for the four-story, 174 unit residential development at
10360 Old Olive Street Road, referred to as The Vanguard at Creve Coeur project to allow the
applicant to investigate further solutions to the issues identified by the Planning Commission in
our deliberations on October 7, 2013.”

Note that the Commission may choose to table the discussion if a specific meeting date cannot be
immediately determined.

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.
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APPENDIX 3: AERIAL MAP
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APPENDIX 4: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo Date: March 7, 2013

Description: View of the
existing buildings on the
subject properties from
the northeast corner of
10360 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing vacant church
looking northeast from
the south parking lot of
10420 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominiums from the
northeast corner of the
subject property
boundary.
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Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominium south
building from the south
parking lot of 10420 Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking northeast at the
commercial development
across Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing office structure
that will remain on 10420
Old Olive Street Road.
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Description: View of the
existing office
development looking
northwest across Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking west along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northeast corner of the
subject properties.

Description: View
looking east along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northwest corner of
the subject properties,
Lou Fusz Service Center
on the left and the
Carriage House
Condominium north
buildings on the right.
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BILL NO. ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF
CREVE COEUR TO REZONE LAND FROM GC (GENERAL COMMERCIAL)
DISTRICT TO CB (CORE BUSINESS) AND APPROVING A CONDITIONAL

USE PERMIT FOR A MULTI-FAMILY DEVELOPMENT EXCEEDING 20

DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE ON THE PROPERTY ADDRESSED AS 10360

AND 10420 OLD OLIVE STREET ROAD.

WHEREAS, an application was made by David Braswell, of Covington Realty Partners to
rezone 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road from GC (General Commercial) to CB (Core
Business) zoning district, and to approve a conditional use permit for a multi-family development
exceeding 20 dwelling units per acre for an apartment complex known as the The Vanguard at
Creve Coeur; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with Section 405.1080 of the Zoning Ordinance, the applicant has
submitted a site development plan for the subject properties, addressed as 10360 and 10420
Old Olive Street Road, to the Division of Planning; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held by the Creve Coeur Planning and Zoning Commission on
Monday, April 1%, 2013, beginning at 7:00 p.m. or immediately following the close of the
previous public hearing, on said application; and

WHEREAS, notice of said public hearing had been previously published at least 15 days prior to
the hearing, in the St. Louis Countian, a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Creve
Coeur and otherwise posted and published in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the City of Creve Coeur Board of Adjustment granted variances on May 16, 2013
allowing all of the parking above ground and the setback from Olive Boulevard to exceed 80
feet; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and, by a vote,
recommended approval of the rezoning and conditional use permit, subject to conditions, at its
meeting on October 7, 2013; and

WHEREAS, all parties desiring to be heard, either for or against said application, were given an
opportunity to be heard, and a copy of the proposed ordinance has been made available for
public inspection prior to its consideration by the Council; and this Bill having been read by title
in open meeting two times before final passage by the City Council, and

WHEREAS, the City Council being fully informed finds that rezoning the property would be in
harmony with and bear a substantial relation to the public welfare, health, safety, comfort and
convenience of the citizens of the City of Creve Coeur and in the public interest and in good
Zoning practice; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the application and evidence presented clearly indicate
that the proposed conditional use, when subject to certain conditions set forth herein:

1. Will contribute to and promote the community welfare and convenience at the specific
location.
2. Will not cause substantial injury to the value of neighboring property.
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3. Meets the applicable provisions of the City's Comprehensive Plan and any applicable
neighborhood or sector plans and complies with other applicable zoning district
regulations and provisions of this Chapter, unless good cause exists for deviation
therefrom.

4. Will be compatible with the surrounding area and thus will not impose an excessive
burden or have a substantial negative impact on surrounding or adjacent users or on
community facilities or services.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, St. Louis
County, Missouri, as follows:

Section 1: The Official Zoning Map of the City of Creve Coeur shall be amended to rezone the
property addressed as 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road from GC (General Commercial)
to CB (Core Business) zoning district, subject to the conditions stated herein, which property is
more specifically described as follows:
Parcel 1
A TRACT OF LAND IN THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 45
NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, CITY OF CREVE COEUR, ST. LOUIS COUNTY MISSOURI
AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF PHASE 1 OF CARRIAGE HOUSE
MANOR CONCOMINIUM AS PER THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK
205 PAGE 69 OF THE ST. LOUIS COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT ALSO BEING
ON THE SOUTH LINE OF OLD OLIVE STREET (60’ WIDE) ROAD; THENCE
DEPARTING THE SOUTH LINE OF OLD OLIVE STREET ROAD, WITH THE WEST
LINE OF SAID PHASE 1 OF CARRIAGE HOUSE MANOR AND ITS DIRECT
PROLONGATION, SOUTH 02°33'25” WEST 717.36 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE
NORTH 89°10'06” WEST 262.20 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE NORTH 43°14'28”
WEST 70.62 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF A TRACT OF LAND
DESCRIBED IN A DEED TO WEST OAK, LLC RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 13540
PAGE 1294 OF THE ST. LOUIS COUNTY RECORDS; THENCE WITH THE SOUTH
LINE OF WEST OAK, LLC TRACT, NORTH 71°45'37” EAST 134.54 FEET TO THE
SOUTHEAST CORNER THEREOF; THENCE WITH THE EAST LINE OF SAID WEST
OAK, LLC TRACT, NORTH 02°03'00” EAST 383.03 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE
DEPARTING SAID EAST LINE, NORTH 87°57'00” WEST 50.00 FEET TO A POINT,;
THENCE NORTH 02°03’'00” EAST 169.00 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE NORTH
17°04'08” EAST 90.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE AFORESAID SOUTH LINE OF OLD
OLIVE ROAD; THENCE WITH THE SAID SOUTH LINE BEING 30 FEET SOUTH OF
AND PARALLEL TO THE CENTERLINE THEREOF, SOUTH 84°43'00” EAST 219.51
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 3.60 ACRES, AS
CALCULATED FROM AVAILABLE RECORD INFORMATION AND SUBJECT TO A
BOUNDARY SURVEY.

Parcel 2

A TRACT OF LAND IN THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 45
NORTH, RANGE 5 EAST, CITY OF CREVE COEUR, ST. LOUIS COUNTY MISSOURI
AND BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

COMMENCING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF PHASE 1 OF CARRIAGE
HOUSE MANOR CONCOMINIUM AS PER THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN
PLAT BOOK 205 PAGE 69 OF THE ST. LOUIS COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT
ALSO BEING ON THE SOUTH LINE OF OLD OLIVE STREET (60" WIDE) ROAD;
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THENCE WITH THE SAID SOUTH LINE BEING 30 FEET SOUTH OF AND PARALLEL
TO THE CENTERLINE THEREOF, NORTH 84°43'00" WEST 219.51 FEET TO THE
ACTUAL POINT OF BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND;
THENCE DEPARTING SOUTH LINE OF OLD OLIVE STREET ROAD, SOUTH
17°04°08" WEST 90.00 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE SOUTH 02°03'00” WEST 169.00
FEET TO A POINT; THENCE SOUTH 87°57'00" EAST 50.00 FEET TO A POINT,
THENCE SOUTH 02°03’'00” WEST 383.03 FEET TO A POINT, THENCE SOUTH
71°45'37" WEST 134.54 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF LOT 3 OF
PAVILION NO. 1 AS PER THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 350
PAGE 195 OF THE ST. LOUIS COUNTY RECORDS; THENCE WITH THE EAST LINE
OF SAID LOT 3 AND ITS DIRECT PROLONGATION, NORTH 02°01'22” EAST 691.25
FEET TO A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF AFORESAID OLD OLIVE STREET
ROAD; THENCE WITH THE SAID SOUTH LINE BEING 30 FEET SOUTH OF AND
PARALLEL TO THE CENTERLINE THEREOF, SOUTH 84°43'00” EAST 100.00 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING AND CONTAINING 1.66 ACRES, AS CALCULATED
FROM AVAILABLE RECORD INFORMATION AND SUBJECT TO A BOUNDARY
SURVEY.

Section 2: A Conditional Use Permit is authorized to be issued for the property described in
Section 1 hereof and pursuant to Section 4 hereof for the construction and operation of a multi-
family residential complex with a gross density of 48.33 units per acre and no more than 174
individual apartments.

Section 3: As required by Section 405.1080 of the Zoning Ordinance, the approval of said
rezoning request and conditional use permit are subject to the property being developed in
accordance with the site development plan, as further revised as required and approved by the
City of Creve Coeur, and subject to the following additional conditions:

1.

The applicant is required to submit a Site Improvement Permit application, showing all
exterior improvements, as required by Section 420.070 of the Land Disturbance Code.
The permit application shall be in substantial conformance with the “Site Concept
Plan/Site Improvements,” last dated September 4, 2013, and the “Concept Landscape
Plan” dated July 5, 2013 except as modified by the “East Buffer Plan” dated October 2,
2013 as submitted in conjunction with Application #13-003 by David Braswell, of
Covington Realty Partners.

The applicant is required to submit a Building Permit application, as required by Article Il
of the Building Code. Exterior elevations, courtyard landscapes, roof top deck and the
club house entrance shall be in substantial conformance with the elevation drawings
titted “The Vanguard at Creve Coeur,” received September 27, 2013, and Courtyard
Landscape Plans/Signage,” dated July 5, 3013,as bound together and submitted in
conjunction with Application #13-003 by David Braswell, of Covington Realty Partners.
Any trash enclosures located outside of the principle buildings and parking garage shall
be constructed of materials that are consistent with the building and composed in a
similar fashion.

The existing buildings at 10360 Old Olive Street Road shall be demolished within one
year of the approval of the rezoning, or prior to the issuance of any building permit,
whichever ever comes first.

An underground irrigation system shall be installed and maintained to serve all new
landscaped areas.

Vegetation that is totally or predominantly dead and/or disfigured due to disease or injury
shall be replaced as needed and in a prompt and workmanlike manner as dictated by
accepted horticultural standards.
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7.

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

All signs and banners shall be in conformance with Article VII, Sign Regulations, of the
Zoning Code.

Prior to issuance of any building permits related to the approved plans, the property
owner shall record cross-access easements between “Parcel 1” and “Parcel 2" on the
Site Concept Plan/Site Improvements” plan in a form approved by the City Attorney.

The applicant shall provide written proof of ownership of any former Olive Boulevard
right-of-way acquired from the Missouri Department of Transportation (MoDOT) prior to
issuance of any building permits for the project approved herein.

The applicant shall provide written acceptance by MoDOT of the proposed Old Olive
Street Road access and any modifications to the roadway prior to the issuance of any
building permits for the project approved herein.

Any future enlargement, extension, expansion or alteration in the use of the structures or
site must be approved pursuant to Section 405.1080 of the Zoning Code.

Failure to comply with any one or all of the conditions of this permit shall be adequate
cause for the revocation of said permit by the City Council, provided, however, no permit
shall be revoked without prior notice to the owner of the intention of the City Council to
revoke this permit and reasonable time granted to the owner to correct or remedy any
such breach of conditions, except for repeated breaches or violations.

No conditional use permit granted by the City Council shall be valid for a period longer
than one year from the date it grants the conditional use permit, unless within such
period: (1) a building permit is obtained and construction is begun; or (2) if a building
permit is not required, an occupancy permit is obtained and the use of the building
commenced. The City Council may grant extensions to the one (1) year period of not
more than one hundred and eighty (180) days each, without notice or hearing, provided
that a written request for such extension is filed by the original applicant and approved
by the City Council prior to the date the conditional use permit is scheduled to expire.
Any transfer of ownership or lease of the property shall include in the transfer or lease
agreement a provision that the purchaser or lessee agrees to be bound by the approved
Site Development Plan for the property and the conditions herein set forth, and written
confirmation thereof signed by the new owner or lessee shall be filed with the City at the
time of such transfer or lease. Failure to comply with this provision shall not excuse
anyone from these conditions.

Section 4: The City Administrator of the City of Creve Coeur is hereby authorized and directed
to issue a Conditional Use Permit in accordance with the provisions of this ordinance, said
permit to expressly provide for the conditions and stipulations hereinabove set out in Section 3
of this ordinance. Exercise of the rights granted pursuant to the issued permit shall constitute
acceptance of all conditions and stipulations set forth herein.

Section 5: This ordinance shall become effective in accordance with Section 3.11 (g) of the
City Charter and the conditions stated above.

ADOPTED THIS DAY OF , 2013.

SCOTT SAUNDERS
PRESIDENT OF CITY COUNCIL
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APPROVED THIS DAY OF

ATTEST:

DEBORAH RYAN, MPCC
CITY CLERK
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BARRY GLANTZ
MAYOR
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GENERAL NOTES:

1.
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MISSOURI AMERICAN WATER DISTRICT

AMEREN UE

LACLEDE GAS COMPANY

SANITARY SEWER CONNECTIONS SHALL BE AS APPROVED BY MSD.

STORM WATER SYSTEMS SHALL BE DESIGNED PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS

OF CITY OF CREVE COEUR AND SHALL DISCHARGE AT AN ADEQUATE NATURAL

DISCHARGE POINT.

THE LOCATION OF STORM AND SANITARY SEWER IMPROVEMENTS ARE

APPROXIMATE ONLY. ACTUAL LOCATIONS TO BE DETERMINED BY FIELD CONDITIONS
AND SHALL BE INDICATED ON THE IMPROVEMENT PLANS. ALL SEWERS SHALL BE
A MINIMUM OF 10" FROM THE BUILDING, EXCEPT AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS.

STANDARDS.

GRADING SHALL BE PER CITY OF CREVE COEUR STANDARDS.
LIGHTING OF DRIVES AND PARKING AREAS SHALL BE PER CITY OF CREVE COEUR

8. ALL SIDEWALKS SHALL BE 4" WIDE MINIMUM AND COMPLY WITH CITY OF CREVE
COEUR ADA STANDARDS.

9. THIS PLAT IS NOT FOR RECORD.

10. NO KNOWN WETLANDS ARE ON THE SUBJECT PROPERTY.

11. NO GRADED SLOPES SHALL EXCEED 3 FEET (horizontal) TO 1 FOOT (vertical).
12. ALL NEW UTILITIES SHALL BE LOCATED UNDERGROUND.

OVERALL PROJECT DATA

1. GROSS AREA OF OVERALL PROJECT: 5.26 ACRES

2.

. SITE COVERAGE:

ZONING: CURRENT:
PROPOSED:
SETBACKS:

. LAND USE:
. CURRENT OWNERS:

. SITE ADDRESS:

. GROSS FLOOR AREA:

. F.A.R. PROPOSED:

GB — GENERAL BUSINESS

CB — CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT
FRONT — 15 FEET

SIDE — 10 FEET
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PARCEL 1

PAVILLION OFFICE PARK L C
P.0. BOX 98

ARNOLD, MO 63010

PARCEL 2

WEST OAK L C DR KENT BRANSON
P.0. BOX 98

ARNOLD, MO 63010

PARCEL 1
10360 OLD OLIVE STREET ROAD
CREVE COEUR, MO 63141

PARCEL 2
10420 OLD OLIVE STREET ROAD
CREVE COEUR, MO 63141

PROPOSED — PARCEL 1: 196,000 S.F.
EXISTING — PARCEL 2: 27,158 S.F.

(GROSS LEASEABLE AREA 25,000 S.F.)

. F.A.R. REQUIRED: < 1.25

= 0.97

5.26 ACRES

TOTAL BUILDINGS AND PAVEMENT: 3.30 ACRES
TOTAL GREEN SPACE OF PARCEL:

63%
37%

1.96 ACRES

MULTI-FAMILY (PARCEL 1) PROJECT DATA

1. GROSS AREA OF PARCEL 1: 3.60 ACRES (156,878 S.F.)

2.
3.

PROPOSED ZONING: CB (WITH CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR DENSITY AND F.A.R.)

DWELLING UNITS PROPOSED: 174 (AVG. 910 S.F. EACH)
98 — 1 BEDROOM, 1 BATH UNITS (750 SF)
60 — 2 BEDROOM, 2 BATH UNITS (1,080 SF)
16 — 3 BEDROOM, 2 BATH UNITS (1,250 SF)

5. F.A.R. PROPOSED:

. SITE COVERAGE:

. F.A.R. REQUIRED: < 1.25

= 1.25

156,878 S.F.

TOTAL BUILDINGS AND PAVEMENT: 2.23 ACRES
TOTAL GREEN SPACE OF PARCEL:

. PRIVATE USABLE OPEN SPACE:

627%

1.36 ACRES = 38%

OPEN SPACE PROVIDED: 1.39 ACRES OR 397%
OPEN SPACE REQUIRED: 20% OF ACREAGE (3.60 ACRES): 0.72 ACRES

. PARKING:
SPACES PROVIDED:
SPACES REQUIRED:

312 SPACES (INCLUDES 10 HANDICAP SPACES)
1ST 50 UNITS (2 SPS/UNIT) 100 SPACES
2ND 50 UNITS (1.75 SPS/UNIT) 88 SPACES

TOTAL 299 SPACES

. MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: NONE (PARCEL OVER 3 ACRES)

OFFICE BUILDING (PARCEL 2) PROJECT DATA

1. GROSS AREA OF PARCEL 2: 1.66 ACRES (72,186 S.F.)

o » D

. PROPOSED ZONING: CB

. F.A.R. PROPOSED:

72,186 S.F.
SITE COVERAGE:

PARKING:

SPACES PROVIDED:
SPACES REQUIRED:

TOTAL BUILDINGS AND PAVEMENT:
TOTAL GREEN SPACE OF PARCEL:

. LAND USE: EXISTING 27,158 S.F. OFFICE BUILDING
. F.A.R. REQUIRED: < 1.00

= 0.38

1.15 ACRES
0.51 ACRES

69%
3N%

118 SPACES (INCLUDES 4 HANDICAP SPACES)
3.3 SPACES/1000 SF GROSS LEASEABLE AREA
= 83 SPACES

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 4 STORIES OR 60 FEET

MSD Base Map 17M
MSD P #
Highway & Traffic #

2-19-13 REV. PER CITY/CLIENT COMMENTS
3-8-13 REV. PER CITY/CLIENT COMMENTS

7-10-13 REV. PER CITY/CLIENT COMMENTS
10-1-13 REV. PER CITY/CLIENT COMMENTS

1
2
3

(\SSUE| REMARKS/DATE
4
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Covington Development, LLC

135 North Meramec Avenue, Suite 500

St. Louis, Missouri 63105

Ph. 314-727-2424
Fax 314-727-2434

ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS

= STERLING

4

5055 New Baumgartner Road
St. Louis, Missouri 63129
Ph 314-487-0440 Fax 314-487-8944

www.sterling-eng-sur.com
Corporate Certificate of Authority #001348

"

The Vanguard
at Creve Coeur

\

CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI

SITE CONCEPT PLAN

SITE IMPROVEMENTS

S

Rodney Arnold

\ Civil Engineer

Date: 7/10/2013

rThe Professional Engineer's seal and signature affixed to A
this sheet applies only to the material and items shown on
this sheet. All drawing, instruments or other documents not
exhibiting this seal and signature shall not be considered
prepared by this engineer, and the engineer expressly
disclaims any and all responsibility for such plans, drawings
or documents not exhibiting this seal and signature.

License No. PE-2002016612
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Existing Garage

>—~Exlstlng White Pine

Existing White Pine

Buffer Landscape FPlan

SCALE 1"=40'

Preliminary Planting Legend

Symbol Qty. Description Size Plant Types Mature Height
(:) 10 Canopy Tree 3 Cal. Red Maple 50 - 75
Pin Oak 55 - 75'
Sycamore 75 -100'
Bald Cypress 60' -80'
17 Flowering Tree 2" Cal. Red Bud 20'-30'
Crabapple 186 -25
Green Hawthorn 20'-35
© 16 Evergreen Tree 6 H. White Pine 50'-80'
Norway Spruce 40'-60'
® 118 Evergreen Shrubs 30-36" Bayberry 8-9'
Hicks Yew 6-6
Castle Spire Holly 6-8'
® 24 Flowering Shrubs  18-24" Spirea 3-4
hydrangea 3-4
ltea 3-4
Y%, Groundcover & Perennials

General Notes:

1) All disturbed areas will be seeded.

2) Existing trees to remain will be protected during construction if required.
3) Parcel 1 all trees are to be removed.

4) Parcel 2 the trees to be removed are indicated with an X through them.
5) In ground irrigation system to be provided.

5 C ________ .°\‘\\\\
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Douglas A. DeLong, Landscape Architect LA-81
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» CREVE COEUR

WWW.CIreve-coeur.org

APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
#13-003 FOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT AND REZONING OF 5.26 ACRES o
TO “CB” CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

FOR “THE VANGUARD OF AT CREVE COEUR” MULTI-FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

FOR THE MEETING OF: September 16, 2013

LocATION: 10360 And 10420 Old Olive Street Road
REQUEST: Approval for the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420

300 North New Ballas Road e Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141
(314) 432-6000 e Fax (314) 872-2539 e Relay MO 1-800-735-2966

Key Issues:

Does the request further the
goals and/or implement the
Comprehensive Plan?

Does the request meet with the
minimum standards of the
proposed “CB” Core Business
District?

Does the site development plan
follow the Design Guidelines?

Old Olive Street Road, rezoning of the 5.26 acres from “GC” General
Commercial District to “CB” Core Business District, and for a Conditional Use .
Permit for the development of a 174 unit multi-family residential community .
located on the eastern parcel at 10360 Old Olive Street Road. The proposed .
density is 48.33 units per acre. The existing office building at 10420 Old Olive
Street Road will remain.

Comp. Plan References

Commerce Center Action Area
Design Guidelines
Pedestrian Plan

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The City of Creve Coeur’s Zoning Ordinance
Section 405.370(C)(n) states that multi-family dwellings for owner or rental o
occupancy of more than twenty (20) dwelling units per net acre requires a
conditional use permit. City Council makes the final decision on all rezoning and
conditional use permits. The “GC” General Commercial District does not permit
residential uses. The Carriage House Condominium property to the east is zoned
“AR” Attached Single Family Residential. Two variances for above-ground
parking and the setback from Olive Boulevard were granted by the Board of
Adjustment on May 16, 2013. This report is an update to the report provided for
the meeting of August 5, 2013 and should be read in concert with that report.

PROPERTY
OWNER:

David Braswell

Covington Realty Partners

135 N. Meramec Ave, Suite 500
St. Louis, MO 63105

APPLICANT:

Zoning Code References

Section 405.290: “AR”
Attached Single-Family
Residential District

Section 405.360: “GC” General
Commercial

Section 405.370: “CB” Core
Business District

Section 405.470: Conditional
Uses

Section 405.1040: Board of
Adjustment

Section 405.1060: Zoning
Changes And Text
Amendments

Dr. Kent Branson

Pavilion Office Park, LLC.
11630 Studt Avenue
Creve Coeur, MO 63141

NORTH ELEVATION

P /_‘%)UTH ELEVATION

REPORT PREPARED BYw 2 / /
e C?’ 13 201>
Paul Langdon, Comm@ity Development Director Date

ATTACHMENTS: Applicant’s cross-sections submitted September 4, 2013
Petition against project
Draft ordinance.
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application:#13-003: 10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
September 16, 2013 Page 2

PROJECT UPDATE

On August 5, 2013, the Planning Commission further reviewed this application and received additional
comments from the public. Most of the public comment concerned the appearance of the complex from
the Carriage House condominiums. The applicant reviewed plans with the Commission, but there was
concern among the members that they did not fully appreciate the character of the space that would be
created between the three-story Carriage House and the three and four story Vanguard Apartments. As a
result, the Commission voted to continue the discussion to September 3™ to allow the applicant time to
prepare cross-section drawings that included both complexes. Those illustrations took longer to prepare
than expected and so their presentation was further delayed until September 16",

Parallel to this discussion, the applicant has been pursuing a text amendment to the Core Business (CB)
district to allow residential projects to follow the standard CB setbacks and height limitations. That
amendment was passed by the City Council at their meeting on August 26". As a result, the applicant’s
plans will not have to change to provide larger setbacks and lower building heights unless specifically
required to do so through approval conditions of the conditional use permit and site development plan.

CROSS SECTIONS REVIEW
The applicant’s cross sections are attached to this report and reveal a couple of key considerations:

e The proposed building does rise higher than the Carriage House buildings, either because of
grade separation or an additional floor. While the peak height of the condominium buildings is
close to the parapet height of the apartment buildings, the top level of condominium windows are
one level lower than the top level of apartment windows. While this is not unusual in an urban
setting or among a collection of tall buildings, it does point out that the new building will
completely enclose the views from the Carriage House. As has been pointed out, however, there
was never any guarantee that the Carriage House views would be preserved for any length of time
and a three story office building that is also allowed under the existing GC zoning would have the
same effect. If the members of the Commission believe this to be a logical outcome of the zoning
pattern and the Comprehensive Plan goals, then they should focus on details of materials and
landscaping to ensure a high quality exterior appearance. If the Commission is not satisfied, they
must encourage the applicant to pursue other modifications to the project.

e The additional setback width at the north end of the project has an appreciable effect on the
perceived separation from the Carriage House buildings. Combined with more favorable grading
(see below), the north end of the project appears to have a lesser impact on the adjacent property.
It would be desirable to achieve the same thing on the south end of the project, but that will
require significant changes in the site grading.

e Even though the building is set several feet down from the prevailing grade at the north end of the
site, it rises approximately 10 feet above the adjacent grades at the south end. While it is an
expensive option, the applicant could reduce the elevation of the south end of the building but
cutting deeper into the existing hill. This would result in a split-level effect in the building (i.e. a
partial lower-level in the south end) and it would likely require trucking a large amount of soil
from the site, but it would effectively reduce the apparent height of part of the building relative to
the Carriage House. It should be noted that this is not practical for the north half of the building
since it would place the windows of the lower level to close to street level which makes those
units very difficult to rent and thus unable to help cover the cost of the additional grading.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTED ACTION

The proposal represents a substantial change for this site that challenges the current zoning arrangement
and raises questions about the outcomes intended by the Comprehensive Plan. If built, the project will
result in a four-story residential development, at a greater density than previously built in the area,
between a three story office building and two, three-story condominium developments; a pattern that is
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
September 16, 2013 Page 3

clearly more “Core Business” in nature than “General Commercial.” The revised design appears to meet
the design guidelines and the landscape regulations are met.

If, after viewing the requested cross-sections, the members of the Planning Commission believe that the
project still is not appropriately sized or positioned, then the item should be tabled to allow the applicant
to consider options, none of which will be easy to attain at this point since they involve reducing the
building or costly site grading, or both. If, however, the Commission Members find that the project meets
with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, that the rezoning of the properties to “CB” District is an
appropriate implementation of the Comprehensive Plan goals and provides opportunity for appropriate
redevleopment, and that the proposed project and site plan meet all of the standards for approval of the
requested conditional use permit, then a recommendation to the City Council on the attached draft
ordinance is in order. The rezoning and conditional use permit, along with the associated site develoment
plan, are accommodated in one ordinance and can be disposed in one vote.

Action on the boundary adjustment constitutes a final decision by the Commission and, therefore,
requires its own motion and vote. It should be pointed out that action on the boundary adjustment, as a
matter of process, should be prior to acting on the project itself. If the members of the Commission are
not comfortable acting on the project, the boundary adjustment should not be approved at this time either.

EXAMPLE MOTIONS
The following is an example motion for the boundary adjustment portion of this application:

“I move to approve the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff report on Application #13-003 for the meeting of August 20, 2012, subject
to the condition that a final boundary adjustment drawing be prepared for signature prior to
recording..” (Other conditions may be added, eliminated, altered, and modified by prior motion).

The following is an example motion for the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan
portions of this application:

“I move to approve the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan for the
development of the Vanguard Apartments at 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff reports on application #13-003, subject to the conditions contained in the
draft ordinance attached to the staff report for the meeting of September 16, 2013.” (Conditions
may be added, eliminated, or modified by preceding motion).

If the Planning and Zoning Commission believes that a recommendation should be held until an
undetermined future date, the following is an example motion for tabling the application:

“l move to table application #13-003 for the four-story, 174 unit residential development at 10360
Old Olive Street Road, referred to as The Vanguard at Creve Coeur project to allow the applicant
to investigate further solutions to the issues identified by the Planning Commission in our
deliberations on September 16, 2013.”

Note that the Commission may choose to continue the discussion to a specific meeting date as they deem
necessary.

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.
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APPENDIX 3: AERIAL MAP
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September 16, 2013

Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP

Page 5

APPENDIX 4: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo Date: March 7, 2013

Description: View of the
existing buildings on the
subject properties from
the northeast corner of
10360 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing vacant church
looking northeast from
the south parking lot of
10420 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominiums from the
northeast corner of the
subject property
boundary.
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Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
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Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominium south
building from the south
parking lot of 10420 Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking northeast at the
commercial development
across Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing office structure
that will remain on 10420
Old Olive Street Road.
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Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
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Description: View of the
existing office
development looking
northwest across Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking west along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northeast corner of the
subject properties.

Description: View
looking east along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northwest corner of
the subject properties,
Lou Fusz Service Center
on the left and the
Carriage House
Condominium north
buildings on the right.
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wg;,CREVE COEUR

300 North New Ballas Road e Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141
(314) 432-6000 e Fax (314) 872-2539 e Relay MO 1-800-735-2966
WWW.Creve-coeur.org

APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION Key Issues:
#13-003 FOR BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT AND REZONING OF 5.26 ACREs [ * Does the request further the
TO “CB” CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT ghal anc o inpleEny e

Comprehensive Plan?
(11 bk
FOR “THE VANGUARD OF AT CREVE COEUR” MULTI-FAMILY Does the request meet with the

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT minimum standards of the
proposed “CB” Core Business
FOR THE MEETING OF: August 5, 2013 District?

Does the site development plan
follow the Design Guidelines?

LocATION: 10360 And 10420 Old Olive Street Road
REQUEST: Approval for the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420

Old Olive Street Road, rezoning of the 5.26 acres from “GC” General Comp. Plan References
Commercial District to “CB” Core Business District, and for a Conditional Use e Commerce Center Action Area
Permit for the development of a 174 unit multi-family residential community e Design Guidelines

located on the eastern parcel at 10360 Old Olive Street Road. The proposed e Pedestrian Plan

density is 48.33 units per acre. The existing office building at 10420 Old Olive
Street Road will remain.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The City of Creve Coeur’s Zoning Ordinance Zoning Code References
Section 405.370(C)(n) states that multi-family dwellings for owner or rental *  Section 405.290: “AR”
occupancy of more than twenty (20) dwelling units per net acre requires a Attached Single-Family
conditional use permit. City Council makes the final decision on all rezoning and Residential District

Section 405.360: “GC” General
Commercial

Section 405.370: “CB” Core
Business District

Section 405.470: Conditional
Uses

Section 405.1040: Board of
Adjustment

Section 405.1060: Zoning
Changes And Text
Amendments

conditional use permits. The “GC” General Commercial District does not permit
residential uses. The Carriage House Condominium property to the east is zoned
“AR” Attached Single Family Residential. Two variances for above-ground
parking and the setback from Olive Boulevard were granted by the Board of
Adjustment on May 16, 2013.

APPLICANT: David Braswell PROPERTY Dr. Kent Branson
Covington Realty Partners OWNER: Pavilion Office Park, LLC.
135 N. Meramec Ave, Suite 500 11630 Studt Avenue
St. Louis, MO 63105 Creve Coeur, MO 63141

NORTH ELEVATION P SGU:Q'{ ELEVATION

REPORT PREPARED BMC_’)/ WLM i -

Paul Langdon, Commuhjty Development Director Date
ATTACHMENTS: Applicant’s Materials submifted July 11, 2013
Pubic comment received
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application:#13-003: 10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
March 18, 2013 Page 2

DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

The property located at 10360 Old Olive Street Road is 2.73 acres and was originally developed in 1964
as a church and pastoral residence. The lot width is 192.79 feet along Old Olive Street Road. It was
subsequently zoned “GC” General Commercial. The church and home have been vacant for
approximately seven years. The property located at 10420 Old Olive Street Road is 1.93 acres and was
originally built in 1980 as a three-story office building. Currently zoned “GC,” the property has non-
conforming site coverage of 71%. The applicant will also be purchasing 0.6 acres of excess Olive
Boulevard right-of-way from MoDOT to adjoin with 10360 Old Olive Street Road. Total project area is
5.26 acres

The Carriage House Condominiums, located on the 2.8 acre property directly to the east, were developed
in 1981 under the "P" Multi-Family District designation. The Phase | building is a three-story, 40-unit
residence, and the Phase Il building is a three-story, 24 unit residence. Initial approval of the
development permitted 40 units for each building. The property was rezoned to “MR” and then to “AR”
Attached Single Family Residential District in 1999, and was nonconforming in district size, site density,
and site coverage for both “MR” and “AR” designations, which required a minimum district size of five
acres and maximum density per acre of 20 units. The density for the site is 23 units per net acre. At the
time of the rezoning to “AR,” discussion included the impact on any future redevelopment of the property
located at 10360 Old Olive Street Road and to the east of the Carriage House, due to the required buffer
necessary with the single family designation. For the “GC” District, the minimum buffer yard would be
25 feet.

REVISED PROJECT PROPOSAL

The applicant is seeking to rezone the properties of 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road from “GC”
General Commercial to “CB” Core Business District in order to allow for a multi-family development
with 48.33 units per acre through the conditional use permit process. Included in the request is a
boundary adjustment to adjust the property boundaries between the two lots, to transfer ownership of the
access from Old Olive Street Road to the apartment complex, and the inclusion of additional right-of-way
from MoDOT. This will create 3.6 acres for the multi-family residence site (Parcel 1) with proposed site
coverage of 61%. The existing office building will have a site area of 1.66 acres and the non-conforming
site coverage will be decreased from 71% to 69%. However, the adjusted Parcel 2 lot width will be
decreased from 126.72 feet along Old Olive Street Road to 76.64 feet, with a cross-access easement for
the parking and entrance from Old Olive Street Road.

Below is a close up of the project area:
Figure 1: Existing Lot Configuration
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP
August 5, 2013 Page 3

Figure 2: Proposed Lot Configuration
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Parcel 1 Multi-Family Residential Development proposal

The development on Parcel 1 includes two main residential buildings with a total of 174 units, situated
north and south on the property with the above ground parking structure between them. The Design
Guidelines and Zoning Code require for a multi-family residential development (conditional use in the
“CB” Core Business district) that a minimum of 50% of the required vehicular parking be provided
underground or within a basement garage [Section 405.470(34)(c) multi-family dwellings]. The City of
Creve Coeur’s Board of Adjustment granted a variance from this requirement, as well as the maximum
80-foot setback requirement along Olive Boulevard on May 16, 2013.

The Board of Adjustment did not approve, however, variances to allow the building within the required
setback and sky exposure plane that result from the project being adjacent to the single family residential
zoning district (Carriage House). The Board agreed that it seemed odd to apply these regulations to this
situation when the Carriage House condominiums are not actually a single-family development, but they
felt the problem should be corrected through a text amendment, rather than a site specific variance. As a
result, the applicant has applied for the text amendments that will remove the special setback and buffer
requirements when the abutting development is not actually single-family residences. This report is,
obviously, based on an assumption that the text amendments will be approved since the project would not
be moving forward if they are not approved.
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The applicant also recognized that the Carriage House residents raised significant concerns with the
presentation of the Vanguard east wall to their west sides. The Planning Commission also requested, at
the meeting on March 18, that the applicant investigate ways to improve the east facade. In response to
these concerns, the building forms have been modified so that a majority of the structure steps down to
three stories along the east property line. The parking garage has also been moved westward so that very
little of it is visible from the Carriage House property. Finally, most of the building has been shifted west
in varying amounts so that the east side setback has changed from a constant 10 feet, to three portions
with 10, 15 and 25-foot setbacks moving from south to north. The composition of materials and forms
remains largely the same.

Below are the illustrations of the revised development on Parcel 1:

Figure 3: East Elevation
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LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES
The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows:

DIRECTION | USE ZONED SEPARATED BY
North Office; Retail “GC” Core Business District Old Olive Street Road
South Monsanto “RO” Research and Office Park District | Olive Boulevard

East Multi-Family Residential “AR” Attached Single Family NA

Residential District

West Retail, Commercial-Creve “CB” Core Business District Pavilion Lane
Coeur Pavilion

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW

As identified in the prior report, it is the Staff opinion that the proposal represents the kind of large-scale,
coordinated development that will bring new investment and a new approach to this declining area that is
in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan. To the extent that the new configuration also provide more
separation and more tree planting along the east boundary to reduce the impact on the Carriage House
condominiums, the project also improves on its compatibility with the adjacent residences; another key
goal of the Comprehensive Plan.

The subject property is located in the Commerce
Center Action Area of the Comprehensive Plan
within the northwest quadrant of Olive Boulevard
and Lindbergh Boulevard. The Comprehensive Plan
does not provide much direction for this area but
characterizes it as a series of underutilized older
buildings on irregular lots. The vision for the
Commerce Center includes capitalizing on the life
science and bio-technical industries where retail
shops, restaurants, and personal service business,
particularly those providing services to the business
and workers in the area, will be encouraged to
develop in a small-scale, pedestrian-friendly
environment within business parks (page 70).

Schuetz Rd

The Residential Preservation and Economic
Development Section states:

3.Encourage the redevelopment of the area
between Olive Boulevard and Old Olive west of
Lindbergh Boulevard with uses that will serve and
complement business park users and their
employees. Improve the quality of this development
through enforcement f the City’s Design Guidelines,

- - and ensure that redevelopment plans include the

Figure 6: Comprehensive Plan excerpt of the map of the “green line” park.

Commerce Center area, with the Key areas designated 4. Upgrade the architectural quality
of the building stock as businesses expand or
redevelop.
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For some locations, the Comprehensive Plan provides specific recommendations for key properties. In the
subject area, identified as Commerce Center 1 area, the Comprehensive Plan indicates that previous land
use plans identified the desire for strategic land assemblages to ensure orderly and coordinated
development, and the possible need for an area plan (Page 75). It further describes the area as: “Old
Olive Street, once the major arterial roadway for the area, now takes on a different role by linking the area
to the north to Olive and Lindbergh. Older development flanks both sides of the street and may
experience redevelopment pressures in the future...” (Page 75). Although there is a lack of specific
development recommendations for this area, the overall theme is one of redevelopment with quality
projects and providing services to the adjacent research facilities.

A review of this property and many of those around it show that it has been languishing since the
Comprehensive Plan was written. The Parcel 1 property has remained vacant, and the church down the
street at 10545 Old Olive Street Road is closing after their Easter Service at the end of the month. The
aging Willowbrook retail center has not seen any visual improvements in years and the current business
climate is not moving toward more small scale retail development. Complicating matters, the lack of
connectivity across Lindbergh Boulevard does not lend itself to further retail redevelopment along Old
Olive Street Road.

Indeed, the Comprehensive Plan recommendation to align new projects and services with the nearby, and
growing, research facilities and Olive Boulevard commercial corridor still appears to be the best path. To
this end, the inclusion of new residential units in the area would offer a complementary use to the
businesses, particularly in the nearby life-science industries, were many of the employees prefer to live
within walking or biking distance from work, and/or within a walking distance to the existing retail and
commercial developments. The localized increase in population would also, presumably, increase the
customer base for the existing commercial and retail developments and could spur on further
redevelopment efforts. So, whether looking only at the change to the subject property or the potential off-
site benefits it could bring, providing new quality residential units in this area appears to meet with the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan.

DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW

The revised structure has a greater articulation of elevations and variety in the roof-line that is
recommended by the Design Guidelines. All sides of the building have equal merit, and the landscape
along Olive Boulevard has been revised to include the required street trees and a mix of ornamental trees
and shrubs on the hillside to more closely address the “green-line park” objective for Olive Boulevard.
Currently, MoDOT does not recommend the installation of sidewalks along Olive Boulevard in this
location since there are no pedestrian facilities on the Olive Boulevard bridge over Lindbergh Boulevard.
It is their preference that all pedestrians move only to the west via Old Olive Street Road. Appropriately,
the applicant is proposing street trees along Old Olive Street Road and a new, detached sidewalk is still
included. Finally, the surface parking lot shared with the adjacent office building includes extensive
interior landscaping and planted breaks in the rows of parking stalls.

ZONING REVIEW

Issues Update

The prior report discussed the merits of rezoning this property to CB, regardless of the particular project
proposed. The staff continue to support this rezoning, especially if the Planning Commission and City
Council choose to adopt the alternate text amendment allowing only residential development to utilize the
typical CB bulk regulations but requiring non-residential development to continue observing the sky
exposure plane and the extended buffers abutting the Carriage House condominiums.

As summarized above, the prior report also called out several departures from the current CB regulations,

two of which were obviated by variances granted by the Board of Adjustment (the setback from Olive
Boulevard and the above-ground parking garage). The other two (the maximum building height and the
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setback from Carriage House) will be addressed if one of the two forms of amendment currently before
the Planning Commission is approved (see Staff report on Application #13-023).

Conditional Use Permit

Because the project includes more than 20 dwelling units per acre, it does require issuance of a
conditional use permit. Section 405.470, Conditional Uses, prescribes the following conditions for any
approval:

31. Multi-family dwellings (conditional use in the "CB" district).
a. Shall be located on sites of at least three (3) acres.
b. The average dwelling unit size shall not be less than nine hundred (900) square feet per
unit and no unit shall be less than seven hundred fifty (750) square feet.
c. At a minimum, fifty percent (50%) of the required vehicular parking shall be provided

underground or within a basement garage.

The proposed site, with the approval of the requested boundary adjustment, will be over three acres. The
buildings are based upon satisfaction of the minimum unit size requirements, and the variance granted on
May 16" removes the underground parking garage requirement.

With these conditions addressed, staff draws the following conclusions with regard to the minimum
standards for approval of a conditional use permit:

1. “Complies with all other applicable provisions of this Chapter including environmental
performance standards presented in Section 405.550, the criteria in Section 405.470 and the
standards of this Chapter in regard to yard and setback, parking and loading areas, screening and
buffering, refuse, storage and service areas and signs.”

e Although some issues, such as screening, are subject to the discretion of the Planning
Commission and City Council, staff believe all applicable standards have been reasonably
met, save for any specific modifications that might be requested by the Commission or
Council.

2. “Will contribute to and promote the community welfare and convenience at the specific location.”

o Ifitis generally agreed that the demand for premium rental housing is increasing in the
community with the growth of the high-tech and plant sciences sectors, then the provision of
more choices for such housng does promote community welfare and convenience. To the
extent that this level of investment in this neighborhood might help improve the overall
economic conditions in the area, the project has additional benefits to the community welfare.

3. “Will not cause substantial injury to the value of neighboring property.

e Determination of value is very difficult when the proposal is for a type of development that is
entirely new to an area. Such is the case with this proposal. Nonetheless, the “Commerce
Center” area is one that is intended to be dynamic and dominated by commercial
development. Carriage House owners are concerned that this project will harm their property
values, but if the property were developed as a three-story commercial building the way the
current zoning allows by right, staff argue that their values will be harmed even more.
Further, the proposed project is built to a higher architectural standand than the
condominiums and, compared to vacant property or low-rise commercial, it seems reasonably
debatable that the proposal might be the best alternative for the values of this site and those
around it.

4. “Meets the applicable provisions of the City's Comprehensive Plan and any applicable

neighborhood or sector plans and complies with other applicable zoning district regulations and
provisions of this Chapter, unless good cause exists for deviation there from.”
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e Asdiscussed above, the proposal does appear to meet the provisions of the Comprehensive
Plan and the Zoning Code regulations.

5. “Will provide, if applicable, erosion control and on-site stormwater detention in accordance with
the standards contained in this Chapter.”
e The project will be subject to all standards of the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District
(MSD) and the City’s Land Disturbance Code and there is nothing inherent in the design that
appears to pose a concern with erosion control or stormwater detention.

6. “Will be compatible with the surrounding area and thus will not impose an excessive burden or
have a substantial negative impact on surrounding or adjacent users or on community facilities or
services.”

e The project, in and of itself, will not impose a burden on the surrounding users or community
facilities, and the submitted traffic study concludes that the increase in neighborhood traffic
will not reduce conditions to an unacceptable level. City Staff, including Police Traffic
Safety officers, are concerned that excessive use of the Pavilion driveway abutting the west
property line will create delays at the south end of that driveway. Given that residential
populations do not typically show the kind of traffic surges that commercial properties do,
and given that there are more efficient routes that are readily ascertainable (using Old Olive
to Olive or Lindbergh), it is likely that the long-term traffic impact on the driveway will be
acceptable. However, there will probably be a “learning period” where new residents explore
the different routes and periods of delay and congestion are possible.

To the extent that the project will create more traffic on Old Olive Street Road, it will also
increase the difficulty of making left turns or exiting the other properties. However, there is a
continuous center left-turn lane on the street today to help with those turns and the current
volumes on Old Olive Street Road are far below the design capacity of the street. MoDOT
staff reviewed the site plan and did not identify any issues as they pertain to their rights-of-
way. Nonetheless, if the members of the Planning Commission believe that this issue needs
to be more fully examined, they should continue the discussion to a subsequent meeting to
allow the City’s traffic consultant and MoDOT staff to further evaluate the project and the
applicant’s traffic study.

BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENT

The proposal does include a boundary adjustment between the two lots although it is not shown on its
own drawing. The effect of the adjustment is to increase the area of the apartments’ lot to at least three
acres, while maintaining frontage on Old Olive Street Road for the office building. In the end, the sharing
of access and parking across the property lines effectively obscures the distinctions between the
properties, and the boundary adjustment should be viewed as a single project. It is typical in commercial
developments, where there is a substantial sharing of facilities, for the property lines to largely follow
economic priorities rather than a simple, conventional lotting pattern. The site development drawing
appears to meet the technical requirements for a boundary adjustment so the adjustement can be approved
subject to the condition that a final boundary adjustment plat be prepared for signature prior to recording.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTED ACTION

The proposal represents a substantial change for this site that challenges the current zoning arrangement
and raises questions about the outcomes intended by the Comprehensive Plan. If built, the project will
result in a four-story residential development, at a greater density than previously built in the area,
between a three story office building and two, three-story condominium developments; a pattern that is
clearly more “Core Business” in nature than “General Commercial.” The revised design appears to meet
the design guidelines and the landscape regulations are met. However, there might still be concerns with
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the traffic management and the entire project remains contigent upon the passage of the text amemdment
in Application #13-023.

If the members of the Planning Commission believe that either of these issues warrant further
consideration, then the item should be continued to a subsequent meeting. If, however, the Commission
Members find that the project meets with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, that the rezoning of the
properties to “CB” District is an appropriate implementation of the Comprehensive Plan goals and
provides opportunity for appropriate redevleopment, and that the proposed project and site plan meet all
of the standards for approval of the requested conditional use permit, then a recommendation to the City
Council on the attached draft ordinance is in order. The rezoning and conditional use permit, along with
the associated site develoment plan, are accommodated in one ordinance and can be disposed in one vote.

Action on the boundary adjustment constitutes a final decision by the Commission and, therefore,
requires its own motion and vote. It should be pointed out that action on the boundary adjustment, as a
matter of process, should be prior to acting on the project itself. If the members of the Commission are
not comfortable acting on the project, the boundary adjustment should not be approved at this time either.

EXAMPLE MOTIONS
The following is an example motion for the boundary adjustment portion of this application:

“I move to approve the boundary adjustment between 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff report on Application #13-003 for the meeting of August 20, 2012, subject
to the condition that a final boundary adjustment drawing be prepared for signature prior to
recording..” (Other conditions may be added, eliminated, altered, and modified by prior motion).

The following is an example motion for the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan
portions of this application:

“I move to approve the rezoning, conditional use permit and site development plan for the
development of the Vanguard Apartments at 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road as
discussed in the staff report on application #13-003, subject to the conditions contained in the
draft ordinance attached to the staff report for the meeting of August 5, 2013.” (Conditions may
be added, eliminated, or modified by preceding motion).

If the Planning and Zoning Commission believes that a recommendation should be held until a
subsequent meeting, the following is an example motion for a continuance:

“lI move to continue application #13-003 for the four-story, 174 unit residential development at
10360 Old Olive Street Road, referred to as The Vanguard at Creve Coeur project, to September
3, 2013, to allow for further examination of the issues identified by the Planning Commission in
our deliberations on August 5, 2013.”

Note that the Commission may substitute a different meeting date as they deem necessary.

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE
Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.
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APPENDIX 3: AERIAL MAP
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APPENDIX 4: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo Date: March 7, 2013

Description: View of the
existing buildings on the
subject properties from
the northeast corner of
10360 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing vacant church
looking northeast from
the south parking lot of
10420 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominiums from the
northeast corner of the
subject property
boundary.
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Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominium south
building from the south
parking lot of 10420 Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking northeast at the
commercial development
across Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing office structure
that will remain on 10420
Old Olive Street Road.
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Description: View of the
existing office
development looking
northwest across Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking west along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northeast corner of the
subject properties.

Description: View
looking east along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northwest corner of
the subject properties,
Lou Fusz Service Center
on the left and the
Carriage House
Condominium north
buildings on the right.
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DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

The property located at 10360 Old Olive Street Road is 2.73 acres and was originally developed in 1964
as a church and residence. The lot width is 192.79 feet along Old Olive Street Road. It was subsequently
zoned “GC” General Commercial. The church and home have been vacant for approximately seven
years. The property located at 10420 Old Olive Street Road is 1.93 acres and was originally built in 1980
as a three-story office building. Currently zoned “GC,” the property has non-conforming site coverage of
71%. The applicant will also be purchasing 0.6 acres of excess Olive Boulevard right-of-way from
MoDOT to adjoin with 10360 Old Olive Street Road. Total project area is 5.26 acres

The Carriage House Condominiums, located on the 2.8 acre property directly to the east, were developed
in 1981 under the "P" Multi-Family District designation. The Phase | building is a three-story, 40-unit
residence, and the Phase 11 building is a three-story, 24 unit residence. Initial approval of the
development permitted 40 units for each building. The property was rezoned to “MR” and then to “AR”
Attached Single Family Residential District in 1999, and was nonconforming in district size, site density,
and site coverage for both “MR” and “AR” designations, which required a minimum district size of five
acres and maximum density per acre of 20 units. The density for the site is 23 units per net acre. At the
time of the rezoning to “AR,” discussion included the impact on any future redevelopment of the property
located at 10360 Old Olive Street Road and to the east of the Carriage House, due to the required buffer
necessary with the single family designation. For the “GC” District, the minimum buffer yard would be
25 feet.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The applicant is seeking to rezone the properties of 10360 and 10420 Old Olive Street Road from “GC”
General Commercial to “CB” Core Business District in order to allow for a multi-family development
with 48.33 units per acre through the conditional use permit process. Included in the request is a
boundary adjustment to adjust the property boundaries between the two lots, to transfer ownership of the
access from Old Olive Street Road to the apartment complex, and the inclusion of additional right-of-way
from MoDOT. This will create 3.6 acres for the multi-family residence site (Parcel 1) with proposed site
coverage of 61%. The existing office building will have a site area of 1.66 acres and the non-conforming
site coverage will be decreased from 71% to 69%. However, the adjusted Parcel 2 lot width will be
decreased from 126.72 feet along Old Olive Street Road to 76.64 feet, with a cross-access easement for
the parking and entrance from Old Olive Street Road.

Below is a close up of the project area:

Figure 1: Existing Lot Configuration
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Figure 2: Proposed Lot Configuration
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Parcel 1 Multi-Family Residential Development proposal

The development on Parcel 1 includes two main residential buildings with a total of 174 units, situated
north and south on the property with the above ground parking structure between them. The Design
Guidelines and Zoning Code require, for a multi-family residential development (conditional use in the
“CB” Core Business district), that a minimum of 50% of the required vehicular parking be provided
underground or within a basement garage [Section 405.470(34)(c) multi-family dwellings]. The
applicant currently has an application before the City of Creve Coeur’s Board of Adjustment for a
variance from this requirement, as well as setback requirements along Olive Boulevard, and the buffer
yard requirement from the “AR” District. See discussion below for further information.

Below are the proposed elevations for the development on Parcel 1:

Figure 4: East Elevation
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Ovofall Landscape Plan

Figure 6: Landscape Plan

LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES
The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows:

DIRECTION | USE ZONED SEPARATED BY
North Office; Retail “GC” Core Business District Old Olive Street Road
South Monsanto “RO” Research and Office Park District | Olive Boulevard

East Multi-Family Residential “AR” Attached Single Family NA

Residential District

West Retail, Commercial-Creve “CB” Core Business District Pavilion Lane
Coeur Pavilion

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW

The subject property is located in the Commerce Center Action Area of the Comprehensive Plan within
the northwest quadrant of Olive Boulevard and Lindbergh Boulevard. The Comprehensive Plan does not
provide much direction for this area but characterizes it as a series of underutilized older buildings on
irregular lots. The vision for the Commerce Center includes capitalizing on the life science and bio-
technical industries where retail shops, restaurants, and personal service business, particularly those
providing services to the business and workers in the area, will be encouraged to develop in a small-scale,
pedestrian-friendly environment within business parks (page 70).
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The Residential Preservation and Economic Development Section state:

3. Encourage the redevelopment of the area between Olive Boulevard and Old Olive west of
Lindbergh Boulevard with uses that will serve and complement business park users and their
employees. Improve the quality of this development through enforcement f the City’s Design
Guidelines, and ensure that redevelopment plans include the “green line” park.

4. Upgrade the architectural quality of the building stock as businesses expand or redevelop.

For some locations, the Comprehensive Plan provides
specific recommendations for key properties. In the subject
area, identified as Commerce Center 1 area, the
Comprehensive Plan indicates that previous land use plans
identified the desire for strategic land assemblages to ensure
orderly and coordinated development, and the possible need
for an area plan (Page 75). It further describes the area as:
“Old Olive Street, once the major arterial roadway for the
area, now takes on a different role by linking the area to the
north to Olive and Lindbergh. Older development flanks
both sides of the street and may experience redevelopment
pressures in the future...” (Page 75). Although there is a lack
of specific development recommendations for this area, the
overall theme is one of redevelopment with quality projects
and providing services to the adjacent research facilities.

Figure 7: Comprehensive Plan excerpt of the mapg . . .
of the Commerce Center area, with the Key areas A F€View Of this property and many of those around it show

designated that it has been languishing since the Comprehensive Plan

was written. The Parcel 1 property has remained vacant, and
the church down the street at 10545 Old Olive Street Road is closing after their Easter Service at the end
of the month. The aging Willowbrook retail center has not seen any visual improvements in years and the
current business climate is not moving toward more small scale retail development. Complicating
matters, the lack of connectivity across Lindbergh Boulevard does not lend itself to further retail
redevelopment along Old Olive Street Road.

Indeed, the Comprehensive Plan recommendation to align new projects and services with the nearby, and
growing, research facilities and Olive Boulevard commercial corridor still appears to be the best path. To
this end, the inclusion of new residential units in the area would offer a complementary use to the
businesses, particularly in the nearby life-science industries, were many of the employees prefer to live
within walking or biking distance from work, and/or within a walking distance to the existing retail and
commercial developments. The localized increase in population would also, presumably, increase the
customer base for the existing commercial and retail developments and could spur on further
redevelopment efforts. So, whether looking only at the change to the subject property or the potential off-
site benefits it could bring, providing new quality residential units in this area appears to meet with the
intent of the Comprehensive Plan.

DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW

The Design Review Guidelines provide specific direction for the redevelopment of properties including
the recommendations for high quality, pedestrian scale and walkable areas, and avoid spatial gaps and
interruptions along the “streetscape” caused by parking or other non-pedestrian elements, such as building
gaps, driveways, and service entries. Further the Design Guidelines provide specific recommendations
for Multi-Family/Attached Residential Developments that encourage developments to respect the scale
and character of any residential neighborhood. And building facades should be articulated by using color,
arrangement or change in materials to emphasize the facade elements, with individual dwelling units
architecturally expressed. The project includes a new separated sidewalk with a three foot landscaped
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buffer, as recommended by in the Pedestrian Plan to create a more pedestrian friendly atmosphere.
Overall, the project meets with all of the Design Guidelines recommendations. However, Staff
recommends that specific discussion on issues such as the equal treatment of all fagades and fulfillment of
the “green line park” along Olive Boulevard should be postponed until the Commission has addressed
larger issues related to the appropriateness of the development for this site and the expansion of the “CB”
District (see below). Also, the viability of the entire project is dependent upon the decisions of the Board
of Adjustment in April (see below).

ZONING REVIEW

Appropriate Expansion of the ““CB”” District

The “CB” district is the only viable option for these two properties because residential uses are not
permitted in the existing “GC” district, offices are not allowed in the “AR” Attached Single-family
Residential district, and the “CB” district is the only zoning district that would allow, through the
conditional use permit process, for the proposed density of 48.33 units per acre, on a site of 3.6 acres.

As with any rezoning, it is important to remember that, should the project never get built, the rezoning
will remain and the Commission should be satisfied that all of the uses in the proposed district (“CB”
District in this case) are a better option for the subject property. For guidance on this broad question of
whether or not any rezoning should be considered, Section 405.1060.E provides the following:

Zoning regulations should be changed if the public welfare is not served by the zoning or if the
public interest served by the zoning is greatly outweighed by the detriment to private interests. In
making this determination, the City should consider the adaptability of the subject property to its
zoned use and the effect of zoning on property value in assessing private detriment. The
character of the neighborhood, the zoning and uses of nearby property, and the detrimental effect
that a change in zoning would have on other property in the area are relevant to the
determination of public benefit.

As indicated above, the area along Old Olive Street Road, west of Lindbergh Boulevard, has been
languishing with older commercial developments and very little sustained investment in the existing
development or redevelopment. What little has occurred, has been in the form of a few office buildings
and a new car showroom (Lou Fusz Subaru), all of which are as easily accomplished under the “CB”
district as the “GC” district. In other words, the “GC” district zoning has not served any unique
development interest. Further, the small scale development that is the primary focus of the “GC” district
has not performed well in this area; it has not had any special benefit to property values and it will never
see the volume of traffic that supports the retail development on Olive Boulevard. The area, especially
the south side of Old Olive Street Road, is largely removed from residential areas to the north, and if it
were to become the “Commerce Center” as it is referred to in the Comprehensive Plan, it will not have
detrimental effects on other properties in the area any differently than the other, highly successful, Core
Business districts in the City.

Assuming the Planning Commission believes there may be sufficient public or private interests that could
be served by the proposed rezoning and the associated project, and regardless of the applicant’s pragmatic
interest in the “CB” district, the Commission must also believe that the proposal furthers the purpose of
the district. The stated purpose of the “CB” District is:

SECTION 405.370: “CB” CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT

A Purpose And Intent. The “CB”” Core Business District is intended by site concept and
site development plan approval (see Section 405.1080) to guide and control private
development and redevelopment of the major business districts of the City of Creve
Coeur in coordination with related public improvements and services. Specifically, the
district is intended to:
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1. Relate the development of retail, office and multi-family residential uses
servicing both a City-wide and subregional service area to an adopted
development plan for the major business areas including land use, phasing and
public improvement elements.

Although the project has only a minor benefit to public improvements (the reduction in the excess right-
of-way on Olive Boulevard), it does expand the multi-family residential presence in an area that wants for
more customers and new development. Thus the proposed redevelopment of the site would appear to
meet with the overall purpose of the district for the area.

Dimensional Issues

The project area is adjacent to the Pavilion Shopping Center which is zoned “CB” Core Business, so there
is no minimum district size issues and both parcels meet the minimum lot area requirement. There are,
however, conflicts with a number of other dimensional regulations, as outlined below:

SECTION 405.370: "CB" CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT
E. Dimensional Regulations. The following area and yard regulations apply in the "CB"
Core Business District.
2. Lot size requirements.
b. Minimum lot width. One hundred (100) feet.

As indicated above, the applicant is proposing a boundary adjustment between the two properties,
reducing the minimum lot width of Parcel 2 from 126.72 to 76.64 feet. Prior to any boundary adjustment
this would need to be revised to meet with the above district requirement. However, since this would not
impact the overall development, Staff does see this as a critical issue. Any condition of approval will
require this change.

SECTION 405.370: "CB" CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT
E. Dimensional Regulations. The following area and yard regulations apply in the "CB"
Core Business District.
3. Building bulk regulations.
a. Maximum structure height. No building or structure shall exceed four
(4) stories or sixty (60) feet in height. Developments on lots of three (3)
or more acres shall have no height limitations, provided that buildings
exceeding six (6) stories or ninety (90) feet in height receive a
conditional use permit in accordance with Section 405.1070. In
addition, properties adjacent to any single-family residential zoning
district shall meet a sky exposure plane requirement. The sky exposure
plane will be measured from a line located forty-five (45) feet above
grade and one hundred (100) feet from the property line on the non-
residential site and will have a slope of thirty degrees (30°) rising
towards the center of the site. No portion of the building or structure
shall penetrate this sky exposure plane.

The applicant has provided the graphic below to demonstrate the conflict between the requirements of the
sky exposure plane and the proposed building:

65



Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP

March 18, 2013 Page 8
\\\&?%&
TN 100'0"
1] S |
~ EXISTING [ & S I+
( OFFICE BUILDING' | 1 T < r( )
( , § |
e QU yacwill
J’ 66 -0 ‘L 53 -0 }36 -0 L Jr

103" 7T MF (4 Ivl Pool -~  \iF (4 v 0"
O (4 Ivis) Courtyard (4 vis)\ 11°=0

Figure 8: Sky Exposure Plane

The portions of the building above the dashed line labeled “Sky Exposure Plane” are not permissible
under this regulation. A variance will be required to build in that area.

SECTION 405.370: "CB" CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT

E. Dimensional Regulations. The following area and yard regulations apply in the "CB"
Core Business District.
4. Yard and setback requirements.

a. 2 Maximum front yard for parcels fronting Olive Boulevard. A
building or structure shall be located a maximum of eighty (80) feet from
established right-of-way. The provisions of Section 405.240 shall prevail
if they are stricter than the requirements of this district. In every
instance, the first ten (10) feet of the front yard setback from the right-of-
way, excluding building placement, shall be provided with and
maintained with sidewalks, unless improved sidewalks exist in the
abutting public right-of-way, and with landscaping including, but not
limited to, deciduous street trees at regular intervals.

The applicant is negotiating the purchase of a 120-foot wide strip of additional green space along Olive
Boulevard from MoDOT in order to increase the greenspace on the site and provide an area for
stormwater detention. However, a condition of the sale of the property is that no structure, nor access,
will be allowed within the purchase area. Therefore, the proposed building cannot be located within 80
feet from the reconfigured Olive Boulevard right-of-way, thus raising another question before the Board
of Adjustment.

SECTION 405.370: "CB" CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT
E. Dimensional Regulations. The following area and yard regulations apply in the "CB"
Core Business District.
4. Yard and setback requirements.
d. Buffer yards. Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections
405.370(E)(4)(b) and 405.370(E)(4)(c) above, any tract or site abutting
a single-family residential zoning district shall provide a buffer yard of
fifty (50) feet on all sides that abut or adjoin the single-family district.
The setback for buildings exceeding three (3) stories or forty-five (45)
feet in height shall be increased to two hundred (200) feet. An additional
two (2) feet of buffer yard shall be provided for every foot of building
height exceeding forty-five (45) feet. The buffer area resulting from
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these setback requirements shall not contain any impervious surface and
shall be landscaped and provided with other screening devices as
deemed appropriate by the Planning and Zoning Commission.

The proposed side setback is 11 feet, where the typical minimum allowed is 10 feet, but the preceding
calls for a 200-foot buffer yard because the building is over three stories and adjacent to an “AR”
Attached Single Family Residential District. Even if the building were three stories, it would still not
meet the 50-foot buffer yard requirement. It is interesting to note that the requirements for the sky
exposure plane and buffer yard would be inconsistent with the recommendations of the Comprehensive
Plan and Design Guidelines to avoid spatial gaps and interruptions along the “streetscape”. These are
also issues to be before the Board of Adjustment.

Conditional Use Permit
The prerequisites for the conditional use process, as applied to this use, are as follows:

SECTION 405.470: CONDITIONAL USES
34. Multi-family dwellings (conditional use in the "CB" district).

a. Shall be located on sites of at least three (3) acres.

b. The average dwelling unit size shall not be less than nine hundred (900) square
feet per unit and no unit shall be less than seven hundred fifty (750) square feet.

C. At a minimum, fifty percent (50%) of the required vehicular parking shall be

provided underground or within a basement garage.

The applicant is proposing to structure the parking above ground between the residential buildings, thus
providing an effective screening of the structure along Old Olive Street Road and Olive Boulevard, in
keeping with the intent of the Design Guidelines and the above requirements, which is to limit the
appearance of such structure. However, the Board of Adjustment will need to grant a variance to allow
all of the parking to be above ground. The applicant has indicated that decreasing the height of the
development to three floors is cost prohibitive due to the requirement of a structured garage. Further,
undergrounding 50% of the parking effectively prohibits any residential development. The developers of
the Kings Landing project received a variance based on this same reasoning.

Assistance to the Board of Adjustment
As indicated above, the applicant is pursuing several variances with the Board of Adjustment. In
deliberating on the merits of the variances, the Board must contemplate the following findings:

SECTION 405.1110:  VARIANCES AND APPEALS

D. Criteria For Variances, Generally. The Board of Adjustment shall not grant a variance
as authorized herein unless it shall, in each case, make specific written findings of fact
directly based upon the particular evidence presented to it that support all of the
following conclusions:

1. The variance requested arises from a condition which is unique to the property in
guestion and which is not ordinarily found in the same zoning district;

2. The variance requested is because of a unique hardship not created by the
applicant or owner of the property;

3. The granting of the variance shall not adversely affect adjacent property owners
or residents;

4. The strict application of the provisions of this Chapter from which a variance is

requested will cause severe practical difficulty or extreme hardship for the
property owner represented in the application;

5. The variance desired will not adversely affect the public health, safety, order,
convenience or general welfare of the community; and
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6. Granting the variance desired will not violate the general spirit and intent of this
Chapter.

While there is no suggestion here that the Planning Commission should attempt to dictate findings to the
Board of Adjustment, it will be difficult for the Board to assess adverse impacts upon the public health,
safety, order, convenience or general welfare of the community and determine what the general spirit and
intent of the Zoning Ordinance is given the above discussion that raises questions regarding the best way
for this property to fulfill the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and fulfill the purposes of the “CB” zoning
district. Indeed, absent a need for a variance, it is typically the Planning and Zoning Commission’s
purview to determine the appropriateness of the project with the Comprehensive Plan and with Zoning
District regulations, as well as the compatibility with the surrounding area. On the other hand, when so
many variances are needed, one must question if this project is simply not right for this location.

It is the hope of the staff that by agreeing or disagreeing with the analysis in this report, the Planning and
Zoning Commission will generate comments that might assist the Board of Adjustment in its review.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

The proposal represents a substantial change for this site that challenges the current zoning arrangement
and raises questions about the outcomes intended by the Comprehensive Plan. If built, the project will
result in a four-story residential development, at a greater density than previously built in the area,
between a three story office building and two, three-story condominium developments; a pattern that is
clearly more “Core Business” in nature than “General Commercial.” For the most part, the design
considerations regarding the architecture and landscaping are met. However, a full review has not been
completed at this time due to the significant issues pending before the Board of Adjustment. As
suggested above, staff is seeking direction from the Commission to assist the Board in its review.
Specific questions are:

o Does the project meet with the intent of the Comprehenive Plan, or does the lack of direction
within the Plan raise too many questions to reach a justifiable conclusion?

o Did the City’s prior action of rezoning the adjacent property to “AR” Attached Single Family
Residential create burdens on the adjoining properties that conflict with the Comprehensive Plan?

e \Would the proposed residential development offer an acceptable density for the area, or does the
Commission wish to see a lower level of development with a maximum of three floors, more in
keeping with the existing “GC” District regulations? Does this include residential or only
commercial development?

SUGGESTED ACTION

After receiving all testimony and discussing matters at hand, staff request that the Planning and Zoning
Commission provide specific direction on the proposal. If the Commission Members find that the
proposal is not in keeping with the Comprehensive Plan and are not comfortable with the proposed
density that the “CB” District would allow, then they should vote to make a recommendation at the
meeting.

If the Commission Members find that the project meets with the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and
that the rezoning of the properties to “CB” District provides for the opporunity for further redevleopment,
then Staff requests that the Commission vote to continue the matter to a subsequent date following the
decision of the Board of Adjustment, in order to incorporate the Board’s decision and prepare the
appropriate draft ordinances. The Board of Adjustment is scheduled to review the variance requests at its
meetintg on Thrusday, April 18". The next Planning and Zoning Commission meeting following will be
May 6.
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If the Planning and Zoning Commission agrees that a recommendation should be held until a subsequent
meeting, the following is an example motion for a continuance:

“l move to continue application #13-003, the rezoning of 10360-10420 Old Olive Street Road to
“CB” Core Business District and the Conditional Use Permit for the four-story, 174 unit residential
development at 10360 Old Olive Street Road, referred to as The Vanguard Creve Coeur project, to
May 6, 2013, to allow for Staff to prepare the draft ordinances.”

Note that the Commission may substitute a different meeting date as they deem necessary.

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE

Included and attached by reference. See body of report for specific excerpts.
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APPENDIX 3: AERIAL MAP
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APPENDIX 4: SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

Photo Date:

Description: View of the
existing buildings on the
subject properties from
the northeast corner of
10360 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing vacant church
looking northeast from
the south parking lot of
10420 Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominiums from the
northeast corner of the
subject property
boundary.

71




Planning and Zoning Commission
March 18, 2013

Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP

Page 14

Description: View of the
Carriage House
Condominium south
building from the south
parking lot of 10420 Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking northeast at the
commercial development
across Old Olive Street
Road.

Description: View of the
existing office structure
that will remain on 10420
Old Olive Street Road.
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Description: View of the
existing office
development looking
northwest across Old
Olive Street Road.

Description: View
looking west along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northeast corner of the
subject properties.

Description: View
looking east along Old
Olive Street Road from
the northwest corner of
the subject properties,
Lou Fusz Service Center
on the left and the
Carriage House
Condominium north
buildings on the right.
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Crawford, Bunte, Brammeier
Traffic and Transportation Engineers

CBB

March 18, 2013

Since 1973

Mr. David Braswell

Covington Development, LLC

135 North Meramec Avenue, Suite 500
St. Louis, Missouri 63105

RE:  Traffic Impact Study
Proposed High End Apartments
Creve Coeur, Missouri
CBB Job No. 010-13

Dear Mr. Braswell:

As requested, CBB has prepared a traffic study pertaining to the proposed apartments located near
the intersection of Old Olive Street Road and Pavillion Drive in Creve Coeur. The project consists
of constructing apartments on a track two lots east of Pavillion Drive. The lot is bordered on the
north by Old Olive Street Road and to the south by Olive Boulevard. Currently, a vacant church is
located on the lot with access to Old Olive Street Road only. The proposed apartment building
consists of 174 apartments will share access with the neighboring lot adjacent to Pavillion Drive
occupied by an existing office space via the existing eastern entrance on Old Olive Street Road and
the entrance on Pavillion Drive.

Existing Roadway Conditions

Old Olive Street Road is east-west roadway consisting of three lanes (one in each direction and a
two way left turn lane) with no posted speed limit. The speed limit is assumed to be 35 miles per
hour (mph). This section of Old Olive Street Road terminates as a right-in/right-out access on North
Lindbergh Boulevard (US 67) approximately 0.2 miles to the east. West of Pavillion Drive, Old
Olive Street Road turns south and intersects with Olive Boulevard at a signalized intersection 0.4
miles to the west.

The intersection of Old Olive Street Road and Pavillion Drive is free flowing east-west with
northbound Pavillion Drive stop controlled. The northern leg is a commercial entrance.

Pavillion Drive is two lane north-south roadway connecting Old Olive Street Road with Olive
Boulevard. Pavillion Drive has four commercial entrances; two directly serving a parking lot, the
office building to the east and Ravenwood Drive which serves the commercial development to the
west. No speed limit is posted on Pavillion Drive, but it is assumed to be 35 mph or less.

450 Cottonwood Road - Suite B 1830 Craig Park Court - Suite 209
Glen Carbon, IL 62034 www.cbbtraffic.com St. Louis, MO 63146
(T) 618-656-2612  (F) 618-659-0650 (T) 314-878-6644  (F) 314-878-5876
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The intersection of Ravenwood Drive and Pavillion Drive is stop controlled from the east and south
with the northbound movement free flowing up the hill. All approaches consist of two lanes,
however the northbound approach has a painted median serving as the left turn approach median for
the southbound left turn lane at Olive Boulevard intersection to the south.

Olive Boulevard and Pavillion Drive is a signalized intersection with Monsanto’s commercial
entrance as the southern leg. The southbound through movement is restricted by an island on the
commercial entrance. Eastbound Olive Boulevard has dual through lanes, a separate left turn lane
and separate right turn lane. Westbound Olive Boulevard has dual through lanes with a separate
right turn lane. No westbound left turn movement is allowed at this intersection.

Olive Boulevard is a major east-west thoroughfare with a posted speed limit of 40 mph. This section
of Olive Boulevard consists of two through lanes in each direction with either a median or two-way
left turn lane. Olive Boulevard is grade separated at North Lindbergh Boulevard (US 67) with an
interchange approximately 0.25 miles to the east.

An aerial of the location and existing conditions is shown in Exhibit 1.

i

>
~

o
>

Exhibit 1 - Location and Existing Condition

Existing Traffic Conditions

In order to quantify existing traffic volumes within the study area, manual turning movement counts
were performed at both Olive Boulevard & Pavillion and Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion on a
typical weekday in February 2012 during the morning (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.) and afternoon (4:00 to
6:00 p.m.) peak periods. Based on these counts, two peak hours were chosen for analysis: the
weekday a.m. (8:00-9:00 a.m.) and p.m. (5:00-6:00 p.m.) peak hours. As well, 15 minute spot counts
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were performed during these same peak periods at the intersections of Ravenwood Drive with Pavillion
Drive, the office building entrance on Pavillion Drive and the two office building entrances on Old
Olive Street Road. The existing traffic volumes are summarized in Exhibit 2.

Existing Operating Conditions

The existing operating conditions were evaluated using Synchro 7, which is based upon the
methodologies outlined in the “Highway Capacity Manual” (HCM) published in 2000 by the
Transportation Research Board. This manual, which is used universally by highway and traffic
engineers to measure roadway capacity, established six levels of traffic service: Level A ("Free
Flow") to Level F ("Fully Saturated"). Levels of service are measures of traffic flow that consider
such factors as speed and delay time, traffic interruptions, safety, driving comfort, and convenience.
Level C, which is normally used for highway design, represents a roadway with volumes ranging
from 70% to 80% of its capacity.

The thresholds that define LOS are based upon the type of traffic control used at an intersection; i.e.,
whether it is signalized or unsignalized. For signalized and all-way stop intersections, the average
control delay per vehicle is estimated for each movement and aggregated for each approach and the
intersection as a whole. At intersections with partial (side-street) stop control, the delay for each
minor movement is determined instead of for the intersection as a whole since motorists on the main
road are not required to stop.

LOS is directly related to control delay. At signalized intersections, the LOS criteria differ from that
at unsignalized intersections primarily because different transportation facilities create different
driver expectations. The expectation is that a signalized intersection is designed to carry higher
traffic volumes and, consequently, may experience greater delay than an unsignalized intersection.
Furthermore, motorists are guaranteed service at regular intervals as the signal cycles. Table 1
summarizes the LOS thresholds used in the analysis.

Synchro 7 results of the capacity analyses for existing conditions of Olive Boulevard & Pavillion
Drive, Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Drive, Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive and Old Olive
Street Road & the eastern office building commercial entrance are summarized in Table 2. As can
be seen, there is considerable delay for both the north and south bound approaches at Olive
Boulevard and Pavillion Drive during the am and pm peak hours.
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Table 1
Level of Service Thresholds
Control Delay per Vehicle (sec/veh)
Level of Service (LOS) Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections
A <10 0-10
B >10-20 >10-15
C > 20-35 > 15-25
D > 35-55 > 25-35
E > 55-80 > 35-50
F > 80 > 50
Table 2
Existing Operating Conditions
The Vanguard at Creve Coeur
Intersection/Approach AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Olive Blvd & Pavillion Drive — Signalized
Northbound Approach C (32.8) F(63.3)
Southbound Approach E (58.0) E(60.6)
Eastbound Approach A (2.9) A(3.8)
Westbound Approach A (4.8) B(15.9)
Overall Intersection A (4.6) B(15.6)
Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Lane — Unsignalized
Southbound Approach A(9.1) B(12.5)
Eastbound Approach A(8.4) B(11.0)
Pavillion Drive & Existing Office Building Entrance — Unsignalized
Westbound Approach A(8.9) A(7.9)
Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(10.3) B(12.2)
Southbound Approach B(10.6) B(13.5)
Westbound Left A(7.7) A(7.9)

Old Olive Street Road & Existing Office Building Eastern Entrance — Unsignalized

Northbound Approach

A(9.7)

B(12.0)

Westbound Left

A(7.8)

A(8.2)

X (XX.X) - Level of Service (Average vehicular delay in seconds per vehicle)
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Trip Generation Characteristics of the Proposed Development

As a primary step in this analysis, a forecast was prepared to estimate the amount of traffic that the
proposed development would generate during the peak hours. The number of trips in and out of the
site was calculated based on the 9" edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip
Generation publication. As described above, the proposed development consists of 174 unit
apartment building. As summarized in Table 3, the proposed development would be expected to
generate a total of approximately 95 and 115 passenger car trips during the a.m. and p.m. weekday
peak hours, respectively.

From analysis of the existing traffic counts, it is estimated that 70% of the trips will utilize the
western entrance on Pavillion Drive with the remaining 30% of the trips utilizing the existing
entrance on Old Olive Street Road. Additionally, it is estimated that 100% of the traffic utilizing the
western entrance on Pavillion Drive will tilize the intersection of Olive Boulevard and Pavillion
Drive with 45% being eastbound traffic and 55% being westbound traffic on Olive Boulevard. From
the 15 minute spot counts of the entrance to the existing apartments to the east of the project site on
Old Olive Street Road, it is anticipated that 30% of the trips will be eastbound traffic while the
remaining 70% will be westbound trips. The anticipated directional distribution of the site generated
traffic of the passenger vehicle traffic is summarized in Exhibit 3.

Table 3
Anticipated Trip Generation
The Vanguard at Creve Coeur
Trips Weekday AM Peak PM Peak
174 Apts. Total In Out Total In  Out Total In Out
Rounded | 1160 580 580 95 20 /5 115 15 40
20% 20%

To North Drive 5 15 15 10
to/from east 30% 2 5 5 3
to/from west 70% 3 10 10 7

80% 80%
To West Drive 20 60 60 35
to/from north 0% 0 0 0 0
to/from south 100% 20 60 60 35

89




The Vanguard at Creve Coeur
Pavillion Drive & Old Olive/Olive

&
p = .
-

@
£
©
-
=
R
E |
=2
[}
5
o

Lo = Existing Traffic Signal

= Cross Access
XX =AM Peak Hour Traffic (8:00 - 9:00 AM)

(XX) =PM Peak Hour Traffic (5:00 - 6:00 PM)

Exhibit 3: Site-Generated Traffic Volumes fob# 010-13

90




Mr. David Braswell

CBB March 18, 2013

T Page 8 of 16

Forecasted Construction-Year (2014) with Build Condition

It is our understanding that the construction of the project is likely to be complete in 2014. In order
to account for traffic growth through 2014, one year of background growth was included along the
roadways in the study area at a historical rate of 0.5% annually and the Site Generated Traffic along
with the assumed directional distribution was added to achieve the 2014 Build Traffic shown in
Exhibit 4.

Using the increased volumes, Syncro 7 was utilized to analyze the 2014 conditions with and without
construction of the proposed apartments. The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4
2014 Build Operating Conditions
The Vanguard at Creve Coeur

Intersection/Approach AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Olive Blvd & Pavillion Drive — Signalized
Northbound Approach C(34.7) F(91.3)
Southbound Approach D(42.9) E(63.3)
Eastbound Approach A(3.3) A(5.0)
Westbound Approach A(5.5) B(19.0)
Overall Intersection A(5.8) C(20.8)
Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Lane — Unsignalized
Southbound Approach A(9.6) B(13.8)
Eastbound Approach A(8.4) B(11.6)
Pavillion Drive & Existing Office Building Entrance — Unsignalized
Westbound Approach A(9.5) B(10.8)
Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(10.5) B(12.5)
Southbound Approach B(10.7) B(13.7)
Westbound Left A(7.7) A(7.9)
Old Olive Street Road & Existing Office Building Eastern Entrance — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(10.9) B(11.8)
Westbound Left A(7.8) A(8.3)

X (XX.X) - Level of Service (Average vehicular delay in seconds per vehicle)

According to the Syncro 7 results, the poor LOS and delay for the both the north and south bound
approaches of Pavillion with Olive Boulevard continue to be poor with the addition of the site
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generated traffic. This analysis assumes no changes in the signal timing at Olive Boulevard and
Pavillion Drive which gives preference to the east-west movements on Olive Boulevard.

Comparing the approach levels of service for no build and build, it was noted that the build LOS is

actually better. This is due to a high number of low delay movements (right-turns) added to the
southbound approach which reduces the approach average delay.
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Forecasted Design-Year (2034) Conditions

In order to account for traffic growth through 2034, twenty-years of background growth was
included along the roadways in the study area at the previously mentioned 0.5% historical annual
growth rate with and without the construction of the proposed apartments, see Exhibit 5. The
capacity analyses were repeated using the design-year forecasted traffic volumes to evaluate the
long-term impact of the proposed improvements and assess their adequacy over time. The results of
these analyses are summarized in Table 5.

Table §
2034 No Build Operating Conditions
The Vanguard at Creve Coeur

Intersection/Approach AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Olive Blvd & Pavillion Drive — Signalized
Northbound Approach C(34.9) F(93.8)
Southbound Approach E(56.7) £(62.0)
Eastbound Approach A(3.4) A(4.8)
Westbound Approach A(6.3) Ci20.7)
Overall Intersection A(5.6) C(21.6)
Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Lane — Unsignalized
Southbound Approach A(9.3) B(13.3)
Eastbound Approach A(8.4) B(11.6)
Pavillion Drive & Existing Office Building Entrance — Unsignalized
Westbound Approach A(9.0) B(10.5)
Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(10.8) B(13.4)
Southbound Approach B(11.0) B(14.5)
Westbound Left A(7.7) A(8.0)
Old Olive Street Road & Existing Office Building Eastern Entrance — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach A(9.9) B(12.5)
Westbound Left A(7.9) A(8.4)

X (XX.X) - Level of Service (Average vehicular delay in seconds per vehicle)
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Table 6

2034 Build Operating Conditions

The Vanguard at Creve Coeur

Intersection/Approach AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Olive Blvd & Pavillion Drive — Signalized
Northbound Approach C(34.9) 4.5)
Southbound Approach D(44.2) E(67.6)
Eastbound Approach A(3.6) A(5.6)
Westbound Approach A(6.6) C(24.3)
Overall Intersection A(6.4) C(28.9)
Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Lane — Unsignalized
Southbound Approach A(9.7) C(14.8)
Eastbound Approach A(8.4) B(12.1)
Pavillion Drive & Existing Office Building Entrance — Unsignalized
Westbound Approach A(9.7) B(11.1)
Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(10.9) B(13.6)
Southbound Approach B(11.0) B(14.7)
Westbound Left A(7.8) A(8.0)
0ld Olive Street Road & Existing Office Building Eastern Entrance — Unsignalized
Northbound Approach B(11.0) B(12.2)
Westbound Left A(7.9) A(8.4)

X (XX.X) - Level of Service (Average vehicular delay in seconds per vehicle)

Again, the poor LOS and delay for the both the north and south bound approaches continue with the
historical background growth of 0.5%. As well, the LOS and delay for the southbound approach is
exaggerated with the addition of the site generated traffic. This analysis assumes no changes in the
signal timing at Olive Boulevard and Pavillion Drive which gives preference to the east-west

movements on Olive Boulevard.
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Observed Sight Distance

The sight distance at the intersections of Olive Boulevard & Pavillion Drive, Pavillion Drive &
Ravenwood Drive, Old Olive Street Road & Pavillion Drive and Old Olive Street Road & the
eastern office building commercial entrance were observed in the field, while no field measurements
of sight distance was performed, however the following areas may be of concern;

The existing building in the northwest quadrant of Pavillion Drive and Ravenwood Drive
may block the sight distance to the north for an eastbound vehicle at this intersection; and

Trees and vegetation on the east side of Pavillion Drive, both north and south of the existing
office building entrance, could block the sight distance of a westbound vehicle exiting this
driveway. We recommend that the vegetation be trimmed back and maintained to provide a
clear view between 3 and 10 feet above the adjacent pavement elevation. This “window”
will allow safe visibility for traffic flow.

Findings and Conclusions

Based upon the preceding discussion, the following may be concluded regarding the traffic impacts
of the proposed improvements.

1.

The proposed development has little impact to Pavillion Drive & Ravenwood Drive,
Pavillion Drive & the existing office entrance, Pavillion Drive & Old Olive Street Road and
will result in acceptable delay and LOS at these intersections.

The LOS and delay of the north and south bound legs are poor in the existing condition, 2014
Build, 2034 No-Build and 2034 Build conditions. This is attributed to the existing signal
timing giving preference to the east-west movements on Olive Boulevard. The volume to
capacity (v/c) ratio for these conditions are less than 0.9 which indicates that construction of
additional lanes is not necessary to improve the LOS and delay of the intersection. If
approved by the Missouri Department of Transportation, the signals could be retimed so that
the LOS greater than D and v/c ratio less than 0.9 could be attained for each movement.

. The sight distance obstructions noted above should be addressed to the most practical extent

as possible.

The southbound stop sign at Pavillion Drive and Ravenwood Drive does not meet the Manual
of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) standards. The sign is square in shape with a
small octagon stop sign painted for which can only be viewed by the southbound traffic. It
was noted during the data collection that this seemed to cause confusion to the northbound
traffic as to who has the right-of-way at the intersection. It is recommended that a typical
octagonal stop sign be installed whose shape could be observed from the rear by northbound
traffic and help better define the right-of-way through the intersection.
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In summary, our analysis indicates that there is no need for physical improvements to the road
system beyond the trimming of vegetation and potential for signal retiming at Pavilion and Olive.

We trust that you will find this report useful in evaluating the traffic impacts associated with the
proposed apartments located near the intersection of Old Olive Street Road and Pavillion Drive in
Creve Coeur, Missouri. Please contact our St. Louis office should you have any questions or
comments concerning this material.

Sincerely,

Lee Cannon, P.E., PTOE
Senior Traffic Engineer
LCannon@CBBTraffic.com
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI
300 NORTH NEW BALLAS ROAD
MONDAY, APRIL 1, 2013
7:00 P._M.

PUBLIC HEARING
APPLICATION 13-003

THOSE IN ATTENDANCE:

Chairman Timothy Madden

Mr. Michael Barton

Mr. Gary Eberhardt

Mr. James Faron

Mr. Ken Howard

Mr. James Schnarr

Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney

Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development
Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner

Ms. Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary

McLaughlin Court Reporting Services, Inc.

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR #314, I1L-CSR, KS-CCR

4772 Gatesbury Drive
St. Louis, MO 63128
(314)487-2259

o g A W N P

1
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Good evening. 1°d like to

call together the Planning Zoning Commission Meeting for
the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri for Monday, April 1st,
2013.

We"ll start with roll call.

Dr. Michael Barton?
Page 1
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MR. BARTON: Present.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Gary Eberhardt?
MR. EBERHARDT: Present.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. James Faron?
MR. FARON: Present.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Ken Howard?
MR. HOWARD: Present.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: 1 know Ms. Cynthia Kramer will

not be here tonight.

Mr. Jim Schnarr?

MR. SCHNARR: Present.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Carl Lumley, our City
Attorney?

MR. LUMLEY: Present.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Paul Langdon, our Director

of Community Development?
MR. LANGDON: Present.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Whitney Kelly, Our City

Planner?

MS. KELLY: Present.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: And, Ms. Julie Lowery, our
Recording Secretary?

MS. LOWERY: Present.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: That"Il move us to B, Public

Hearing for Application No. 13-003: Approval for the

rezoning of 5.26 acres to Core Business District and a

conditional use permit for The Vanguard at Creve Coeur, a

multi-family residential development.
MR. EBERHARDT: Swear in public hearing?
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Yeah.

Page 2
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And anybody that may be commenting on this, if

you"d come up right now and be sworn in, so we don"t have
to do it one by one. So if you are going to come up and
comment, please come up now and be sworn in.

(Speakers were sworn by the court reporter.)

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Would you please state your
name and address for the record.

MR. BRASWELL: My name is David Braswell with
Covington Realty Properties. Offices at 135 North
Meramec, St. Louis, Missouri 63105.

I1"m here tonight to, hopefully, get your support
in a project called The Vanguard at Creve Coeur.

VOICE IN THE AUDIENCE: Pardon me, can he speak

a little louder, please.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: There you go. That might he?p
having it little closer.

MR. BRASWELL: 1Is that better?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Yes.

MR. BRASWELL: Thank you.

The property is located at 10360 Old Olive
Street Road and 10420 Olive Street Road.

Could we have the site on the overhead?

All right. Again, the -- let me orient you on
this site plan.

This is Old Olive Street Road, and Olive
Boulevard would be at the bottom of the page.

The site, 10360 Old Olive Street Road, is this
long narrow site that runs from Old Olive to Olive
Boulevard, and at the same time, 10420 is this narrow site
that runs from Olive -- Old Olive to Olive Boulevard.

Both sites are being proposed to be rezoned from
Page 3
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General Business to Core Business.

The reason for that, in working with
Mr. Langdon, this entire area, the retail center to the
west, is also Core Business. Many of the properties
surrounding it are Core Business.

The concept here was not to leave a property,
which is a three-story office building here, owned by

Dr. Branson, who is the seller of this site, to leave this

as a General Business District with -- with a Core
Business on either side.

What we"re doing is we"re asking for both
parcels to be changed and zoned Core Business. That would
be contiguous to this, thereby, this entire area would
then be a Core Business District. Okay.

What we"re proposing, again, this is the --
let"s call it the eastern site, Parcel One; the office,
Parcel Two.

Entire parcel is made up of 5.6 acres, and what
we"re proposing on the eastern parcel is 174 multifamily
apartments for rent with a parking structure in the
center, which is grade plus three, and you see that in
the -- the section down below.

What -- and, by the way, this section is
basically cut right down the center of here, so what you
see 1s a building on the north, the courtyard here, the
parking structure here, another courtyard in this
building.

The building generally wraps on each side the
parking structure, so that from -- from this -- this side
you basically see parking units, a break where you enter
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the garage and more units.

In addition to this parcel and this parcel, 1 am

in the throes of acquiring approximately .5 acres from

5
MoDOT. The current highway right-of-way jogs up -- up
this hill, almost to this point and then goes back down.

I"m trying to buy approximately 120 feet from,
what would be now the new right-of-way up to the existing
boundary on the south side of this property.

The -- again, | mentioned that the whole site is
5.6 acres. This parcel is 3.6 acres, leaving the office
parcel of 1.6 acres. Again, the existing current zoning"s
Core Business -- General Business. We"re requesting Core
Business with a conditional use permit.

The conditional use permit is required to get
the density 1"m asking for, and it only occurs -- which is
above 20 units to the acre, which is only allowable under
the Core Business conditional use permit.

The FAR on this site is the acreage multiplied
by 1.25. 1t"s approximately 196,000 square feet.

We -- as | understand it, 1"m sure that you have
the -- 1 assume they have the staff report, or we meet the
site coverage as indicated in the ordinance.

There are several issues that | will request a
variance are -- on, and that meeting at that ward is set
for two weeks from -- no --

MR. LANGDON: On Thursday. Two weeks from
Thursday .

MR. BRASWELL: Two weeks from Thursday. Thank

you.

They are -- when I"m -- 1"m adjacent to, on my
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eastern border, a multifamily condominium community.

The way it"s stated in the ordinance, when I™m
adjacent to a designation, this is designated AR under the
zoning ordinance, | must have a buffer of 200 feet from
that AR District. My site from this corner to this corner
is 192 feet. That would be a variance request.

The other -- one other item is that I must be no
further away from a right-of-way on this property line
than 80 feet.

As 1 told you, I"m buying 120 feet of that from
MoDOT, with the stipulation that I can®t build on it
because of the -- of the existing approximately three to
one slope.

It"s impossible to achieve that maximum setback
of 80 feet when 1°m buying 120 feet, and 1 can®t move the
building close enough to get it within 80 feet without
constructing it on the parcel 1 would be buying from them.

And, again, the restriction on that parcel is I
cannot build on it. I can landscape it. 1°m planning a
detention basin, but I can"t build a building on it.

What"s the third point?

MR. LANGDON: The requirement for the parking
garage being underground versus above ground.

7

MR. BRASWELL: Which was the first point. Yes.

Under the CB District, there®s a requirement
that 1 believe 50 percent of the parking for multifamily
must be beneath the building. What I"m proposing is a
parking structure that starts on grade and goes
vertically. Just -- and that, again, is my third request
before the Board of Adjustments.
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There will be a combination of one-bedroom,

two-bedroom and three-bedroom units. The ordinance
requires that the average units -- average unit size is no
smaller than 900 square feet. Our units -- our average is
larger than that. It also requires that no unit can be
smaller than 750 feet.

We will have approximately 30 percent
one-bedroom units; about 60 percent two-bedroom units, and
it will be a smattering of some threes. All two-bedrooms
are two baths; all three bedrooms are two baths.

The market study we did was very pleasing in
that the rents will start for one-bedroom, approximately
750 square feet, close to $1,200 a month. That number
will, for a three-bedroom, will be probably just over
$2,000 a month.

These are planned as high-end luxury units,
9-foot ceilings, wood flooring, granite countertops, on

and on and on.

Are there any questions, please?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Any questions?

Mr. Faron.

MR. FARON: 1Is -- is the possible fourth
variance the sky exposure plane, is that --

MR. BRASWELL: Yes. Thank you.

The sky exposure plane which, basically,
indicates that you move in to the property 100 feet, go
45 feet in the air and project from that point a 30-degree
angle.

It would basically -- 1 could basically build a
building, maybe the length of this property, about that

wide, with that sky angle plane of a 30-degree angle.
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That"s the fourth requirement -- request of Board of
Adjustment.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Do one of you want to go next

or --
MR. LANGDON: Yeah.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay.
MR. LANGDON: |If you"re ready.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Pardon me?
MR. LANGDON: |If you"re ready for me.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Yeah, we are.
MR. BARTON: 1 was just going to get some
clarification --
9
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Oh, 1"m sorry. Dr. Barton.
MR. BARTON: -- real quick, and 1 don®"t know how

much it affects things. |1 was just trying to get
understanding.

Is there an exchange of ownership or does --

MR. BRASWELL: Yes.

MR. BARTON: -- Dr. Branson still maintaining
the ownership of his property?

MR. BRASWELL: Dr. Branson still maintaining the
office parcel, and I will be purchasing approximately
3 acres from him.

MR. BARTON: And then -- and then there®s cross
access easements --

MR. BRASWELL: Yes.

MR. BARTON: -- 1 guess?

MR. BRASWELL: Yes, sir.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Eberhardt.

MR. EBERHARDT: On your eastern boundary, you
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say that abuts a Residential Development, AR?

MR. BRASWELL: Yeah, this is -- this is
designated as an AR Residential District condominium.

MR. EBERHARDT: And what kind of a buffer or
screening is there between your apartments and those?

MR. BRASWELL: Currently nothing. There"s a --
see this long rectangle here --

10

MR. EBERHARDT: Uh-huh.

MR. BRASWELL: -- that"s a one level multicar
car garage, but there"s nothing else. There"s not a
screen or a fence or anything.

This -- this sort of acts as one, but there®s --
basically, that"s a parking lot here. Garage here.

MR. EBERHARDT: And what is the closest
residential unit to your building on --

MR. BRASWELL: 1t would be -- this actually is
the edge of the parking lot, so there®s a building right
here, and it does not show up on -- on here.

Building No. 1, the northern building and the
southern building, and there®s the long parking garage,
and there"s the entry off of Old Olive. And the property
line then is right there.

MR. EBERHARDT: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Are -- are you going to put
something on your property line between -- like either a
fence or landscape or something between you and their --

MR. BRASWELL: Well, yeah, between the setback
there would be landscaping here, and we submitted a
landscaping plan.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay.

MR. BRASWELL: But there®s no other visual
Page 9
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barrier other than landscaping.
11

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay.

MR. EBERHARDT: And is that side a blank wall or
does i1t have windows or —-

MR. BRASWELL: No, there are -- there are
windows on -- on these -- this side and this side, and
then this is the -- this is the parking structure.

MR. EBERHARDT: Right.

MR. BRASWELL: Which, typically, what 1"ve done
in the past on those, you know, they have a -- what 1 call
a spandrel, which -- iIs concrete, but I"m actually just
finishing one in University City near 170 and Delmar and
-- thank you -- and what we*ve done there is you can take
this spandrel, which is this, and you can do a number of
things with it.

What we did on the current one is put a form
liner in the concrete form, which looks like stone. You
can do brick, about -- about whatever your imagination
can think of to make those look more than just a blank
concrete panel.

This -- this is the proposed elevation from the
office building site. And, as you can see, this is the
garage and the units, and then this is just a blowup of

that piece right there.

I got a better one. It"s -- the -- and the east
elevation is -- you"ll see the expanse of the garage and,
12

again, these spandrels, again, this is a grade plus three
levels here, and then units on each end similar to the
other, but, again, there®"s -- there®s not sufficient depth
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on the property to wrap both sides of the garage.

The other -- just -- just for reference, this
was the landscape plan we submitted for the entire site.

And one other thing I might mention is that on
this landscaping plan, you®ve got -- I mentioned you have
this courtyard here and a courtyard here, one of which
we"ve got a pool and another just a water feature.

In addition to that, on the upper level of the
garage is what we would refer to as a rooftop garden,
which is, you know, place for sunbathing, we®d have up
there what they"d call a splash pool, you know 20-inch
deep body of water, and just a place for people to hang
out, sunbathe, and typically there would be barbecue
grills up there as well. Similar in both of these
courtyards.

One thing I might mention, the property is
elevatored, but -- but what"s unique about this sort of
garage structure, people can actually drive -- if they
live on the second floor, they can drive up to the second
floor, and you enter at four points off of that garage to
go into the corridor on the level in which you®re living.

So people sort of self-distribute to where

13
they"re at. They generally just don"t use the elevators.

This First floor along here would house our
leasing office and the work-out room and all the amenities
that would be available for the residents.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay. Thank you.

MR. BRASWELL: Any more questions?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Not right at this moment, |
don*t think.

Why don®"t we hear from Paul, and then 1711 let
Page 11
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the people in the audience comment.

MR. LANGDON: Feel like 1™m sitting in your
laps.

Good evening, Mr. Chairman, Members of the
Commission.

My name®s Paul Langdon. [1"m the Director of
Community Development for the City of Creve Coeur.

The applicant has given you a thorough
walk-through of the site and the project itself.

As he"s identified, there are a number of issues
related to the zoning as it sits today.

The basic expansion of the Core Business
District is not unusual. It is a continuation of the
basic form, which is fairly intensive development.

We call it the Pavilion Shopping Center. Has a
number of retail units, it has office over retail iIn the

14
northwest corner. It has the theater, and it does have a
parking deck, albeit a rarely used parking deck.

The drive that runs down beside it, Pavilion
Drive, was never intended to be a public street. It is
not today a public street.

It was intended to be an access for traffic
leaving en masse from the theater. That"s where it
originated. The theater is right here. That"s Pavilion
Drive. That"s the parking deck, you have restaurants and
retail, restaurant, restaurant, restaurant, mixed office
and restaurant back here and retail.

The -- the driveway is really only built to
driveway standards in terms of width. The turning radius
here, if any of you have tried to negotiate it at a busy
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time, is not very good, and certainly that"s something

we"re mindful of as we move forward.

Also you have some newer office located here at
the corner and you have comments received last time from
the owners of that building that have concerns. You also
have the Carriage House, which has been referred to. You
received comments last time on that, and 1 think you®ll
get comments tonight from residents there.

These are all factors that we"re aware of.

I think one of the things that you also need to
be aware of, and I don"t want to presume on the Board of

15
Adjustment here, but it does help with the general
understanding of how we got here and some of the issues,
that not only will the Board of Adjustment will be looking
at, but I think that you all need to look at as well, and
that is the zoning history of this area.

It has been commercially zoned along Olive
Street Road since the City incorporated. This is part of
the original incorporation area. At the time there was no
Olive Boulevard, this is where Olive went. And this was
always seen as an area coming off of Lindbergh for
commercial development.

When Carriage House came along, the project, as
a concept, the City did not have a Multifamily District
that could handle it. It was proposed actually originally
over here close to Lindbergh or over here where there"s
currently an office building.

At the time they developed the Multifamily, it
was called Planned Multifamily Development, the P
District. And it allowed for higher density, which

Carriage House is. It allowed for shorter setbacks and
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less green space. Basically, it was a compression of the
what was conventional garden apartments at the time. This
was the early 1980s.

The two sites failed, but ultimately Carriage
House came out of that zoning. Ultimately, the City

16
decided that that P District was not very workable, so
they reworked it into what became the MF or Multifamily
District.

In addition, there was the AR, Attached Single
Family, which is sort of townhouses, and then there are
all this Single-Family Detached Districts.

Carriage House was zoned Multifamily. That"s
important because going forward you had a multifamily
parcel surrounded by commercial development or commercial
zoning.

And commercial zoning popped up over the years.
You had the development take place here at Pavilion, which
initially stage you see, but then went to Core Business.
Had all this development along the north side, the
expansion of Lou Fusz with the Subaru dealer.

You have the office building here right at the
interchange ramp, the other dealership and some various
offices and a -- and a school right here, a private
school. So you saw a variety of different development.

In the late 1990s, the City, 1997, the City
adopted a new zoning code. It was a complete rewrite. A
lot of new standards were brought in.

One of those was anything in the Core Business
District had to provide this 200-foot buffer if it was
adjacent to Single-Family Residential.
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17
Remember at the time that there was still

Multifamily Residential. There was a clear break there
when you were beside Single-Family, you had big buffers.
IT you were beside Multifamily, no buffer.

In this case you had multifamily development,
and so there was no presumption that they were creating
some sort of a -- a buffer zone around that particular
development or any like it, frankly.

Just a couple years after that zoning code was
adopted, there was a move in the City to get rid of all
Multifamily zoning. There would be no more Multifamily
zoning as a designation. Any properties that were zoned
Multifamily would be zoned something else.

In that effort, this along with all the other
apartment complexes, were evaluated for what was the best
district, because, as you know, that"s not a townhouse.
That i1s not attached Single-Family development, but it"s
also not a business either, it"s where people live.

So they decided at the time that the best use or
the best district would be AR, even though it isn"t AR, it
doesn"t meet any of the standards of AR, at least AR was a
Residential District that allowed somewhat higher density,
and that"s about as far as -- as this project went along
with it.

The problem though is that now you brought along

18
a whole bunch of protection standards for a style of
development that were never intended to go with this style
of development. But that®"s the way it went, and that"s
what we have today, AR zoning on a multifamily project.

Several years go by, the General Commercial
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zoning stays in that area. Nothing happens.

Comprehensive Plan is written in 2002. There"s
specific wording in there that the City should envision
this as a Commerce Center. That"s the name given to this
district of the City. There®s wording in there that says
the City should be prepared and should encourage
large-scale redevelopment, sophisticated redevelopment
with high design -- design standards and should, in fact,
it goes as far as encouraging a green-tape approach,
meaning minimum restrictions; make it happen. Even with
that, nothing happened.

The Pavilion really was it. And that was the
only thing that -- that was taking place. Lou Fusz did
the Subaru dealer, which, compared to the other portions
of the complex, again, that"s it right here, compared to
the repair center and the size of the Nissan and Mazda
dealers, it"s much, much smaller. 1t simply wasn"t taking
place.

The only other project was this one, which 1is
three stories and actually fits within the General

19

Commercial zoning, but the owner of that building will
tell you that if he could have done more, he would have
done more. Because he had access and because he had
location, he knew that he could make the project work, but
he didn®"t have the zoning, and he didn"t have a big enough
piece of land to qualify for a stand-alone Core Business
District.

He would have, in effect, been spot zoning had
he done that, which is curious, because when they zoned
this Carriage House project -- sorry -- this Carriage
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House project to AR, they effectively spot zoned a piece

of property. It doesn"t fit in. It"s surrounded by
Commercial. It doesn"t fit the district it"s in. It was
a zoning of convenience.

We move ahead another several years, and this
project comes along. They"re looking at a set of new
circumstances. The market has changed. The expansion of
the plant science region, if you will, with Monsanto, this
is —- you can see a little bit of it here, of course,
Monsanto®s, you know, over to the west, and you have the
Danforth Plant Science Center and Bridge Park and now
the -- the Healing Center, which is owned by St. Louis
County, all starting to form a district. They"re starting
to grow.

Part of that market study that the applicant

20
referred to looked at the growing number of people working
in that area that had need for this style of housing.

You have in your packets, and it was on the dais
today, letters from Danforth Plant Science Center, as well
as Bridge Park and Wexford encouraging the project because
a lot of the people that work in those centers are looking
for this style of housing.

They"re coming here from out of country; they"re
coming here from other parts of the country, they may or
may not stay here. They are used to a different style of
living in many cases and they don"t want to commute.

Remember that back when some of this zoning was
done, and even at the -- in 2002, we weren"t looking at
nearly as much interest in people living close to where
they work. Commuting was a part of what Creve Coeur was

and still is to a large degree, but it"s on -- the
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commuting is on the decrease and people wanting to live
close to work is on the increase.

And the Plant Science Center has, as a region,
has really seen a push amongst the people living -- or
working there to -- to have more housing choices nearby.

So that"s kind of led to the genesis of this
project and -- and the Applicant®s interest in it. It
really raises a lot of questions for us though.

Regardless of the architecture, regardless of

21
the materials, the details of the landscape plan, 1 think
we First have to address this question of is this the
right direction for this area.

The Board of Adjustment has very specific issues
to look at, and their discussion will be focused on those
issues. But one of the questions they have to answer 1is
if the variances are granted and the project is built,
will It be a detriment to this property, to the properties
around it, or the City iIn general.

That"s a big question, because in some ways this
follows with the pattern of development that"s been
anticipated in the Comp Plan, but it"s very much not in
following with the zoning that®"s in the area.

We haven®t seen a project like this in the City
before except for Kings Landing. Kings Landing -- well,
and | take that back. Summit Lofts is very similar,
although not as big. It"s that -- that sort of dense
urban model, very short setbacks, it"s really, you know,
the buildings go right to the edges and everything is
focused iInside. The rents are very high.

And 1 can report that the tenancy in those
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projects is also very high. They are functionally full

all the time now. So there is market interest.

The question for you all, 1 think, as the

Planning Commission, and this really starts to preempt

22
some of the Comprehensive Plan discussions that we"ll get
into later this year, is where is this area headed. Is
this an area that"s headed for this style of development,
or is this an area that should be pressured to stay below
three stories and stay within that General Commercial
limitation.

What you see out there today, although dated, is
effectively what General Commercial allows. It"s fairly
dispersed. Fairly low. Fairly low intensity.

Core Business, as you know, is City Place, it"s
North New Ballas. It"s the area that runs across the
interchange and over to Westgate. You know, that"s Core
Business zoning. West Park on the far side of the City,
that"s also Core Business zoning. It is a different
character. It is more urban in style. It is more dense.

Where 1 think you can be of the most service to
this process at this time is to look into that issue and
speak to it, so that we can then help the Board of
Adjustment as they deliberate on this question of harm.
Is there a harm or is this actually a good thing for the
area.

There®s no question that"s a dramatic change for
the properties around it. Property to the west is a part
of the project, so one presumes they“re in favor. We
haven®t heard from the projects to the north. Carriage

23

House residents, some of them, at least, are opposed to
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the project. This is a dramatic change for them. It"s a
parking lot beside them today. You know, this is all
parking lot right here.

This is one small building, and you got a house
right there, the manse, | suppose it was, for the church.
And the rest of it"s all landscape. Now you®ll have a
building that fills almost that entire space. That"s
dramatic change.

But is that the dramatic change that the Comp
Plan was seeking.

And 1 suppose that®"s the first question 1 really
have for you. What do you think? Because we will take
these comments forward to the Board of Adjustment.

I"m not looking for you to recommend the project
tonight. In fact, | encourage you not to. I"m not
looking for you to say that you would approve the project,
but the first question, is this the right kind of project.
We"ve seen this before. 1It"s a great project, it"s in the
wrong place. Is that the case here or is this the right
project to lead the way to a different future than the
last 20 years we"ve seen in this area?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Eberhardt.

MR. EBERHARDT: What"s the approximate
employment at the Danforth Science Center of people who

24
might be utilizing these kind of apartments, do you have
any feel for that?

MR. LANGDON: I don"t know that I can answer
specifically to Danforth. 1 believe it"s iIn the 200
employees range. 1 believe Wexford is similar. Helix
just started, so there®s very little there. Monsanto™s,
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you know, is essentially 24-hour operation, but 1 think

their peak on campus employment at any one time is about
3,000.

Those areas are growing. Recall there®"s two
more phases to the Wexford project, both of which are
larger than Phase I. And then Helix is, | believe, about
115,000 square feet, only 20 percent or so is full right
now.

MR. EBERHARDT: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Mr. Faron.

MR. FARON: In regards to the Comp Plan, it
seems like this project is very favorable to a lot of
things in the Comp Plan, as I"ve read the staff"s report
and delved a little deeper into that.

It seems like we"ve attempted to lay out options
for this site in this area before, and it hasn"t taken
off. 1 don"t know if we want to continue to do that.

There also seems to be support from the
companies in the vicinity. | know we have some -- some

25
push back from some businesses in the vicinity, but some
of the larger companies, the biotech companies definitely
make a good point in allowing some residential options for
their workers and people that are in that area not to have
to drive somewhere to -- to lunch, do lunch, or just exist
and live in that vicinity.

It seems like in the past there"s been a
convoluted direction to where this Carriage House building
exists now as its zoning is in place.

In taking into consideration some of the
comments that were made before, the previous meeting, is

there a possibility of softening Pavilion somehow to
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appease the people that were against the -- or stating
that there could be some traffic problems, you know,
adjusting that? |1 know one of the traffic reports stated
that the stop sign is not of a typical nature. Maybe
that"s something to start with. Widening it slightly.

Is there an option to put a light up at
Guelbreth and across from Carriage House? 1 know that"s a
nightmare to come in and out of for some of the residents
there.

Things of that nature. | mean | think there"s a
lot of options here to try to make this project work.

I know the Applicant said that dropping it a
story might make it unrealistic, but would that change the

26
zoning? 1 thought you had said that in the report that
that possibly would eliminate some of the variances that
he might have to apply for.

MR. LANGDON: Only one.

MR. FARON: Only one. The sky plan or the --

MR. LANGDON: Yes, the sky plan.

MR. FARON: Yeah. So I mean I don®t want to go
on and on, so I"ve read this extensively, the staff
report, and there"s other things 1 can mention, but 1711
-— I"11 throw it back to the Commission, see if anyone
else has additional comments. But 1 think we can do some
things here to make it move forward on this, not to
approve it now, but to definitely look at it a little
closer. Maybe we do our own independent traffic study. |
think the study was done by the Applicant.

We had a similar conflict with Delmar Gardens
so, at any rate.
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Anyone else?

MR. HOWARD: 1 have a couple comments.

It seems like the access to this property from
Pavilion is the wrong direction. That seems like the
wrong street to use.

Old Olive is built sufficiently wide to handle

this kind of traffic flow. Pavilion just absolutely is

not.
27

Has the fire department looked at this --

MR. LANGDON: Yes.

MR. HOWARD: -- as far as access from both
sides?

MR. LANGDON: Yeah, 1 mean fire
department®s comments -- let me bring up the site plan --

keep north up.

Right now recall that the primary access is
intended to be here off of Old Olive. There is access
today right here. It goes into the office building in
this parking lot and then it connects through to this --
the big parking lot that"s here.

Obviously, you can see that would still be a way
through.

The fire department sees this as the primary
access and would not want to use this. They did look at
being able to negotiate a truck through here, oops,
through here to this point where they could then extend a
ladder to fight a fire in the south end of the building.

Concern being that once you got a truck in here,
if you got a truck in here, it would be extremely
difficult to get out, especially if there are cars parked

there. It -- you couldn®"t get a ladder truck is what it
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comes down to.

So they have considerable concerns about getting

28

into that property. What they would do, and what the
Applicant has agreed to work with Demon (phonetic), access
is from Old Olive. They come to here and then using a
series of the, they call them grass pavers or turf
blocks --

MR. BARTON: Uh-huh.

MR. LANGDON: -- which they~ve approved in a
variety of locations before, a truck can drive down there,
only one time use, hopefully if -- hopefully never be
used. And again can then reach a point here, where then
extend a ladder and fight a fire in the south end.

It"s, again, not ideal, but at least it
does allow them access. They are satisfied with that. We
met directly with the fire marshal and with the -- the
ladder truck captain, who felt that that was acceptable.

And then on the other side, they would access
using Carriage House parking lot.

MR. HOWARD: Okay. So that would eliminate
those trees that we see on this landscape plan?

MR. LANGDON: No. No. They work around the
trees. They"re not worried about that. That"s why they
keep a chainsaw on the truck.

MR. HOWARD: And then isn"t this -- iIf we
move this concept, now this is four stories, | think we"re
looking at three in the form base code Downtown District.

29
This would be --
MR. LANGDON: Three up -- three up to six.
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MR. HOWARD: So this would be the kind of

development that we"d like to see --

MR. LANGDON: Yes.

MR. HOWARD: -- in that area --

MR. LANGDON: Uh-huh.

MR. HOWARD: -- certainly.

MR. LANGDON: Yeah. And to the extent it"s
relevant to Kings Landing, and Kings Landing is, at least
for the last several years, extremely successful, we would
encourage more.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: You done?

MR. HOWARD: Yes, 1 am.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay. You know, Creve Coeur-s
got something really going there, 1 think, at the corner
of Warson and Olive Street --

MR. LANGDON: Uh-huh.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: -- and we got this letter here
saying that, you know, this is what these people are
looking for.

I just got back from Italy. You hardly see any
houses in Italy. The people live right near where they
work.

MR. LANGDON: Uh-huh.

30

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: They either take a scooter,
public bus or they walk.

And, you know, we"re bringing a number of these
people in, 1 think, from other countries, to me this fits
right in.

Now 1 also agree with what Mr. Faron said, we"ve
got to make this maybe a little bit more palatable for the

neighbors to the east.
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But this is, to me, a chance for Creve Coeur to
really make that Plant and Science Center and everything
else that"s located over there, maybe really take off, and
make it easier for them to recruit world-class people, and
the better people we get in there, you know, and then you
got Monsanto right across the street, I"m sure there"s a
number of their people --

MR. LANGDON: Yes.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: -- that are single or they,
you know, maybe have -- they“"re married with no Kkids or
just young kids would love to live there.

I think this iIs perfect for this situation.

MR. LANGDON: It"s important to note this
property south side of Old Olive -- or Olive -- 0Old Olive
Street Road is in the Ladue School District, and so we do
expect that there will be families living in the building.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: And -- and as far as the

31
traffic, and I"m sure we"re going to do an independent
one, well, as long as 1"ve been on here, we can have the
two traffic studies will come out exactly the same, and
we" 1l still have people sitting out there in the audience
saying they don"t know what they®re doing, so I mean, and
usually when we get done with these projects the traffic
people were right, you know, so.

MR. LANGDON: 1 can add to that.

The -- we did ask the police department to set a
counter out for a week, and get some idea of the amount of
traffic on the street. It"s a little north of 8,000 cars
a day. For a road this size, that"s, you know, certainly
normal, it could handle substantially more than that.
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There are no significant crash statistics anywhere along

Old Olive until you get down to the intersection with
Olive Boulevard, which is a whole different situation
because you have cars running the red light going east or
west that leads to crashes there.

But Old Olive, in general, is not a safety
concern today. You know, it"s always a question about how
much traffic an apartment complex generates.

In general, with any residential you see a -- a
dispersal of the traffic. They don"t all leave at the
same time; they don"t all come home at the same time.

Offices and factories are the worst for that.

32
Schools are another bad one for really creating that focus
of traffic.

But 174 units is going to generate a fair bit.
Their traffic study believes that that can be
accommodated. Mostly if the traffic stays to Old Olive.
It really didn"t get into the question of -- of Pavilion
and whether we"d have a lot of traffic cutting through
here. 1 think they made some assumptions that were very
low. And I think, yes, we would use the City"s traffic
engineer to verify any of those conclusions.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Thank you.

Okay, Mr. Faron.

MR. FARON: If 1 could go back and mention, on
the Kings Landing, was the only variance the parking
related to these --

MR. LANGDON: That -- yes.

MR. FARON: -- four? It was just the parking?
The other were in some way, shape or form avoided and

addressed at that project?
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MR. LANGDON: Yes, cause it"s surrounded by Core
Business zoning, there were only the 10 foot setbacks
required --

MR. FARON: Okay.

MR. LANGDON: -- all the way around so.

MR. FARON: And I -- it seems like a project

33
like this, and you can chime in with what your perspective
on it would be, with the Commercial, the GC above there,
and the church that is now for sale --

MR. LANGDON: Yes.

MR. FARON: -- a project like this could infuse
and interject possible regrowth and development there.

I mean if we have the flyover coming from the
biotech corridor over there, and a lot of people living
there, 1 think business owners love to have that, people
living and working within their vicinity.

I mean that strip of shops up there have been
struggling for a long time. 1 would think they would love
to -- I"m not saying that addresses all the issues, but
the depressed area that -- up that -- up on OlId Olive
there would probably benefit from additional people living
in the neighborhood, and it seems like you have stated
that in the past so and in our staff report so.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Paul, before we get too deep,
why don"t we go to the public comment --

MR. LANGDON: Sure.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: -- if that"s okay.

How many people, by a show of hands, are going
to speak tonight from the audience?

Three. Okay. 1°m going to regret this, but
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111 waive the three-minute clock if there"s only three of

you, but 1 may reinstate it quickly. 3

So the only -- no, you"re not on this one.

Ma®"am, why don"t you come forward first. Yes.

And when you get up there, could you please
state your name and address, please.

MS. KRAM: Joan Kram.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: You can pull that microphone
down so you don®"t have to stand on your --

MS. KRAM: Better?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: There you go. GCreat.

MS. KRAM: Joan Kram, and 1 live at 920
Guelbreth, which would be like almost next door to this
new project they"re planning on.

I am here representing Carriage House, the one
with the porches, the second one on the lot.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Uh-huh.

MS. KRAM: And 1 am here, as | say, representing
them. We are not in favor of this, mainly, as you said,
because of the traffic.

It"s -- First of all, we weren"t told if it was
going to be apartments or condos. Nobody has -- well, no
one has even come and spoken to our president or any of
our neighbors in our building to even give them an idea of
something to think about.

1"d like to know just how this is going to

35
affect our property at 920. 1 don"t know what they"re
going to do as far as -- 1 don"t know what we"re going to
do or they"re going to do or whatever as far as parking,

and et cetera, et cetera.
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1°d like to know if, indeed, this project is
passed, when it will start being built and how long it
will take to be built.

Frankly, and 1"m sorry, | think it"s
Mr. Madden --

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Yes.

MS. KRAM: -- 1 don"t agree with you. 1 don"t
think 1t"s going to be of any benefit to us whatsoever,
and, again, we"re getting back to traffic and so forth.

And 1 don"t want people to think I don®t like
kids, cause 1 love kids, 1"ve got great grandchildren. So
please don"t feel that I am against that, but It"s just
going to be -- it"s not going to be of any benefit to
them. And when we see kids, even now, when they come over
to visit grandma and grandpa, and if they®re playing in
the yard -- in -- we have no yard, so it"s our parking
lot. And then we"re going to have more going on with this
new project.

I don"t know what they“re intending -- how many
children they“"re intending to allow, or 1If anybody with
children is interested.

36

But, as I say, | do want to know when this is
projected for; when they are intending to start building
if It is passed and how long it will take.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay. When we get done with
all three of you, then we"ll ask him to come up and answer
your questions, okay.

MS. KRAM: Pardon me, 1°m sorry?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: After the three of you
speak --
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MS. KRAM: Oh, yeah.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: -- we"ll ask him to come up to

answer the questions, okay.

swear you

MS. KRAM: Okay. Fine. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Thank you very much.
Mr. Kent. Were you sworn in?

MR. KENT: No, 1 don"t believe.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay. Well, then we need to
in, please.

(Mr Kent was sworn by the court reporter.)

MR. KENT: Robert Kent, 13084 Ferntrails Lane.

I just wanted to comment, it"s not on the map,

but just across on the other side of 0ld Olive Bowl is

LaVerne Collins Park.

And it"s within walking distance.

And LaVerne Collins Park has been underutilized, to say

the least.

And so, perhaps, if we get this development,

it"1l be attractive to the people in the development,

particularly if they have children, which was just

mentioned.

And in addition we can perhaps justify having

put that park where it was.

know.

Court.

Thank you very much.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Thank you.

Mr. Caldwell. Were you sworn in? 1 didn"t
MR. CALDWELL: Yes.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay.

MR. CALDWELL: David Caldwell, 257 Brooktrail

I thank the Chairman for waiving the

three-minute rule, but I"1l do the best that I can.

Page 31

130



16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

© 00 N o o b~ wWw N P

N R R R R R R R R R R
O © N o 00 M W N B O

PZ 040113.txt

I would like to maybe ask Mr. Langdon to weigh
in on this, but as 1| look at this project, it can be
approved as General Commercial, so he®s asking for Core
Business, but technically it can®"t be approved as Core
Business either because of all the variances that are
required.

It can™t really be approved as a straight Core
Business project. Many variances are needed to make it a
Core Business eligible.

So my question to Mr. Langdon, why wouldn®t this

38
be a Planned Residential District, in which case there
woulld be a different set of rules that would apply, and we
woulld talk about the public benefits and so forth, and we
woulld also characterize the project going forward by
making Core Business It can be anything that -- if this
project failed, as it is proposed, then it"s Core
Business, it could be anything that is Core Business from
now on.

So my question -- one of my questions is why
wouldn®t this be approached as a Planned Residential
District?

Now, I think Mr. Eberhardt raised the issue
about the employment in the area. And 1 would say that at
174 units, this is a drop in the ocean as -- In terms of
addressing the housing of the people in the area. |
worked at Monsanto, and 1 know about that.

So but if there is a general community interest
to provide housing there, then it would equally be
possible to use the same zoning that applies to the
Carriage House, and make -- put in housing of a similar
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scale to the Carriage House on that property, and you

could provide housing there.

There®s no reason that -- more -- no more of a
reason to extend the Core Business zoning from the west,
as there iIs to extend attached residential or other

39
residential zoning from the east.

So I -- 1 think that there®s -- there are other
common sense approaches to this project other than
squeezing in the ultimate maximum unbelievable density
that is proposed requiring all these variances, and still
achieve the purposes of the -- of the -- the Comprehensive
Plan.

And, lastly, 1 think -- 1 haven®t seen the
traffic studies, | don"t know what extent they have been
done, but not only the -- the residential -- the residents
there, but also some of the businesses have raised that
issue so that shouldn®"t be finalized.

There may be people who disagree with it, but
that"s no reason not to do a full and complete traffic
study.

So 1 would encourage continued study, as
Mr. Langdon has recommended, on this site.

The area does need improvement, and I think it
should start with some commitment from the City.

Mr. Kent brings up the park. There really isn"t
adequate sidewalks to take people to that park. You®"d
have to be walking through parking lots to get there.

So, and there are a lot of things that -- the
flyover is eons away, if ever, so that shouldn®t even be

considered in terms of justifying this project.
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40

The City needs to make a lot of commitments to
improve the infrastructure in the area. And this project
is not -- not doing any of that, whereas a Planned
Residential District would maybe make some contributions
there.

So 1 think we need to apply a lot of common
sense and not get mired down in some of the zoning
history.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Thank you.

Is there anybody else? Okay.

Paul, would you like to answer those comments?

MR. LANGDON: Just answer them from here.

The -- the key issue with the Planned
Residential is that one of the requirements to rezone to
Planned Residential District is that the surrounding
properties be predominantly residential.

In this case only Carriage House is residential.
The rest of 1t"s all commercial. So it doesn™t meet the
base requirement.

In addition, there are buffer standards within
Planned Residential as well, which, again, go to Single
Family Zoning, which AR technically is, even though
Carriage House is not. So we did look at Planned
Residential zoning, and it doesn®t fit any better than
Core Business.

41

Also i1t has a maximum density of 20 units per
acre, which matches the maximum density under AR, as well
as the maximum density without a conditional use permit in
Core Business.

So at I believe 43 units per acre for this
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development, again Planned Residential doesn®"t work.

So we did look at it. It doesn"t work.

ALR -- extending AR would not allow either this
project or Carriage House. The Carriage House project
doesn"t meet the minimum acre size; doesn"t meet the
minimum lot size; doesn"t meet the density limit; it
doesn"t meet the site coverage limit.

So even -- that"s Carriage House. That"s not
the proposed project. So the AR doesn®"t work either.

Definitely discussed the issue with the
Applicant that -- that we always try to consider, which is
what could subsequent land uses be should the project
fail, but the zoning remains.

And, again, we really come back to that same
question. 1Is this area headed for the Core Business style
of development, whether that®"s high density residential or
office buildings or high density retail, or is it really

destined to stay General Commercial, which is what it is

today.
CHAIRMAN MADDEN: All right. Thank you.
42
Mr. Braswell, could you come back up and let us
know if -- how long this will take to build and when you

propose to start. | know it depends on variances and
other things.

MR. BRASWELL: Based on your approving it
tonight you mean?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Yeah.

MR. BRASWELL: 1°11 just give you the timeline
for the -- for the -- when we would -- if we could start
from a construction standpoint.

We -- we plan approximately 18 months from the
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time we would get building permits and start construction.

There was one other question too. | mean --
seems to me there was. |Is there --

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: How it affects her property --
their property.

MR. BRASWELL: From construction standpoint, we
wouldn®"t be on them at all. |1 mean we can"t do that.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Okay. Thank you.

MR. CALDWELL: Mr. Madden, can 1 have one more
comment?

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Sure. Do I need the clock?

MR. CALDWELL: No.

This reminded me when they question about how it
woulld affect their property. And 1 think this pertains to

43
the sky plane thing. 1 think this would have a severe
impact on the Carriage House in terms of the sunlight in
the afternoon. So 1 think that would -- we"d need to have
a -- maybe an explanation from a expert on that to -- to
tell the people how it would affect them.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: Thank you, Mr. Caldwell.

And that will close the public hearing.

MR. LUMLEY: After I do my exhibits.

CHAIRMAN MADDEN: After you do your exhibits.

MR. LUMLEY: Thank you.

I offer the following exhibits into the record
of this public hearing: Documentation in possession of
the City Clerk reflecting the notice that was provided to
the public concerning the hearing; the staff"s report
regarding the application; the City"s Code of Ordinances
and Charter; the City"s Comprehensive Plan and the public
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file regarding this application.

(This ends the public hearing)

a4
STATE OF MISSOURI )

) SS
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS )

I, Deborah K. McLaughlin, Registered Professional
Reporter, Missouri Certified Court Reporter, Illinois
Certified Shorthand Reporter and Kansas Certified Court
Reporter, do hereby certify that 1 reported the Planning
and Zoning Public Hearing stenographically and later
reduced to typewriting; and that this is a true and

accurate transcript of the public hearing.

, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR
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RECEIVED
MAR 2 8 2013

PLANNING DEPT.

DONALD DANFORTH
PLANT SCIENCE CENTER

March 26, 2013 SAM J. FIORELLO

Chief Operating Officer and
Senior Vice President

sifiorello@danforthcenter.org
Mr. Paul Langdon

Community Development Director gﬁgﬁghh‘gs:;z: I;glagz
Creve Coeur City Hall B

300 North Ballas Road p 314.587.1011

Creve Coeur, MO 63141 f 314.587.1111

RE:  The Proposed Vanguard at Creve Coeur apartment community
10360 Old Olive Street Road, Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Dear Mr. Langdon:

It has come to our attention that there is a proposed luxury residential community located at
10360 Old Olive Street Road before the city of Creve Coeur Planning and Zoning
commission. The Danforth Center would like to go on the record as strongly supporting this
proposed development. We feel that The Vanguard at Creve Coeur will provide our scientists a
convenient housing option. In addition we believe this development will continue to add to the
high standard of livability in the immediate area. We respectfully request your consideration of
our position in your process of gpproving this community.

Sincerely,

Sam J. Fiorello
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March 28, 2013

City of Creve Coeur

Paul Langdon, AICP

Director of Community Development
300 N. New Ballas Road

Creve Coeur, MO 63141

Dear Mr. Langdon,

Thank you for allowing me to submit the concerns regarding Application #13-003 for developing The
Vanguard at Creve Coeur Multi-Family Residential Development on behalf of the neighboring
property, 10448 Old Olive Street Road, due to my being out of town for the rescheduled Planning and
Zoning Meeting, April 1st.

Major concerns are as follows:

1. The traffic is currently heavy on Old Olive Street Road. As our parking lot reaches full capacity on a
daily basis with surgical patients from our surgery center, we are very concerned about the increase
in traffic.

2. We currently worry about our patient’s safety if they are crossing the street. There is a bus stop in
front of our property (on the curve) as well as speeding cars entering Old Olive from Olive Blvd.
traveling north on Old Olive.

3. Pavillion Street is currently considered an access road, which is indeed a very highly trafficked area
due to the restaurants and theater in the shopping center. The street is extremely narrow and there is
a lot of confusion regarding the two way stop with on-coming traffic coming from Olive Blvd.

4. Our main concern is overall traffic flow, congestion and access to entrances.

| personally work at this location and | witness daily traffic activities, near misses with car accidents,
congestion and a very poorly engineered traffic control for the area. Since the restriping of Old Olive
from Olive Blvd., there is a huge traffic issue. Every morning | witness cars that used to have a turn
lane, are now stopped to turn into Fitness Edge or Waterway Car Wash and other cars use the turn
lane into the shopping center to go around the turning cars. It is a traffic nightmare.

In summary, there is a huge concern with our owners that this proposal includes high density housing
with the number of the units proposed. We understand some consist of one, two and three bedroom
units which could create a large population of people and traffic.

Sincerely,

ReGina Simo

Owner of 10448 Old Olive Street Road
FRK Properties

Tel. 314.308.7681
regina@anaturalyou.com

Cc: Dr. Frank Simo, Richard Armbruster and Janet Armbruster
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Page 1
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI
300 NORTH NEW BALLAS ROAD
MONDAY, MARCH 18, 2013
7:00 P.M.
TRANSCRIPTION FROM TAPE RECORDING OF PUBLIC COMMENTS
CONCERNING APPLICATION 13-003

THOSE IN ATTENDANCE:

Mr. James Faron

Ms. Cynthia Kramer

Mr. James Schnarr

Mr. Lee Curtis, City Attorney

Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development
Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner

Ms. Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary

McLaughlin Court Reporting Services, Inc.

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR #314, IL-CSR, KS-CCR
4772 Gatesbury Drive
St. Louis, MO 63128
(314)487-2259
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MR. LANGDON: Yeah, 1t"1l be recorded, so

we "Il --

MR. SCHNARR: Yeah.

MR. LANGDON: -- we"ll have the recording.
Won"t be -- there"s no minutes because the meeting
doesn"t --

MR. SCHNARR: There®s not --

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: Be recorded for the
next meeting?

MR. LANGDON: We can -- we can transcribe the

comments and provide them, yes.

Page 2

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: For the next meeting?

MR. LANGDON: Yes.

MR. SCHNARR: Right.

MR. LANGDON: So now would be a good time, if
you like to.

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: I represent FRK

Properties --

MR. LANGDON: We need you at the microphone so

we can record yOu.

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: Sorry.

I represent FRK Properties. We"re at 10448 OId

Olive Street Road.
MR. CURTIS: You need to state your name and

address.
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Page 3
MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: Richard Armbrewster,

10448 OId Olive Street Road, Creve Coeur, Missouri.

My statement is this. Due to the nature of the
traffic flow to and from our facility at 10448 Old Olive
Street Road, and if anybody has got the -- the package
that shows the overlay of the -- of the property in
question, 10360 and 10420, we"re basically two blocks
away -

MR. CURTIS: You“re talking about the
Application 13-003 --

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: That i1s correct. That
IS correct.

MR. CURTIS: -- the 5.26 acres --

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: That is correct.

MR. CURTIS: -- rezoning.

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: We have a medical
building. We have outpatient facilities on the Tirst
floor. 1It"s a two-story structure. And we have a
physician®s office and a spa location on the second floor.
We have maxed out on our parking for that parcel of land.

IT you know the way Old Olive Street Road flows,
there®s a hard right before you get to the property as you
would head north on Old Olive Street Road.

I think 1 got the same thing. There you go.

That 1s my building.
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As our patients come around this building, it"s
almost like a blind curve to the right. They don"t know
where i1t"s at, perhaps, they®"re using GPS, they"re using
visual recognition, by the time they get to this, they
realize, ooh, I got to make my right here into this
parking.

IT this parking is full, and we"re gladly full
most of the time, where do they go. Well, they hesitate
and they may have to park somewhere over here or find
parking someplace else.

My concern is this proposal 1s on this street --

Regina, what"s the name of that street?

REGINA (IN AUDIENCE): Pavilion.

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: -- Pavilion. Pavilion
IS an issue for me as a -- as a business owner iIn Creve
Coeur 1In —-- 1In several regards.

Is the -- the path north is an issue; the path
coming south now becomes an issue with regards to how the
traffic flow is going to come in and out of this new
proposed complex.

There®"s a stop sign right here, which is
actually a chaos of confusion, if you®ve ever been there,
about are you going to go straight, are you going to go
right, are you going to go -- where are you going to go.

It"s only two lanes.
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So my -- In summary, the congestion and the
traffic flow that may harm my viability as a business is
at question.

So 1T this piece of property i1s to be developed,
I believe that traffic flow has got to be looked at
insofar as i1t affects the commercial enterprises around
that parcel.

Coming north, 1t"s a blind curve. They bypass
it, but 1f traffic is coming out of that parcel because
they live there and they“"re going to work at a particular
time or coming home at a particular time, 1 have a
secondary concern about the safety.

So, one, I"m concerned about traffic, traffic
flow as i1t pertains to my business, and secondarily, |
think you got to consider the safety.

That"s a blind curve. You got a lot -- how
many -- 174 multi-family units. Has -- has -- has someone
considered the traffic flow? 1 think 1t has to be looked
at.

People may be harmed and my commercial business
may be impaired, soO.

MR. LANGDON: Thank you.

Just so you understand, they can®"t really engage
since we can"t open the meeting, so we have your comments,

we"ll transcribe them, and we"ll provide them to the
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Commission for the next --

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: They will provided for
the next meeting? Okay.

MR. LANGDON: Yes, Sir.

MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER: Regina, before 1 leave
the podium -- Okay.

Well, thank you very much.

MR. CURTIS: Thank you.

MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE: Where do I -- oh.

My name®s Kathleen McClure. And he"s talking
about how 1t might adversely affect a business. 1 am a
property owner there. 1"m a resident. 1 live at a
condominium at 942 Guelbreth Lane.

And like he said, i1If you were over there and saw
how the traffic flow goes over there, | think you®"d have a
better i1dea of it.

He"s talking about Pavilion. Pavilion is really
an access road. It doesn"t even have a line In the middle
of the road. If you want to call i1t a two-lane road, iIt"s
a very narrow road. Like I said, there"s no line. 1
called here, and they said that they call it an access
road, not a regular road.

And also on that road, they have all the traffic
from the theater and all those restaurants are flowing

into that road also, besides the normal people that just
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use it to cut over from -- from Olive to Old Olive.

Where we are at 942 Guelbreth, when -- they"ve
recently, not too long ago, readjusted that road out
there, OId Olive. So now when you pull out of our -- our
complex, when you pull out on Guelbreth there and you make
a -- want to make a left onto Old Olive, the people that
are coming from Olive up Old Olive toward Lindbergh, they
want to make a left on Guelbreth, so they“"re sitting there
to make their left, and we"re sitting there in our parking
lot trying to make a left to get onto Old Olive, and those
people have the right-of-way before we do. All the people
making a left-hand turn have the right-of-way, so they"re
waiting for all the people to clear coming from Olive
going down Old Olive so they can make their left.

In the meantime, we have to wait for all those
people to make their left-hand turn, before we can --
besides the ones that are going straight before we can
ever get out on Old Olive to make a left-hand turn.

MR. CURTIS: Can you point out on the map where
your -- where Guelbreth 1s.

MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE: 1 think we"re right here.

MR. LANGDON: That®"s correct.

MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE: I think there, yes.

And our garages, see, that would be -- our

building®s to the right of this, the garages are here, and
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that building you®"re proposing Is going to back up to our
garages. And what I understand is that you are trying to
change that. Right now you have something in place where
they"d have to be a certain distance from our property
line, but they tell me you want to change some ordinance
or something so that that building can come closer to our
property.

Now, I don"t really know how that"s going to
affect us. 1 don*"t know why the original thing was
proposed anyway, they had a certain distance, but,
evidently, this company wants to change it.

So I don"t know how that"s going to affect us.
But traffic wise, 1t"s already a mess over there.

And like the man who"s -- is having this -- this
developer and the owner, came to my building. He offered
to -- he"s very nice. His name is David. He came to my
building. He offered to. He showed me the plans and he
talked to me. And he was telling me, 1 said, so how"s it
going to help us iIin any way. He says, well, you"ll have
more neighbors. 1 said, look at, you moved out on Wild
Creek Road, you told me, to deal with the traffic, just so
you can get away from all the extra people.

You know, for them to put that there, he"s got
two-bedroom units, he"s got three-bedroom units, plus one.

Those two-bedroom and three-bedroom units aren"t
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going to have one and two people In them. They"re going
to have multiple people in those units, plus the visitors
that come to that building, plus the 174 units alone.
That"s a lot of people to put on that when you only have
one little access road there emptying out all the people
from that -- that show and that shopping center where all
the restaurants are, as well as us trying to get down and
out to go onto Old Olive.

So I"m very adversed to it. 1 don"t -- |
don"t -- I don"t think 1t"s a good idea to put that there
at all.

MR. CURTIS: Thank you.

MR. LANGDON: Thank you.

MR. CURTIS: Thank you.

MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE: Please keep my comments
also for the next meeting.

MR. LANGDON: Yes, ma“am.

MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL: 1°m Robert Wedepohl, and I
own a condo same place she does, and --

MR. LANGDON: Need you to give the address, sir.

MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL: 9 -- 942 Guelbreth.

MR. LANGDON: Thank you.

MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL: And we have -- 1 bought --
I bought my place.

Then now you put that place against me. I*'m --
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like now, we do have trouble getting out of there now, but
it"s going to be a mess if they have all these cars coming
in and out and cars coming out, cause the road, you know,
everybody comes -- everybody comes down Olive Street or
they get off and you make shortcut through Old Olive
Street right now. Cause that"s -- instead -- they

can"t -- that"s only way they can go when -- 1Tt they"re
going south, they can only go -- make a right turn on Old
Olive Street by our place. Right now.

But then you"re going to put more people in that
area. | don"t think that"s right. And I don"t think
that"s right for -- because we got so much rental property
the other way, north of us, that I don*t know why you need
more rental property to start with.

And that®"s a big (inaudible) as far as I™m
concerned.

MR. CURTIS: Could you repeat your last name
again.

MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL: Wedepohl, W-E-D-E-P-0O-H-L.

MR. CURTIS: 1I™"m glad I asked.

MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL: I know. German.

So I believe the same way she does, and | just
want my voice heard. That"s all. Okay.

MR. CURTIS: Thank you.

MR. LANGDON: All right. Hearing none others,
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Page 11
then we"l1l wrap it up for tonight.

Again, my apologies. We will have the comments
that have been made available to P&Z and be made part of
the next meeting"s packet, so be online when that packet
IS posted.

Thank you very much.

(This ends the recording.)
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STATE OF MISSOURI )

) SS
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS )

I, Deborah K. McLaughlin, Registered Professional
Reporter, Missouri Certified Court Reporter, Illinois
Certified Shorthand Reporter and Kansas Certified Court
Reporter, do hereby certify that | transcribed, from the
recording, the comments of the public at the Planning and
Zoning Public Hearing; and that this is a true and

accurate reproduction of the recording.

, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR

Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR
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Residents of Carriage House Condominiums

Proposed Development

Vanguard At Creve Coeur Rezoning and Rewriting of City Building Code.

We, the undersigned, are Against Having a 174 Unit, 3 and/or 4 Story Apartment Complex Built Next Door to Our Homes. We

protest the re-zoning and rewriting of city building code that will make this development possible.

Printed Name Signature Address Comment Date
L ?r(% THE? rr/x ‘U@a,fugmk\nl .,-
/ } ! ; &w(\ by . - % gi
wﬁl&z\ fuapld 970 Sque) el Linlz] oo K4, /Y s do | 724
g %ﬁ)ﬁk\h 720 (Guokrth lane | S oo oo | oy
M ISAREL Ord 2 S W, Q20 GUELBEH LARE| == |8/[pg/ B
{ enFial Trabf i problygl) /
w:\_ ﬂ.?o? rd | Ofdlo G r\@i) r:\_m MM@ Wﬂ , WTW.W . bu \.}vQV\N\M \W
g issa Firecdhe G20 Gulloretl |une ﬂ%nmmih €loshs
Yue Lin 920 bwellpoth n | Toe creusbd, 32603
_uryCoe(ia IrCulfuld e |, . |7
T . . s fJa 1 2L :
1 T alloretle [ | DM ey er b BT |27
e | 4 Poo rvahpert lon | WiIme DB | s
Sy fac | Sy for |7 Guelbeh Ln | Jor e | 9%
Liy [ por]  [9woduethy [ mape [0,
. G2.pGvel bl n e



From: Langdon. Paul

To: Langdon. Paul
Subject: FW: Fresh Market Submittal
Date: Friday, August 30, 2013 3:00:11 PM

From: Mark Rubin [mailto:mrubin@komangroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 1:30 PM

To: Langdon. Paul
Cc: Garrick Hamilton
Subject: Fresh Market Submital

Paul:

As a follow up to some of the conversation that you have had with Garrick in the past couple of
days we are going to need some more time develop some changes to the plan that we will be
proposing. | hope to have some more architectural and site plan content by the end of the week.
After | receive my information, | would like to meet with you early next week for some preliminary
feedback. Since Monday is a holiday, how is your schedule on Tuesday and or Wednesday?

Regards,

Mark A. Rubin- Director of Development
The Koman Group | www.komangroup.com
CREVE COEUR | CLAYTON | SAN DIEGO
C314.368.1741

F 314.787.1986

7700 Forsyth Blvd, Suite 1210

St. Louis, Missouri 63105
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APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION Key Issues:
#13-019 FOR SITE CONCEPT AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN e Does the request further the
APPROVAL OF A 25,490 SQ. FT. RETAIL GROCERY STORE, THE goals and/or implement the
FRESH MARKET Comprehensive Plan?
FOR THE MEETING OF: Monday, August 19, 2013, 7:00 PM e Does the request follow the
LOCATION: 11557, 11561, 11563, & 11569 Olive Boulevard, located at the Design Guidelines?

northeast corner of City Place Drive and Olive Boulevard (see attached
map). The property is zoned “CB” Core Business District.

REQUEST: An application has been submitted to amend the City Place
Commercial Designed Development Plan for the approval of a site concept Comp. Plan References
and site development plan for “The Fresh Market,” a 25,490 sq. ft. retail
grocery store, located on the 2.218 acre vacant lot at the northeast corner of
Olive Boulevard and City Place Drive.

e (entral Business District

e Design Guidelines

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Ordinance #5316, approved by the City Zoning Code References
Council on August 12, 2013, allows the applicant to request an increase in the @ o Section 405.370: “CB” Core
maximum 15-foot setbacks of the CB zoning district. The proposal relies on

; . A Business District
this provision for all three frontages the varying degrees.

e Section 405.450(D):
Commercial Designed
Development Procedure

e Section 405.1080: Site
Concept, Site Development,
and Minor Site Plan Approval

APPLICANT: Megan Ridgeway PROPERTY CP North I, LLC
Arcturis OWNER: 6 City Place Drive
720 Olive Street Suite 200 Creve Coeur, MO 63141

St. Louis, MO 63101

CriyPLace

PN

AL SOONGEE. ‘w000 TRELE AT
CUDOGR b AR

REFORT PREPARED BY 5/ D
PaLl\LEngdon AICP Date
Community Develo irector

Attached: Applicant’s materials, received August 9, 2013,
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-019, Fresh Market/CityPlace CDD Amendment & Site Plan
August 19, 2013 Northeast Corner of Cityplace Drive and Olive Boulevard

BACKGROUND AND ZONING REQUEST

The 2.218-acre subject property is located at the northeast corner of the intersection of Cityplace
Drive and Olive Boulevard. This location is the designated “front door” to the CityPlace campus,
although other vehicle entrances probably handle more traffic. The site was previously developed
with a gas station and a McDonald’s restaurant. Both properties were purchased by The Koman
Group and subsequently cleared. The combined properties were resubdivided into a single lot and
that lot has remained a grass field for several years. In 2007, The Koman Group received site
development plan approval for the “CityPlace North” project that included a four-story office and
retail building and an attached four-story parking garage with retail tenants on the ground level,
totaling 94,810 square feet. Unfortunately, they were unable to find sufficient occupants to justify
construction. Despite receiving a one-year extension, the original approval has now lapsed and the
property remains vacant.

The owner is now proceeding with a new concept where the site is developed with a single-tenant
building and surface parking. The proposed tenant is “The Fresh Market” although the site is
evaluated herein without particular regard for the tenant since the City should assume that the
tenant will change at some point. The building covers a total of 25,490 square feet and the parking
lot includes spaces for 105 vehicles, although five of those are arranged to be functionally
connected with the adjacent CityPlace 6 office tower. The building and parking also allow for a
truck court with a “dock-height” loading dock, trash compactor and a recycling storage area. As
shown on the attached plans, the building is located at the north edge of the property with the front
facing south toward Olive Boulevard. The front setback from Olive Boulevard is approximately
111 feet, assuming an anticipated right-of-way dedication to the Missouri Department of
Transportation (MoDOT). The setbacks from Cityplace Drive on the west and north are
approximately 80 feet and 18 feet, respectively. The east setback, from the property line shared
with McDonald’s, is approximately 17 feet. The loading dock is located on the northeast corner of
the building and also faces south toward Olive Boulevard. The landscape is primarily around the
outside of the site with the monument sign and most of the stormwater management structures
along the Cityplace Drive frontage, extending down to the corner at Olive Boulevard. Access to
the site is via a right-in, right-out driveway on Olive Boulevard and a full access off Cityplace
Drive.

The building will be constructed using tilt-up panels, inlaid with brick. Wood trellises in various
forms are used on the building facade for decoration, as well as elevated over two patio areas in
front of the store. The front is marked by an over-sized entrance feature that extends above the
roof-line but does not extend past the front of the primary structure. The sides and rear are
similarly treated with sconce lighting and the aforementioned decorative trellises. There are no
windows on the sides and rear but an exterior stair is located on the northwest corner of the
building. It too is enclosed with a wood trellis or slat system.

Approval of this project requires:
e Approval of an amended site concept plan for the entire CityPlace campus as required
under the Commercial Designed Development (CDD) procedures.
e Approval of a site development plan for this particular site.
e Approval of an amendment to the CityPlace Master Signage Plan to accommodate the
proposed building and monument signs. Note that this particular element is addressed
under a separate application (Application #13-018).

Page 2 of 14
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-019, Fresh Market/CityPlace CDD Amendment & Site Plan
August 19, 2013 Northeast Corner of Cityplace Drive and Olive Boulevard

All of these elements will require a recommendation from the Planning and Zoning Commission to
be forwarded to the City Council for final approval.

LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES
The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows:

Direction | Use Zoning District Separated by
North Office building “CB” Core Business Cityplace Drive
South Pharmacy, medical office | “CB” Core Business Olive Boulevard
East Drive-through restaurant | “CB” Core Business N/A

West Inline retail/office “CB” Core Business Cityplace Drive

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW
Whether one is evaluating the CDD amendment or the site development plan, agreement with the
Comprehensive Plan is a key finding for approval. The Plan provides the subjective guidance and
interpretation needed to properly answer the other findings of those approval processes. Even
during the review of the now-defunct Cityplace North project, the Comprehensive Plan policies for
this site played a significant role.

Overall Goals and Strategies

The primary focus of the overall goals and strategies is the desire to ensure that every project fit
into the overall fabric of the city that is envisioned by the plan. As a low-rise, commercial
development on a commercial site, the broadest goals are generally met. The remaining concerns
apply more to specific site improvements, to wit:

Community Health and Connectivity

2. Create a linear “green-line” park along Olive Boulevard connecting the Centeral Business
District and other activity nodes. This feature will be developed primarily through
additional landscaping and streetscaping, preservation of existing trees, and construction of
sidewalks, with only such limited land acquisition as is necessary to fill in missing links.
(p.22)

3. Require new commercial, institutional, and multi-family development or redevelopment to
include public amenities such as pedestrian connections, bicycle facilities, public
seating/gathering areas, and open space, as appropriate. (p.22)

Community Image and Identity

1. Improve the quality of commercial development by strengthening the Design Guidelines to
provide more detailed guidance regarding building orientation, connectivity, and
compatibility with adjacent residential development, as well as illustrations of desired
development patterns. (p.23)

3. Develop a system of gateway features at various locations, including entrances to the City

and key locations that serve as defining points within the City. (p.23)

Implement streetscape improvements along major streets and gateways. (p.23)

9. Encourage public arts throughout the community. (p.23)

o
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-019, Fresh Market/CityPlace CDD Amendment & Site Plan
August 19, 2013 Northeast Corner of Cityplace Drive and Olive Boulevard

Transportation and Movement

1. Reduce traffic congestion on major arterials. (p.24)

16. Implement lane, signal, and other physical improvement to improve traffic flow and
mitigate local congestion issues. (p.25)

As has become typical for redevelopments along Olive Boulevard, the provision of an elaborate
and pedestrian-friendly landscape (the “green line park” approach) and the provision of street
improvements to Cityplace Drive where the right-of-way is currently substandard are significant
concerns. The landscape along all three frontages is perimeter planting only; it does not engage
pedestrians and is effectively two-dimensional. It lacks depth along the ground plane and the
corner elements are underscaled for the both the size of the site and the breadth of the adjacent
rights-of-way. Further, the landscape along the north frontage is sparse and requires more attention
to both visual impact and detail. Positive aspects are that the planting within the parking lot is
effective, the pedestrian connection through the parking lot is efficient and safe and the proposed
plant materials are appropriate in type.

The corner location at the entrance to the CityPlace campus lends itself to the concept of a campus-
gateway feature, since the notion of a city-gateway would be out of place here. With a fuller
landscape along the frontage, including the use of built features or public sculpture, these goals
could be satisfied without compromising the functioning of the applicant’s use. The Planning
Commission should require these features to be specifically identified on the site and landscape
plans prior to approval.

Figure 1. Note small corner element (1)
that recedes into the landscape rather than

serving as a gateway feature that augments
the pedestrian space.

The applicant is already proposing a right-turn lane on Cityplace Drive, which is a significant
feature that the Planning Commission should welcome since Cityplace Drive sees substantial
confusion during peak times, especially the midday (lunch) rush. An additional lane will help
separate motorists with different destinations and this helps reduce confusion.

Central Business District

While the majority of the goals under this chapter of the Comprehensive Plan relate to the larger
development potential south of Olive Boulevard, the Central Business District does include the
subject property and there is one key statement in the “Vision” for the area and three key goals:
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Vision
“The area north of Olive Boulevard will continue to be developed with a mix of high-
quality office and retail uses anchored by a completed CityPlace development to serve as a
complement to the portion of the Central Business District south of Olive Boulevard.”

(p.81)

Residential Preservation and Economic Development

1. In the area north of Olive Boulevard, encourage a continuation of the master-planned
CityPlace development. Adjacent developments should incorporate design elements, cross-
access easements, pedestrian connections, and mixed uses. (p.80)

5. All new development or redevelopment of non-residential uses should comply with the City
of Creve Coeur Design Guidelines. Orient buildings toward Olive Boulevard in a consistent
fashion, with parking encouraged to the sides or rear of buildings. Revamp the Design
Guidelines to provide more detailed guidance regarding building orientation, connectivity,
and compatibility with adjacent residential development and illustrations of desired
development patterns. (p.81)

Community Health and Connectivity
4. Improve the appearance of Olive Boulevard through streetscape improvements related to
pedestrian facilities, landscaped medians, and other public amenities such as seating areas.

(p.83)

Key Property Recommendations; Central Business District 3
...Redevelopment of the area east of CityPlace Drive and west of Craig Road is likely and
should be encouraged. Such redevelopment should require lot consolidations, fewer
curbcuts onto Olive, more right in/right out movements, and the construction of an
additional vehicular and pedestrian connection between West Oak and the CityPlace
development.

...Olive Boulevard streetscape improvements and burial of the overhead utility lines could
be a major asset and should be encouraged and supported by the City through various
options. Cross access should be encouraged and coordinated whenever possible. In
addition, the Olive/Old Ballas/CityPlace intersection should be improved to accommodate
vehicular movements as well as facilitate pedestrians across Olive at this point. (p.88)

The applicant has assisted, significantly, in the undergrounding of some utilities along Olive
Boulevard including the subject property. They are also proposing the full level of traffic
improvements indicated by the defunct Olive Boulevard TDD and their own traffic assessment
prepared for this project. Cross-access is not provided to the adjacent development, although it is
likely that Cityplace Drive provides the same function and it would be difficult to locate a cross-
access drive into the completed McDonald’s property.

Where this proposal breaks significantly from the goals of the Comprehensive Plan is the site
layout. The Plan reflects what is well documented through-out planning literature: parking lot
dominated sites are not pedestrian friendly and serve to divide a neighborhood instead of unifying
it or even helping properties complement each other. Not only does the rearward position of the
proposed building lead to the parking-forward layout, but it also presses the building into the space
that could be used to more effectively connect this site with the east-west portion of Cityplace
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Drive. It does not meet with the economic develoment goal #5 recited above and does not follow
the Desgin Guidelines (see below). The overall lack of distinctive streetscape improvements
beyond street trees and a row of shrubs is already documented above. Staff encourage the Planning
Commission to work with the applicant on reworking the site plan and, especially, the location of
the building and landscape along the streets.

Truck court facing
Olive Boulevard.

CIrtYPLACE

Figure 2. Site plan shows
parking forward layout.

PEDESTRIAN PLAN REVIEW

The Pedestrian Plan again emphasizes that all projects for new construction have the responsibility
to install sidewalks and crosswalks meeting the requirements of the City (Intro-7). In this area, that
is @ minimum six-foot sidewalk along all streets and full signalized cross-walks at the intersection
of Olive Boulevard and Cityplace Drive. The applicant’s plans show five-foot sidewalks on Olive
Boulevard and the north-south portion of Cityplace Drive only and no comments regarding the
crosswalks over the adjacent intersections. The proposed ramp configuration from the sidewalk to
the lowered parking lot (which is beneficial in meeting the parking lot screening requirement)
utilizes a weak design approach by merging with the main sidewalk at a narrow angle (see Figure
1, above). Proper 90-degree turns and landings should be utilized. Lastly, it is not clear from the
drawings how the sidewalk will be preserved in the event Olive Boulevard is widened as is
suggested by the “Future R.O.W.” designation. Ideally, all of the improvements, save for turf,
should be able to remain intact so materials are not wasted and mature trees are not lost. This is the
same approach used for the nearby CVS, St. Luke’s and Plaza Jaguar plans.

In general, the Commission should require adherence to the Pedestrian Plan on all frontages, even
in the event of predictable road widenings. The sidewalk designs should be detached from the
curbs and integrated from the adjacent landscapes to improve the pedestrian orientation and overall
appearance, and the crosswalks should be shown to be maintained or, in the case of the Cityplace
Drive crosswalk, completely replaced with modern equipment that meets or exceeds the Pedestrian
Plan recommendations.
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DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW

The design guidelines provide specific design objectives applicable to all new construction within
the City of Creve Coeur. Satisfying these guidelines is an important expectation of the
Comprehensive Plan and always a matter of review with every proposal before the City. To clarify
the analysis, the following review is broken into the same sections as the guidelines, and only
summaries are provided.

Site Layout
Physical Features and Site Relationships
The following guidelines are important to this proposal:

1. Design site improvements to minimize changes to existing topography when possible.
Topography and existing vegetation should be utilized for screening, buffering and
transition of uses and developments when practical. Avoid massive grading to create flat
building "pads™ and avoid abrupt or unnatural appearing grading design. Blend grading with
the contours of adjacent properties and round proposed cut and fill slopes, both horizontally
and vertically.

3. Size, design, and orientation of buildings should be sensitive to existing terrain, existing
buildings, and the surrounding area. Design outdoor spaces to be sensitive to views,
climate, solar angles, and the nature of outdoor activities that could occur in conjunction
with the project.

5. Unattractive project elements such as delivery zones, storage areas, trash enclosures,
transformers, generators and similar features should be sited in areas which are generally
not visible to the public or must also be screened from view.

The proposed design generally flows with the down-sloping site until the store pad forces the use
of an extended foundation to compensate for the steeper drop-off in the northern quarter of the
property. While this is necessary to keep the building from looking like it is in a hole, it amplifies
the “back-of-house” appearance of the north wall and further degrades the already poor pedestrian
environment there.

The southern exposure of the front doors and the truck court will ensure that those areas are
extremely hot. The lattices will help with the pedestrian area out front, but the heat will exacerbate
the odors typical to compactors and trash storage. Indeed, just facing the truck court to the south,
toward Olive Boulevard, is contrary to the guidelines. What would improve all of these factors
would be rotating the building counter-clockwise 90 degrees and moving it to the southwest corner
of the site. This would also address the aforementioned Comprehensive Plan goal that states, in
part, “...Orient buildings toward Olive Boulevard in a consistent fashion, with parking encouraged
to the sides or rear of buildings.” (p.81)

Streetscape/Pedestrian Orientation

Addressing the various concerns of the Comprehensive and Pedestrian Plans, and the Design
Guidelines already discussed above, will generally satisfy these guidelines as well. The creative
and pedestrian-friendly design of all sidewalks and outdoor spaces, approachable building design
on all viewable sides and the use of amenities such as covered plazas, seating areas, and outdoor
dining areas are all encouraged. The freestanding trellises in front of the building are effective and
attractive although the trellis along the actual entrance area seems shallow and forced along the
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front rather than having the room to actually create an outdoor entrance room for the building. The
Planning Commission should consider if there is a means of bringing those elements out from the
buidling and out to the street including, perhaps, through integration with the corner monument. A
further concern is the design of the stormwater management structure along Cityplace Drive.
While it is presumed to be largely a planted area, there is no indication of how this area will be
planted in a way that meets both the requirements of the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District
(MSD) and the Design Guidelines.

Pedestrian and Vehicular Circulation
The primary interests with this category of guidelines are the following:

2. Pedestrian access routes should be buffered from the street, vehicular traffic and parking
areas. The use of greenspace and landscaping is a recommended buffering element.
Pedestrian amenities such as benches, pergolas, gazebos and water features along
pedestrian access routes are strongly encouraged however, they should not conflict with
visibility of or access to storefronts.

3. Access, general circulation, separation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic, and design of
parking areas should be safe and convenient, while not detracting from the design of the
building and adjacent properties. Direct access from the street and from parking areas to the
principal structure should be provided.

4. Circulation systems should be designed to avoid conflicts between vehicular, bicycle and
pedestrian traffic. Pedestrian circulation should take precedence over vehicular circulation.
In order to emphasize conflict points and improve pedestrian safety and visibility, the use of
textured or tinted materials for pedestrian crossings should be utilized where pedestrian
circulation paths cross a vehicular route.

The sidewalk connection from the street does sit within the landscape islands as much as possible
and there is decorative planting along the path for increased interest. Distinctive paving is also
utilitzed for the entire route. Again, use of the trellis system or pergolas could be an effective
means of tying the various parts of the site together through a common pedestrian amenity. The
customer vehicular access is logical, although the suggested path for delivery transport trucks
seems challenging and leaves the parked truck visible from Olive Boulevard. Trucks emptying the
compactor and the cardboard storage will also do so in plain sight of Olive Boulevard.

Buildings

General Architectural Guidelines

The proposed building does have the stong sense of entry on the front facade encouraged by the
guidelines but, contrary to this set of guidelines, the building has long wall planes and it is only a
single-story, single-use building. The use of the wood trellises does provide some interest through
the change in texture and casting of shadows, but they are generally applied on a building-size
scale. As suggested above, the further integration of this design element, or motif, in a variety of
locations, especially those where pedestrian scale is dominant, will further satisfy these guidelines.
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Scale

Similar to the preceding subsection, the scale of the building is reasonable for the larger setting,
although it will be somewhat dwarfed by the CityPlace 6 tower behind it. As before, the execution
of pedestrian scale details in the appropriate areas is not evident in the plans and should be
explored by the Commission.

Design

This set of guidelines repeats many of the themes expressed above and, again, it is important to
restate the need for more articulation in the building, both over the length of all of its long walls,
and towards the base of those walls where they have value to the pedestrian. The wood trellises are
an interesting feature that should be utilized at a greater variety of locations and scales. One point
of discussion that is new is the following:

9. Building elements, such as parapet walls, penthouses or screen walls should be treated as an
integral part of the architecture, incorporating similar design, detail and materials as the
primary structure. All rooftop equipment, including, but not limited to, satellite and other
telecommunication equipment, air handling units, elevator equipment, cooling towers and
exhaust fans are to be screened from view. Building screens should be part of the
architectural design with similar detailing and materials and not appear as add-ons.

The proposed building does have a large screen wall on the roof surrounding the mechanical
equipment. The proposed screen is aligned with the front fagade treatment and made of the same
wood material used elsewhere for the trellis elements. This is a good choice of material and
general alignment, although a true articulation with the front facade would better conceal the
location of the equipment and more effectively address the puposes of this guideline.

Figure 3. Note how front facade
treatment (right side of image) and the
roof-top mechanical screen appear as
appendages to the main structure rather
than integrated into the structure.

WALL SCONCES

WOGD CLADOING, 1PE OR EQUAL

Relationship to Neighboring Development

The building materials have been chosen for compatibility with the surrounding structures although
the single-tenant nature of this building and the underlying warehouse style construction (tilt-up
box) are not in keeping with the nearby structures and not supported by the design guidelines. The
added elements have improved the overall interest of the building to help give it a similar degree of
visual appeal as the surrounding buildings (see Figure 3 above), but the receding location and the
dominance of the parking lot will tend to foil whatever presence the building itself might have.

Materials/Colors

The use of inlaid brick and wood detailing is consistent with the quality materials objectives, with
the various caveats discussed above. The design of the front fagade element is somewhat “thin” as
it does not extend back past the front of the main box (see Figure 3 above). Given the otherwise
simple box nature of the structure, staff suggest that the Commission discuss this element further
with the applicant. Even a modest extension of the entrance roof back over the main roof would
improve the conformance with these guidelines.
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Building Services

As discussed above, the truck court (which includes the loading dock, compactor and cardboard
storage) is open to the Olive Boulevard frontage and is not compatible with a variety of design
guidelines including the following:

1. Services and trash or utility areas should be positioned to minimize view and visual impact.
Building equipment and utilities are to be located, designed and/or screened to minimize
visual impact on public streets, surface parking lots and neighboring properties.

2. Inlarge commercial developments, service and loading areas should be separated from
main circulation and parking areas and away from public streets.

The applicant is attempting to develop a variety of screening methods to address this concern.
While they may achieve some level of camoflage for the truck court, the only true solution is the
one mentioned earlier wherein the building is turned and repositioned so that the truck court faces
east, away from all streets.

Landscape Design

As discussed earlier, the landscape has some effective plant materials and is at least present in the
right locations. What it lacks is scale and depth to properly complement the building and parking
and to provide a level of pedestrian interest commensurate with these guidelines.

Miscellaneous

Signage

The applicant’s proposal shows one building sign and one monument sign that is also an entry
monument into the Cityplace campus. Although these require amendments to the Cityplace Master
Signage Plan and are explored in greater detail in Application #13-018, it is worth noting again that
the monument sign stands at a location that could be better utilized as a campus entry monument
and possible pedestrian amenity rather than simply being a multi-tenant advertising sign as
currently proposed.

Lighting/Utilities/Stormwater Drainage/Energy Conservation/Screening

All of these items are essentially performance issues, some of which have not been defined on the
proposed drawings. One feature of note, however, is the proposal to use sconce lighting on the
walls to highlight the wood detailing. Also of note, though, is the aforementioned lack of detail in
the design of the stormwater structures to give them value in the designed landscape rather than
simply being utilitarian in nature. The Planning Commission should request more detailed design
studies of these structures.

Parking
Key parking guidelines that are applicable to the proposal are:

1. The design of off-street parking areas should limit vast open areas of asphalt parking
spaces, especially in the front of commercial buildings. Parking lots need t be broken
up into small palatable spaces interconnected by landscaped pedestrian linkages.
These linkages should be separate pedestrian walkways buffered with landscaping.
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2. Parking areas located to the side or rear of commercial buildings are encouraged and
where possible, on-street parking areas are desirable.

4. Parking design should minimuze glare, reflection and the visual impact of a large
number of cars. Decorative elements, such as fences and walls, wall extensions,
planting or topographic features should be utilized to screen parking and loading areas.

6. A landscaped separation should be used between parking areas and buildings to create
a visual landscaped foreground for buildings. (p.19)

As cited above, many design guidelines, including these, would be better satisfied by moving the
building forward and placing all of the parking to the side and rear of the building. Aside from that
issue, the applicant has provided a number of landscaped islands within the parking to divide up
the asphalt areas and provide some shade. The proposed front trellises begin to create the
separation between the parking lot and building that is advocated but, as is suggested above, they
suffer from the same lack of depth as the perimeter landscape plantings which gives them an
appearance of artifice that works against what could be a more pleasing and effective feature of the
site.

ZONING CODE REVIEW

Commercial Design Development (CDD)

The proposed grocery store tenant is a permitted use, so the primary review for this project centers
around the design issues discussed above. Under the CDD procedures, however, the setbacks, site
coverage and floor area ratio (FAR) for an individual site may be increased as long as the overall
CDD area conforms to the underlying district requirements.

The applicant is requesting that the maximum front setbacks be increased on all three frontages due
to functional limitations of the site. Staff believe that the building can be slightly modified but
completely repositioned at the southwest corner of the site and still maintain the same vehicle
access and parking quantity. As such, it is suggested that the Planning Commission request further
documentation supporting the request versus a layout that more closely conforms to the
Comprehensive Plan, Design Guidelines, and Zoning Code regulations.

The applicant is also asking to increase the overall campus site coverage from 66% to 70%. This
requires the approval of an additional site coverage bonus under Section 405.370.E.3.b of the
Zoning Code. Currently, staff do not percieve any “special or outstanding landscape and site
planning features” that would appear to warrant the additional site coverage bonus. The dedication
of right-of-way could be accepted as justification, but the Planning Commisison and City Council
have generally expected additional, visual improvements as well since Section 400.020 already
provides some redress to property owners who voluntarily dedicate some of their property for
public right-of-way. Again, the members of the Planning Commission should request further
documentation justifying this request.

Another concern under the CDD provision is the tree conservation requirement. Section
405.450.D .4 states:
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4. Tree conservation. Any development proposed as a commercial designed development
shall provide for the conservation of existing trees and existing tree masses on the site.
The percentage of trees and tree masses preserved during development shall exceed the
minimum standards of the subdivision regulations (shall exceed twenty-five percent
(25%) of the existing trees and twenty-five percent (25%) of the existing tree mass
areas).

The applicant’s tree removal and remediation plan shows all of the existing trees being removed
and replaced with a greater quantity of trees, measured in caliper inches. Again, it is not clear how
this conforms with the Zoning Code provisions and further discussion should be had with the
applicant in this regard.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The proposed development represents an important investment into a key property within the city.
The applicant has also made a number of revisions to the plan, in concert with the comments staff
has been providing. However, a number of significant breaks from the remain and the Planning
Commission should not forward a recommendation to the City Council until they are satisfied with
the following issues:

e Further evidence must be provided that demonstrates why the building must be placed at
the north edge of the site with the truck court facing Olive Boulevard.

e The front fagade of the building is thin and not integrated into the main part of the building
except through the application of surface materials.

e The sides and rear of the building are, effectively, long flat walls and should show more
variation in depth and line.

e The use of materials is promising but needs to be carried throughout all scales of design and
all portions of the site.

e The sidewalks are too narrow and there is no evidence that the pedestrian envirnoment will
be preserved in the event of a road widening on Olive Boulevard.

e There is no sidewalk along the south side of the east-west segment of Cityplace Drive.

e There is no evidence of pedestrian scale design along the north frontage and there is not
enough elsewhere on the site.

e The monument sign is cluttered and ineffective as a gateway into the campus and as a
design element helping to unify the site.

e The landscape is inconsistent in its design and does not reflect the “green line park”
approach provided on other sites.

e The stormwater management structures are not fully designed but are placed directly into
the key landscape areas; they must be moved closer to final design to evaluate their
conformance with City goals and regulations.

e The justification for the increased site coverage is not enunciated.

e Compliance with the tree preservation requirements for CDD approval is not demonstrated.

ACTION

The Planning and Zoning Commission should not take any action on a recommendation for this
application until all issues have been addressed. A motion to continue the discussion to a future
meeting is required, however. (see below)
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MOTION
The following is an example of an appropriate motion for this application:

“I move to continue Application #13-019 to the meeting of September 3™, 2013, to allow
the applicant time to address the concerns of the members of the Planning Commission and
staff.”

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, INCLUDING PEDESTRIAN PLAN AND DESIGN GUIDELINES
Included and attached by reference.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE
Included and attached by reference.
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APPENDIX 3: AERIAL MAP OF SUBJECT PROPERTY
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TOTAL PROVIDED ACCESSIBLE PARKING 5 PS . — T EXIST. FENCE w 8 é 58 E
: < y— ss PROP. SANITARY 2is3s &
(YP) . N T— PROP. STORM CRo<s &
PRELIMINARY STORM CALCULATIONS VERTION. GURS S TN pEARE G
]It ® PROP. STORM INLET * 2
PREDEVELOPED SITE: ) == <
GRASS AREA = 2.20 AC. 2" CURB CUT E(R)(I_)EPOI_S(I).:(IJ)ATIIg;I\II-IT ~
HARD SURFACE/BUILDING AREA = 0.02 AC. TYP 2
TOTA 2.22 AC (M) Z
L= . - » ACCESSIBLE =
STORM FLOW = 1.70 x 2.20 AC. + 3.54 x 0.02 AC. = 3.81 CFS ACCESSIBLE SER(':T%\A(I:.R(E:LERB RAMP UTILITY NOTE S
DEVELOPED SITE: RAMP _ 5
GRASS AREA = 0.43 AC. &' WIDE CONCRETE SECTION IT SHALL BE THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO 2
= \ 12 FIELD VERIFY THE EXACT HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL >
HARD SURFACE/BUILDING AREA 179 AC. AN\ o0 WP ) BEHIND MOUNTABLE CURB LOCATIONS AND SIZES OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES, >
:'):):; :LOW 1.70 x 0.43 AC 3.54 x 1.79 AC 7.07 CFS e ACCESSIBLE St §
= 1.70 x 0.43 AC. + 354 x 1.79 AC. = 7. PRIOR TO THE START OF ANY CONSTRUCTION. 2
(REQUIRED STORM WATER DETENTION IS PROVIDED BY EXISTING LAKE) RAMP THE ENGINEER HAS NOT FIELD VERIFIED THE EXISTING 0 E
(REQUIRED STORM WATER QUALITY MEASURES ARE SHOWN ON PLAN) UTILITIES. THE UTILITIES SHOWN ON THIS PLAN Z —
Aj HAVE BEEN TAKEN FROM RECORDS AND UTILITY MAPS & o
, MADE AVAILABLE TO THE ENGINEER AND THE LOCATIONS 25
5'W. CONCRETE AND SIZES SHALL BE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE @ 2
GENERAL NOTES SIDEWALK ONLY. OTHER UTILITIES, NOT SHOWN ON THIS PLAN, % <
MAY EXIST ON OR NEAR THE SITE. = eg
1. ALL UTILTIES SHOWN HAVE BEEN LOCATED BY THE ENGINEER FROM g s

AVAILABLE RECORDS. THEIR LOCATION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED /
APPROXIMATE. THE CONTRACTOR HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY TO NOTIFY

ALL UTILITY COMPANIES, PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, TO HAVE EXISTING

UTILITES FIELD LOCATED.

DESIGN/CALC BY

2. NO GRADE SHALL EXCEED 3:1 SLOPE. WATER FEATURE/ BSJ
3. GRADING AND STORM WATER PER M.S.D. AND THE CITY OF MONUMENT SIGN DRAWN BY
CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI.
4. STORMWATER SHALL BE DISCHARGED AT ADEQUATE NATURAL DISCHARGE BSJ
POINT. 0. § CHECKED BY
S. NO STEP ALLOWED AT ACCESSIBLE ENTRANCE DOORS. <C
6. ADA. RAMPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED AT ALL ENTRANCES. E
7. LIGHTING AND SIGNAGE SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY o0 DRAWING SCALE
ORDINANCE(S) AND GUIDELINE(S). = AS SHOWN
8. BE ADVISED, ALL ENERGY AND TELEPHONE DISTRIBUTION LINES SHALL BE INSTALLED UNDERGROUND. DATE
9. SUBJECT PROPERTY LIES WITHIN FLOOD ZONE "X" (AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE 08/09/13
THE 500-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN) ACCORDING TO THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM /09/
FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP FOR ST. LOUIS COUNTY AND INCORPORATED AREAS PER BENCHMARK
COMMUNITY PANEL NO. 29189C0162 H WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF AUGUST 2, 1995. Job Number
10. ALL EXISTING SURFACE IMPROVEMENTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE DEVELOPMENT TO BE REMOVED. 13-212 ELEVATION 621.70 — "STANDARD ALUMINUM DISK” STAMPED SL—23 1990 13_0033
1 a5 /08 ARE FOR NPORVATON ONLy, o ON THIS PLAN BY CBE ENGINEERING, DATED DISK IS SET BETWEEN COEUR DE VILLE DRIVE AND THE WEST CALL 1-B00-DIG-RITE (MISSOURI ONE CALL) TO HAVE LOCATONS
' ' R/W FENCE OF HWY. 1-270; 68' SOUTH OF THE CENTERLINE x:}%ﬁ'é”.Jr’:.oa“ﬁo”éb?.é%&éﬁﬁﬁ’;"‘; UTILITIES REQUIRE 48 HOURS o Sheet Number
INTERSECTION OF COEUR DE VILLE COURT AND : o
COEUR DE VILLE DRIVE. P
o)
= n
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CITY PLACE

PLANT SCHEDULE
SYM | QTY |BOTANICAL NAME CULTIVAR COMMON NAME SIZE METHOD | SPACING
TREES
CC 15 | Cercis canadensis Redbud 2" Cal. BB As Shown
GB 9 Ginkgo biloba 'Fastigiata’ Ginkgo 3" Cal. BB As Shown
TO 55 | Thuja occidentalis 'Smaragd’ Arborvitae 6' BB 36" 0.C
upP 20 |Ulmus parvifolia Chinese Elm 3" Cal. BB As Shown
ZS 11 |Zelkova serrata Japanese Zelkova 3" Cal. BB 30'0.C.
SHRUBS
BB 191 |[Buxus microphylla japonica 'Winter Gem' Winter Gem Boxwood 3 Gal. Cont. 18" O.C.
EK 56 |Euonymus kiautschovicus 'Manhattan' Manhattan Euonymus 3 Gal. Cont. 36" O.C.
HQ 85 [Hydrangea quercifolia 'Sike's Dwarf' Oakleaf Hydrangea 3 Gal. Cont. 36" O.C.
IG 40 |llex glabra 'Shamrock' Inkberry 3 Gal. Cont. 36" O.C.
RR 18 |Rosa radrazz 'Knockout' Knockout Rose 3 Gal. Cont. 36" O.C.
GRASSES/PERENNIALS/BULBS
CA 81 |Calamagrostis x acutiflora 'Karl Foerster' Feather Reed Grass 1 Gal. Cont. 18" O0.C.
HS 28 |Hemerocallis 'Stella de Oro' Daylily 1 Gal. Cont. 12" 0.C.
PV 24 | Panicum virgatum Switchgrass 1 Gal. Cont. 24" 0.C.
GROUNDCOVER
LM 917 |Liriope muscari liriope 1 Quart Cont. 12" 0.C.
BIO-RETENTION*
QTY BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE METHOD | SPACING
GRASSES
42 Andropogon gerardii Big bluestem 1 Quart Cont. 24" 0.C.
75 Carex grayi Bur Sedge 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
75 Chasmanthium latifolium River Oats 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
75 Sporobolus heterolepis Prairie Dropseed 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
75 Schizachyrium scoparium Little Bluestem 1 Quart Cont. 18" O0.C.
FORBES
27 Amsonia illustris Shining Bluestar 1 Quart Cont. 30" O.C.
72 Aster novae-angliae New England Aster 1 Quart Cont. 24" 0.C.
75 Echinacea purpurea Purple Coneflower 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
75 Eryngium yuccifolium Rattlesnake Master 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
27 Hibiscus lasiocarpos Rose Mallow 1 Quart Cont. 30"0.C
75 Pycnanthemum tenuifolium Slender Mountain Mint 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
75 Solidago nemoralis Showy goldenrod 1 Quart Cont. 18" O0.C.
75 Solidago rugosa Zzllj(;g:r;lrizved 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
ANNUALS (Rotational)
QTY COMMON NAME SEASON SIZE METHOD | SPACING
10 Coleus Summer 1 Quart Cont. 18" O.C.
23 Feather Celosia Summer 1 Quart Cont. 12" 0.C.
23 Lantana Summer 1 Quart Cont. 12" 0.C.
34 Pansy Fall/Spring 1 Quart Cont. 12" O.C.
34 Ornamental Kale Fall 1 Quart Cont. 12" 0.C.

* Plants selected per MSD's Landscape Guide for Stormwater Best Management Practice Design
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TREE REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT CHART

PROJECT NAME: The Koman Group - Fresh Market
PROJECT NUMBER: 12-2137.00
DATE: 8/9/2013

PREPARED BY: ARCTURIS, INC.

EXISTING TREE SCHEDULE

, Evergreen/ SI,Ze - TBR or
ID Number Species , (caliper Condition , Comment
Deciduous Remain

Inches)
1 Hornbeam | Deciduous 1 Fair TBR
2 Hornbeam | Deciduous 1 Fair TBR
3 Elm Deciduous 3 Fair TBR
4 Hornbeam | Deciduous 1 Fair TBR
5 Hornbeam | Deciduous 3 Fair TBR
6 Elm Deciduous 3 Fair TBR
7 Elm Deciduous 3 Fair TBR
8 Elm Deciduous 3 Fair TBR
9 Redbud Deciduous 12 Poor TBR Aging
10 Redbud Deciduous 15 Poor TBR Aging
11 White Pine | Evergreen 12 Good TBR
12 White Pine | Evergreen 12 Good TBR
13 White Pine | Evergreen 12 Good TBR
14 White Pine | Evergreen 8 Good TBR
15 White Pine | Evergreen 6 Good TBR
16 White Pine | Evergreen 6 Good TBR
17 White Pine | Evergreen 4 Good TBR
18 White Pine | Evergreen 12 Good TBR
19 White Pine | Evergreen 12 Good TBR

TOTAL CALIPER INCHES REMOVED 129

REPLACEMENT TREE SCHEDULE*
Size
, , Evergreen/ ,
Quantity Species ) (caliper /| Comment
Deciduous ,

Height)
21 Chinese EIm | Deciduous 3 Shade Tree
10 Zelkova Deciduous 3 Street Tree
18 Redbud Deciduous 2 Ornamental
9 Ginkgo Deciduous 3 Screening

TOTAL CALIPER INCHES REPLACED 156

*See Site/Landscape Plan for Locations

PROJECT NAME/NUMBER: THE FRESH MARKET/12-2137.00 THE KOMAN GROUP m
ARCTURIS |55 2 TREE REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT PLAN A Chdsal
together we create 0 10 20 40' 80' N ST. LOUIS, MO 63141
| T 314.993.5800 THE KOMAN GROUP
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DRAWING: S:\JOBS\Jobs2013\13—-0033\C3D—-DWG\_C—Out\SDP\O_SDP_13-0033.dwg

USER: Eric Morff TAB: GRADING
DATE: August 9, 2013 - 10:45:12 AM

REVISION DESCRIPTION

NO

SCALE: 1" = 30’

ST. LOUIS, MO 63141

THE PROFESSIONAL, WHOSE SIGNATURE AND PERSONAL SEAL APPEAR HEREON

THE KOMAN GROUP

#6 CITY PLACE DRIVE, SUITE 430
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FOR, ANY PART OR PARTS OF THE PROJECT TO WHICH THIS PAGE REFERS.
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From: Langdon. Paul

To: Langdon. Paul
Subject: FW: Fresh Market Submittal
Date: Friday, August 30, 2013 3:00:11 PM

From: Mark Rubin [mailto:mrubin@komangroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 1:30 PM

To: Langdon. Paul
Cc: Garrick Hamilton
Subject: Fresh Market Submital

Paul:

As a follow up to some of the conversation that you have had with Garrick in the past couple of
days we are going to need some more time develop some changes to the plan that we will be
proposing. | hope to have some more architectural and site plan content by the end of the week.
After | receive my information, | would like to meet with you early next week for some preliminary
feedback. Since Monday is a holiday, how is your schedule on Tuesday and or Wednesday?

Regards,

Mark A. Rubin- Director of Development
The Koman Group | www.komangroup.com
CREVE COEUR | CLAYTON | SAN DIEGO
C314.368.1741

F 314.787.1986

7700 Forsyth Blvd, Suite 1210

St. Louis, Missouri 63105
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a;g,CREVE COEUR

300 North New Ballas Road ® Creve Coeur, Missouri 63141
(314) 432-6000 o Fax (314) 872-2539 e Relay MO 1-800-735-2966
WWW.CIEVe-COeur.org '

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

APPLICATION TO PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION Key Issues:
#13-018 FOR AN AMENDMENT TO THE CITY PLACE MASTER SIGN PLAN TO e Does the request
INCLUDE NEW TENANT SIGNS further the goals
FOR THE MEETING OF: Monday, August 19, 2013, 7:00 PM L ermpem ¢

Comprehensive Plan?
Does the request
follow the Design
Guidelines?

LocCATION: CityPlace Campus (see attached map). The properties are zoned “CB”
Core Business

REQUEST: An application has been submitted to amend the CityPlace Master Sign
Plan, to include guidelines for greater flexibility in the design and location of certain

tenant signs within the campus. An additional provision is made for a pre-existing

mural located on the side of one tenant space. Comp. Plan References
e Central Business

District

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: Section 405.950.6 Master Signage Plans allows for Zoning Code References
consideration of a comprehensive plan of signage subject to the recommendation of the § o Section 405.950
Planning and Zoning Commission and approval of the City Council. The primary
expectations for any master sign plan are that it will increase public convenience by
providing better direction information and that the signs will do so with a well-
designed, coordinated appearance throughout the campus.

Signs in Non-
Residential Districts

Megan Ridgeway PROPERTY OWNER: CP North I, LLC
APPLICANT:  Arcturis 6 City Place Drive
720 Olive Street Suite 200 Creve Coeur, MO 63141

St. Louis, MO 63101

B0 MAX
76.550 FT. TOTAL

g
—.|.— == i»—4 1 o*—-lr
s |l ]

[ oesse] REARKET oo

REPORT PREPARED BY?

Paul Langdon, AICP
Community Develo

ATTACHMENTS: Applicants Materials, received August 10, 2013
Ordinance No. 5169
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-018: CityPlace Master Sign Plan
August 19, 2012 Page 2

BACKGROUND AND MASTER SIGN PLAN PROPOSAL

The current CityPlace campus received approval for a Master Sign Plan in 2002, that was
amended in November 2006 to include CityPlace 6 and the McDonald’s Restaurant signage on
the campus north of Olive Boulevard. The entire plan was then repealed and replaced by
Ordinance #5169 that was approved in January 2011. The document was largely the same as the
former except that it included the signs applied to the St. Luke’s Urgent Care facility on the
south side of Olive Boulevard.

The proposed amendment with this application will allow up to an 80 square-foot wall sign for
the proposed CityPlace VII site (“Fresh Market” is the currently proposed tenant), allow an 18
square-foot low monument sign in front of CityPlace Il, document the existing mural at
CityPlace Retail and allow a new 30 square-foot multi-tenant monument sign at the northeast
corner of CityPlace Drive and Olive Boulevard. Each of the proposed signs is shown in the
attached illustrations from the applicant.

Note that although the site development plan for the City Place VII site is currently under review
as well (see Application #13-019), the master sign plan can be amended by separate action and
the sign standards will apply, regardless of the tenant occupying the future building.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW

The Comprehensive Plan does not provide much direction in sign review, except recommend
that they City ensure that non-residential development is compatible with adjacent residential
development (page 23).

The Design Guidelines offer further direction in reviewing signs, by recommending that sign
plans include a consistency of materials, siting, and design. Specifically, all signs are to be
architecturally integrated and complement their surroundings in terms of size, shape, color,
texture and lighting. Signs are to complement the overall design of the building and are not to be
designed to be in visual competition with other signs in the area. New signs proposed for
existing buildings should provide a compatible appearance with other building signage. Where
no sign program exists there should be an attempt to bring in a unifying element (such as size).
(Chapter 5, page 17)

The small monument sign in front of CityPlace 11 utilizes a slab design with pin-mounted letters
for a simple, modern appearance that is appropriate in scale and material for the proposed
location. It does not interfere with pedestrian movement and does compete with other signage.

The larger monument sign by the CityPlace VII site is intended to be a multi-tenant sign and an
entrance monument for the entire campus. The design approximates the campus monument sign
adjacent to the US Bank location at the west edge of the campus. That sign, however, does not
include tenant signage (only the word “CityPlace”) and is much lower. As discussed in the staff
report on the site development plan for CityPlace VII, this location is appropriate for a
monument befitting the entrance to the campus. However, the proposed design is dominated by
the CityPlace VII tenant sign, and then complicated by four secondary tenant signs. In the end,
the “CityPlace” moniker is almost insignificant. This does not complement the main entrance to
the campus and does not integrate with the surroundings. Staff suggest that it should contain
fewer signs in number and should be redesigned to represent not only an entrance to the campus,
but also to complement the CityPlace VI site. This can be done through integration with the
sidewalk space, or use of common materials and design motifs, or use as a framing device that
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directs the viewers’ eyes in a favorable direction. As an element in a master signage plan, the
applicant should feel free to explore the design of this structure as an identity feature and not just
another sign. Finally, there is a large, dark gray granite monument sign in front of CityPlace
Retail already and it contains several tenants’ identities. Unfortunately, there appears to be no
effort to integrate with that sign. Fulfillment of the Design Guidelines and the Master Signage
Plan regulations would appear to indicate that there should be some coordination between the
signs or, perhaps, both should be rejected in favor of a pair of coordinated signs on either side of
CityPlace Drive that advertise tenants and create a true gateway symbol for the campus.
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Figure 1. The two dimensional image of -
the CityPlace VIl monument sign, above, ¢-
appears to show a large and imposing sign
until it is viewed in context within the a b Yo
proposed Concept Site Plan, at right, i
where it is revealed as a minor element
relative to the scale of the space. Staff
suggest that this is a lot opportunity for
various reasons beyond space for sign
panels.

Proposed
monument sign.

ARCTURISIE‘M:K :\ « CONCEPT SITE PLAN 4\ Eﬁﬁ

THE KDOMAN GROUP

As a simple, channel-letter sign, the tenant wall sign for the CityPlace VI site is compatible with
a contemporary commercial structure. There are other issues, however, discussed in the Zoning
Review below.

The mural already exists and was used to provide interest on a wall that was being painted
anyway. It does not contain any specific tenant information but, as an applied image, it generally
constitutes a sign, hence its inclusion here. There do not appear to be any concerns vis-a-vis the
Design Guidelines.

ZONING CODE REVIEW

All signs within the City are regulated under Article VIII of the Zoning Ordinance. The purpose
of the Sign Regulations are to encourage the effective use of signs as a means of communication,
to maintain and enhance the aesthetic appearance of the City and to facilitate and improve
pedestrian and vehicular traffic safety, and to lessen confusion and visual clutter caused by a
proliferation of signs competing for attention.

The Master Signage Plan allows for deviation from the sign regulations on large campuses in

order to provide for a more consistent program as to ensure convenience to the visitor, user or

occupant of the development while not adding to street clutter or otherwise detracting from the

planned unit nature of the development. All signs are to be in scale and harmonious with the
181



development and provide an overall design theme throughout the campus in a comprehensive
manner.

As discussed above, the proposed CityPlace I1 monument sign is modest in size and
appropriately set within the context of the office building entrance. The CityPlace VII wall sign,
on the other hand, does not show any particular relationship with the building although its
placement is appropriate. It should be noted that the sign is 50% larger than it would otherwise
be permitted as a freestanding tenant site if it were not within the master signage plan. Staff
believe this is significant since the overall site design does not visually or functionally represent
a significant property in the campus, so it is not clear why it should be favored with a particularly
large sign; this would seem to be contrary to one of the purposes of the sign regulations that is to
promote consistency of opportunity among signs within the city. The signs at the top of the
office towers do occupy distinctive and significant locations that set the standard for the campus;
the CityPlace VII site is, frankly, a typical retail site and should only be provided a typical retail
sign, limited to 50-square feet. If the applicant ultimately reworks this site into the visually
significant place that it can be, the proposed wall sign might seem more appropriate.

The CityPlace VII monument sign, as discussed above, does not really integrate with any other
signs and, by virtue of the six individual messages on the monument, may actually add to the
visual clutter of the Cityplace Drive and Olive Boulevard intersection. Given that its location is
proposed for a single-tenant only, it seems that it must also contain off-site signs. In the absence
of a meaningful wayfinding sign program for the campus, this sign could also increase motorist
confusion since the advertised businesses will not be immediately visible. Adding directional
information to the sign will only worsen the visual clutter concern. Again, Staff suggest that the
number of signs should be reduced to the adjacent tenant and the CityPlace name and the
monument redesigned to provide an architectural connection to its site.

The pre-existing mural on the CityPlace Retail west facade is certainly larger than any sign that
could be permitted within the city normally and is even larger than the office tower identification
signs. None the less, the mural is decorative in nature and, prior to concerns regarding sign
content, was not even considered a sign. So, despite its size, it has become a fixture on the
building and does not create any visual clutter or confusion for motorist. As such, it is not in
conflict with the purposes of the Sign Regulations.

CONCLUSION

The mural and the CityPlace 11 monument sign appear to be consistent with the Design
Guidelines for signs as well as the purposes of the Sign Regulations. The CityPlace VII wall
sign and monument sign are less successful and staff suggest that the Commission should discuss
modifications with the applicant. Specifically, the wall sign should be reduced to 50 square feet
and the monument sign should be redesigned as a true entrance monument that presents only two
signs: the campus name and the adjacent tenant name.

Given that the CityPlace VII monument sign is a factor in the unresolved site development plan
for that site and appears to need further refinement for this application, the Planning and Zoning
Commission should not forward a recommendation to the City Council at this time in favor of
allowing the applicant to keep the processes in tandem and the sign program evolving in parallel
with the site development plan.
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ACTION
If the Planning Commission members agree with Staff that the applicant’s proposal requires time
for further refinement, the following motion for a continuance would be appropriate:

“I move to continue the discussion on Application #13-018 until September 3, 2013, to
allow the applicant time to modify their request to better address the Design Guidelines
and the purposes of the Zoning Code.”

If the Commission members wish to accept the proposed signs, they should vote on a motion to
recommend approval of the proposed signs, subject to any modifying conditions supported by a
separate motion and vote. In that event, Staff will prepare an ordinance for the City Council
reflecting the actions of the Commission. An appropriate motion for this purpose is:

“I move to recommend approval of the amendment to the Master Sign Plan for City Place
campus to include the signs submitted with Application #13-018, subject to the
conditions approved by the Planning Commission at the meeting of August 19, 2013.”
(conditions must be added by separate prior motion).

APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, INCLUDING PEDESTRIAN PLAN AND DESIGN GUIDELINES
Included and attached by reference.

APPENDIX 2: ZONING CODE
Included and attached by reference.
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BILL NO. _ 5283 ORDINANCE NO, 5'@ ]

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING ORDINANCE NUNBER 2183 AND NUMBER 4059 AND
APPROVING A NEW MASTER SIGN PLAN PURSUANT TO SECTION 405.950.6 OF THE
CITY OF CREVE COEUR’S CODE OF ORDINANCES FOR THE CITYPLACE CAMPUS
LOCATED WITHIN THE “CB” CORE BUSINESS DISTRICT

WHEREAS, an application was submitted by the Koeman Group for an amendment tc the
previously approved Master Signage Plan for the CityPlace Development, pursuant to Section
405.950.6 of the City of Creve Coeur's Code of Ordinances, to include CityPlace VII Saint
Luke's Medical Offices south of Olive Boulevard; and

WHEREAS, the boundaries of the Master Signage Plan will be for CityPlace development
including all existing and proposed signage as demonstrated in Exhibit 1; and

WHEREAS, Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed and by a unanimous vote
recommended approval of the subject amendments at its meeting on Monday, November 15,
2010; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri, held a public hearing therson
at the Creve Coeur Government Center on December 13, 2010, beginning at 7:00 p.m., or
immediately following the close of the previous public hearing; and

WHEREAS, notice of said public hearing had previously been published at least 15 days prior {o
the hearing in the St. Louis Countian, a newspaper of general circulation in the City of Creve
Coeur; and

WHEREAS, all persons who presented themselves at said meeting and desiring to be heard
were given an opportunity to be heard and a copy of the proposed ordinance has been made
available for public inspeciion prior to its consideration by the City Council; and this Bill having
been read by fitle in open meeting two fimes before final passage by the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council being fully informed finds that approving the application would be
in harmony with and bear a substantial relation to the public welfare, health, safety, comfort and
convenience of the citizens of the City of Creve Coeur and in the public interest.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri as
follows:

Section 1: Ordinance 2183 and Ordinance 4059 authorizing a Master Sign Plan for City Place
Campus located north of Olive Boulevard are hereby repealed.

Section 2: A Master Sign Plan is authorized for the CityPlace Campus Pursuant to Secticn
405.950.6 in the "CB" Core Business Commercial zoning district whose legal description is as
follows:

“Lots 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10 of CityPlace Subdivision as shown on the plat thereof
recorded at Plat Book 355, Pages 43-46 of the Real Property Records for St. Louis
County, Missouri; and also Adjusted Lot 2 of CityPiace Plat Two as shown on the plat
thereof recorded at Plat Book 358, Page 313-314 of the Real Property Records for St.
Louis County, Missouri; and aiso, Lot 11A of CityPlace Subdivision Plat Two as shown
on the plat thereof recorded at Plat Book 358, Page 33 of the Real Property Records for
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BILL NO._5283 _ | ORDINANCE NO. S11p9

St. Louis County,. Missouri; and also, Umts 1&2. of CltyPlace Condom!nlum created
“pursuant to-that certain Declaration of. Condominium dated April 14, 1988 and recorded -
at Book 8297 Page 734 of the Real Property Reoords for 8t LOU]S County, Missouri.”

. SECTION 3: Such approval of the Master Slgnage Plan for the CltyF’lace Development shall be
restrlcted to the following condrtrons TR _

1. The applroant shall submrt S|gn permlt andlor burldlng permlt applucatlons for proposed
signs referred to in the Master Sign Plan that currently does not possess a building
permit,

2. . The applicant shall follow the Master Signage Plan for all new or altered signage-on the
campus, as approved by the City of Greve Coeur. The location, size, shape, color, type,
and design of each sign shall not substant!vely depart from the Master Slgn Plan unless

: approved by the City of Creve Coeur.; .

3. The ground monument srgn at 11550 Olwe Boulevard shall be ho larger than 24 square

- feet per sign face

4. The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan to integrate the sign with the low

~ landscape wall consistent with the Off- Street Parkmg and Loadlng Regulatlons :

Signage shall be limjted to name and logo only.... s
All leasing information signage for the development should be placed on the burldlng
No addltlonal leasrng elgns shall be permltted

oo

SECTlON 3 The lVlaster Slgnage Plan and all components thereof shall be demonstrated as
the attached Exhibit 1 _

SECTION 4: ThlS ordlnance shall loecome effectlve |n aocordance Wlth Sect|on 3.11:(g) of the
.Clty Charter : o o _ - , S

ADOPTEDTHIS lQ DAY OF I&ﬂuerm B 2011

A VJAMES WANG
- PRESIDENT OF CITY COUNGIL

APPROVED THIS lD DAY OF ]ﬁxﬂumg 2011,

f’;ZéﬂQMQeM

- HAROLD DIELIVIANN

| ‘MAYOR
ATTEST:
DEBORAH RYAN MRCC T
CITY CLERK
2
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CityPLace

SECTION 1
LOGO DESCRIPTION

CITY PLACE

& LOGO 15 THE DEFINING VISUAL THAT CREATBS AN IDENTIFIER BETWEEN YOU AND YOUR AUDIENCE.

Your uniqus brand saparates your comgany from the others around you. By setting graphic standards and helding ta them, you are successfully
building 8 more aasily racognizable brand; forming a famitlarity of your mark threugh visual rapetition. The following guidalines help secure that your
spacific logo and branding ideniity will be used camectly and, tharafore, effoctively in aff applicatigns.

Kutdmann Laaily, Inc.
Mastar Signage Flan, June 2002

13
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SECTION |
LOGQ DESCRIPTION

REFINING THE MARK

This updated CityPlace Jogo refines Lhe existing mark with several small, yet significant changes. Within the mark, lettarforms and serils have been subtly
skewed and pulled in order (0 ¢raate a cohesive, purely typogrephic identifier. Fer example, the formation of a unique Egature betwesn the “T™ and "Y"
in Cify minimizas the awkward space normally mada by tha letterlorms and allows the word spacing of bawh City and Place to visually work logethar.
Alsg, Lhe extended descender on the "P" in Flace gives balence to the mark and rellects tha architectural embatiishment found on Building 3

eavimaon Laeas, (o
Mastar Sgrage Pan, June 2002

1.2
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CIty PLACE

SECTION 1
LOGO DESCRIETICN

Bemba Expert (Primary Typaface}

ABCDEFGHIJKLMN

OPQRSTUVWXYZ
ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQR

STUVWXYZ1234567890

Univers 45 Light (Secondary Typelace)

ABCDEFGHIJKLMNOPQRSTUVWXY/Z
abcdefghijklmnopgrstuvwxyz12345678390

A NOTE ON THE TYPE
CityPlace has bolh a pamary and secondary typeface. Tha primary typelace. Bembo Expert, is a titiing face {only upper case), and is used in main headings.
The secondary typelace, Univers 45 Light. creates a non-competing companion to the main type and can be used lor saiting body copy. Both laces were

picked for their square proportions: the clean lines and shaip corners mimicking the building architecturs and supporting the thame ol the repeating forms
throughous the complex.

Kutimarnn Leavitt, tc.
Mastar ignaga Plan, June Z102

13
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SECTION |
LOGC DESCRIFTION

o _“-\-,.H_\\
C AN » T
N
\"x

INCORRECT USAGE

In order 10 establish and maintain a professional aseociatiion with CityPlace and the corparate idenlity, 1he rules and regulatons sei up in the previous

pages must be loilowed wilhoul excaplion. Please keep the iniegrity of the mark in all applications and allow the trand to work for you. Above are a few
axamples of ways in which the loge must NOT be alterad or changed.

Kufiimana Leavit, ing,
AMasisr Signage Plan, June 2302

1.4
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SURVEY 13 FHIVTIRNG IC,V.‘:J:\G"E
DIEARLED PFARKING

Kufimmnn Laawn, Inc,
Signapge Mmster Plan
June 200
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i "PLace

SECTION 2
SURVEY OF EXISTING SIGNAGE
RETALL

Kubtmiann Laavitt, In2,
Slgnaga Master Plan
Juna 2002

2.2
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Crmy Prace

SECTIC
SURVEY CF EXISTING S:GNAGE
STOREFRUNT AND BUILDING ADDRESS

1001 B
CRAIG RD. B

HKuhimann Leaw, fnc.
Signage Master Flan
Juna 2002

23
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SECTION 7
SURVEY OF EXISTING SIGMNAGE
DIRECTIONAL

==| ALL TRucks i

i - & DELIVEREs | .._;
- ' WEST EnTRy |
f

OF BUILDjyg J.'

Kuhimann Leawv, fre,
Sigrage Mastsr Plan
Jume 2002

201



SECTIL:
SURVEY OF EXISTING LIGHALE
BUILDING, RETALL ai.é RETALL MONUMENTS

F (FRONT)

Kuttmand Lasay e
Signage Masier Flan
Juns F00R
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SECTION 2

SURVEY OF EXISTING SIGNAGE
TRAFFIC REGULATORY

"~ [SPEED

| LIMIT

Kuhimann Laaviit, inc.
Signage tdaster Plan

203 June 2002
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Crov Prace

SECTI
SURVEY OF EXISTING STGNAGE
FARKING REGULATORY

5 MINUTE]
| PARKING
| onLY

S
PARKING
10 MINUTE
s MAXIMUM

VISITOR
PARKING
o m—

Huhimann Leawdt, fic.
Signage Mastar Plan

204 <une 2002
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SECTION 2
SURVEY OF EX13TING SIGMNAGE
PARKING REGULATORY wowT)

Kuhlmann Leawt, ing.
Slgnage Masier Plan
June 2002
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SECT.. .2
SURVEY OF LIS TING SIGNAGE
PARKING GARAGL REGULATORY

Kuhfmann Lesvid, Inc.
Slgnage Mastar Plan
Jung Z002
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SECTION 2
SURVEY OF EXISTING SIGNAGE
BUILDING REGULATORY

Nuhlmana Lagvil, ine.

Signage Master Plan
June 2002

2.10
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| . NEW SIGNS

]
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b

Kuhimanr Leamt Ine,
Adastor Bgnags Plan, Juna 2062
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CITYPLACE
FIVE

218

3

o,

AL A 15y

SECTS
SIGN LOCATHIN PL..«
NEW SIGMSE

e

gortatl le—"_

Crry PLACE

—®

RL2LAGED SIGNS / TRANSITIONAL SIGNS

EXISTING SIGNS
NEW SIGNS

-

i

Kufimana Laguilt, Ing,
Master Sgnage Fign, suns 2002
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skgn 1ypg

SECTION & &

MESSAGE SCHEDULE
EXISTING SIGNAGE

xC T oM MmO >

HANDICAP

RETAIL

BUILEING ADDRESS

CAMPLUS DRECTIONAL
CITYPLACE MONUMENT IDENTITY
TRAFFIC REGULATORY

PARKING REGULATORY

PAPXING FACILITIES

BUILDING REGULATORY

Ad)

88
BB1
EE
F
GG
HH
iy
i
2
34
XK
L
MM
NN
NN
HN2

CAMPUS MAIN IDENYTY ON CITY PLACE 3. SOUTH FACE
TENANT IDENTITY ON CITY PLACE 3. WEST FACE
TENANT IDENTITY ON CITY PLACE 2, NORTH FACE
RETAIL

RADIO STATION TENANT RETAIL

CAMPUS OIRECTIONAL

CAMPUS, RETAIL AND BUILOING MONUMENT
TRAFFIC AEQULATORY

PARKING REGULATORY

PARKING FACILITY ENTRY/EXIT IDENTITY

PARKING FACILITY CLEARANCE HEIGHT

PARKIMG FACILITY INTERIOR LOCATION IDENTIFIER
FARKING FACILITY INTERIOR REGULATORY

BUILDING REGULATORY

STREET NAME IDENTIFYCATION

LEASING INFORMATIONAL

EITY PLACE 3 INTERIOR TENANT IDENTIFICATION
CITY PLACE 3 INTERIOR AMENITIES IDENTIFICATION
CITY PLACE 3 INTERIOR RESTROOM IBENTIFICATIDN

219

TYPLACE

FRINTINGS BTGNS

Pl sl NEW RIGHS

Keshiregrn Laaviit inc.
Signage Master Plan
Jung 2002
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EXISTING BIGRSE

WUMBER SIGNTYSE

85
<t
67

Ha MmO mEeHmMORAO®ODEee® PO 0O0A0P PR ITTFPORPIIIITINYROMT

mT » F » T T T I &M

MESSAGE

COYPLACE CAMPUS WONUMENT
DIRECTICHNAL

TRAFFIC - “Siep”

TRAFFIC - “Stop for Padaairizn”
HANDICEP

HANDICAP

PARKING - "Metro Irnaging parking only”™
PARKING - "Metro Imaging parking only™
PARKING - “Matig Imagng parkng onhy™
PARKING - "Melco Imaying parang only”
PARKING - "' Mslro Imaging pasking only”
HAMDICAP

TRAFFIC - “Stag”

HANDICAP

PARKING - "Crova Coeur parking enly”
PARKING - "Creve Cosur parking only”
HANDICAP

HANDICAP

HANDICAP

ADDRESS

ADDRESS

ADGRESS

ADDRESS

ADDAESS

ADDRESS

ADDRESS

RETAIL - "Kinke's”

RETAIL - "Knko's”

RETAIL - "Cravs Coeur Camera”

RETAIL - "Creres Coeu Comera®

RETAIL - "Creve Corul Camera”

RETAIL - "Crave Cosur Comers™
ADDRESS

RETAIL - “Fe ions™

ADD
CITYPLACE AETAIL MONUMENT
TRAFFIC - "Slop”

TRAFFIC - “Stop”™

DIRECTIONAL

TRAFFIC - “Stop”

DIRECTIONAL

TRAFFIC - “Siop”

DIRECTIONAL

DIRECTIONAL - “One way”

FARKING - "Vistor One Bour Max™
PARKING - "Vizmer One Hour hax™
PARKING - "Vistor Ona Hour Max”
PARKING - "visitar One Hour Max™
HANDICAP

HAMDICAP

HANDICAP

CITYPLACE ONE BUILDING MONUMENT
DIRECTIONAL

220

CrryPLACE

SECTI
MELSSAGE SCH
EXISTING SIGNAGRE

Dl

DEECRIPTION

Biack & white granite wath stiver matal type and logo slemant, 2 sided
Hlack por with whila leiters and amows, 2-sided, ntemally ilumiraled

Aed exagon 5 gnwih whre embosssd leners, old

While rectangular vnth red fetlsrs
Elue sign, white letery/symbat
whita stenal on asphall

White sign wilh black lsnsis coitessanding stencil on asphalt
White sign with black letigrs corgsponding stensl on asphalt
White sign with black leners comsginding stens on amshial

Whe sign with black latters ¢ e

w1 stencil on osphalt
Wenils 5ign wih black letters corresponding stencil ¢n asphslt
Blue sign,while [atars/symbal, whiie stencil gn asphall

Ped hrexagon sign with wwhite embassed loters, ofd

Stencil on asphalt

Whis reclengular sigh bilue/black lenersfarrow on bleck pedasial
Whete rectangulst sign blue/black lerers/amow on black padestal
blue stenci on asphalt

tlue s1encil on asphalt

blue stenail on asphsl

White vinyl aumbers {light typslacal on glass

Whte vinyl numbers {light typafooe) on glass

Whita winyl numbers dight typelicul an glass

Wile vinyl numbers (ight wpafacst on glass

Whils viny! numbers (light typelace] on plass

Whila viryl numbers ilighl Iypefece) on glass

White vieyl numbers {bold tepaface) on glass

Whita 3D leniars <n building. Intemnally Thmirated

White 3D lgniers an building, intemally lluminalsd

Red vinyl laters on glass

Ped vimy! letiers on glass

Whita 30 lztters on building, internaly Euminatsd

Aed wiwl feners on glass

White vinyl numbers (chunky typefacs] an glasa

Wihits/H
While vingd numbers liong 1ypefacel on glass

e 3D laners on building, mtamally lluminated

Black & whits granie with siver matal type, 2 sided

Red hexagen sign wih whits embosasd leners

Red hexagun sian wilh wane latiers

Black box vaith white leitars and arows, 2-sidad, imernaliy dliumnated
Black box panel wah redienite, leners/symbol

Black box wtn white igtiers and amows, 2-aded, intarnslly uminaled
Biack bow pancl wilh cadiwhite, lenersfsymbel

Bigek box wath whia lehers and &
Wiirla squate Sign with blua letters/aiiow

3, Zsided, nternally Muminated

Wiite reciangular sign with black Jeters

Whits rectang:'ar sgn wilk black legers

White reclangular sign with black fegers

White rectanguler sign with black lenecs

Blue sian, while batler sfsymba

Blug sign. white lenarsfaymbal

Blua sign, whita latars/symbol

Black & white grarene with sitvar me‘al typs - Vaded

Blagk box with whiie lefess and arrpws, Taided, intemally ilumimated

Hublmenn Leavitl, ine.
Slgnaga Mester Plan
Juna 2002
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PROPOSED NEW S10NB

HUMBER GIGN TYPE

175 AA2
k] AAY
177 BA
78 EE
79 F
180 N
1802 1
181 A
iala N
182 3
181 1
il o
163 U
184 L
1843 Jh
185 u
185a n
188 EE
187 GG
83 i
189 w
%0 w
91 BB1

MEEBAGE

LOCKTON fogo}

Microsch

CITYPLACE

(w3t fecal:

Visliot Parkinig Crly Placa 3 farow right)
Crty Place ) (arrow upd

Rlenal Shops lemow up}

{south facai:

Viailar Parking Cily Place 3 {aresw straighd
{2ast faca):

Lity Placa 1 Lesding Dok (amow nghtt
City Placa 3 V:sitor Parking tameew fafl)
CityPlace flogatype! 3 (list of 1namasl

Ciry Place 2 Parking

Exit lsymbol

Entef {symboi)

CLEARANCE {dimansnns this i riol a Las) bav
Gity Placa 1 ¥Wast Farking

Exit {syrmbofi

Enter {symbal)

CLEARANCE [dimensions) 1his I3 not a Lest ber
Mextel Visitor Parking

Exit [symbol

Enter (symool)

CLEARANCE {dimensions) this s not a Lest bar
City Placa 1 East Parking

Exit {symbol}

Enmter [symbol)

CLEARANCE idwmensians) thi3 fs nol 3 test bar
City Place 1 East Parking

Exil [symball

Enter {symbol)

CLEARANCE (dimensions} Lhls [ not a fast bar
Cily Placa 1 East Packing

Exn [symball

Enter {symbalt

CLEARANCE Idimensions) this is not & sarbar
{soutix faca all amw up):

City Placel

City Placa 2

Cuy Place 3

fwast bca:

City Plage! larow righil

City Place 2 larrow night)

City Piaca A {enoer night)

City Place 4 leviow lehd

(east face):

Cry Flata 1 {amawr lafl

City Place 2 {anow left)

City Place 3 {arrow lefl

Cry Place & {amow righty

{narth facs):

City Place 4 farrow ug}

STOP Repiaces sign 135

£y Place Or.

Olive Bivg,

Liy Placs Dr,

{name of strast)

irame of amcey

{name of suee)

{Radio Statan foges)

221

Y PLACE

SECTION 4 T
MESSAGE SCHEDULE
NEW SIGNAGE

DESCRIPTION

gimensional {aflers and suspendsd togo g1 3rd Nioor level at south facs CPG
Intgmally iluminated kenams on west face of CiyPlace 3

Curved sign pangl st patapet teval of norih faca of CityPlace 2

Cuba =ign, 3 sided messages

Large Cuba with iogo. large numers) end bulding tensni list
Plaqua signd mountad 10 tecsia above giregs entry

Headaghe bar at garaga antry
Plaque signa mounied 1o lassia above garege emry

Headadhe bar 3l gerage eniry
Plague signs mounted 1o facsio sbove garage entry

Headache bar at gersge enliy
Flaque signs mounied w facsi shave gerage ety

Headacha bar gl garage entry
Plaque signs maunled 10 Iecsla abova garage enlry

Headache bas 8l garage amry
Plague signs mountad Lo kacaia above garage sty

Headache bar m garege entry
Cube sign, 4 swed massages

square iba post. standard DOT sign kace

£Quang tube patl blade with swest namas
square lube post, blada with streal namas

squate tube pesl, biade with sueet names

Biuminum tayared redio ghain lopos meunted o substeta

Kuhimann Leavitt, nc.
Sigrape Masier Plen
June 2002

45



51'-81/4°

Scals: 1/16" = 17

Sign consists of o -1 sluminut sign pooal vith backi Wmers; sign fabricetor 5o be. responsible for angineering of l sin

SuppOit B B¢ T adbtashm of ol plamants s needad 10 meet windoad anc weigh! muaraments; all lsteners, alecincal
(P g ranshamars to be conoested fom wire, M ol 4ign pane 10 ba sullickent to vweap sround asfing
buildirg ~fin" el i o mdficant conmier with maliparspat Suppor slemants and conban al e required For deah

white Baratanod, [Buming

rioe 10 be “eoft™ pnd warm, s

ng apsailizatons 10 be delmmingd.

CrryPLacE

SEC L
SIGN TY#1: aA

CAMPUS MAIN IDENTIFICATICH
CITY FLACE 3 50UTH FACE

;Th_: "N ] e spy T e !_ '.m.'_N'm T "[’ =7 1 Taa —l Y Er
% & &
; § 7 o i L
T T |
|
[ 1
= r ] 11
H—HH—H —H] T
T
] Il
i
] | 5 T LS L s i 3
— — :
' |
e i
N I L i [.é
i
= e I!
__If | L] L _{ l.
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— I | ]
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Kutiimann Leavilt inc.
Slorage Mesier Flan, June 2002
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SECTICL
SILHTYFE AA
CAMPUS MAIN [CESTTFUCATION
CITY PLACE | 500U TH TACE

Crry P

KT
Sgrapge M

53

ACE

e,
Fen, June 2002



I e

Seale: 1116 = 1"

~gtad dimensionst lsnars mounted 1o building ‘ace as shown, leiters to be 87 thek, |
et matengl that ressmhiss melallc silver n dayhy but appears 85 “sofl white” illumination
the aforementionsd mate =l wit b delermingd when commbruclion SoCurnents ae meecaned,
< for engemesing of all struciual sucoort and anchoring flaiirhesve of mouted clemenis as
nnibil 1o meet windiizd and weighl requiremants, al 115181815 10 ba imvsible 10 sewnr

Sign consists of intema’,

e laced with mgeseen
ar might; exact spezifi
sign fabicalar 1o be rest

( Y PLACE

SECTICHN 5

3G THPE AAZ

TENANT [N TTHCATION
CITY FLACE 3WEST FALE

ZILE-k

—

| — Wy e

a0 5

ey o

225

Kuhimann Legvit Ing
Stgnega Master Plan, Jung 2007
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scale 12" = 1"

TROMN | AN By

231

SIGNTYPE F #10

TRANSITIONAL CARPUS MONUMENT
Eventually will be replaced by Sign Type FE
{see (ollowing page of this documear)

TY PLACE

Existng Campus Manumant sign with 1118 RIBITON

remaovad oid loga, both sides: replace logo
with § 374" hi 'x 172" thick stainless sieel
new logotype, boih sides: sud mount new
logotype flush 1o mounument face;
fitlerfadhesive as required by conditions;
no {astnars visible on face of lelters; sign
fabricator responsibie for enginearing of
all elements including stud diameier,
length and quanlity to sufficiently attach
letlars 1o monument surface and lo be &s
vandal proof as possible

PEANYVILR

bieg

NIDEVIEWS

i
i nerev lagolype

- ==~ exisling sinucture

Kuhimann Leavint Inc.
Signage fsaster Flan, June 2002

5.10



g -0

¥ 10 replwe sige #10 T
1 page of this dorimens;

Sign consists of 840" x 8- 0" x 8- 0"

IR fn

B i lempered glass cuDe, senl cokr

biack; 1op of cubs 1o be olher materal w be

determired; cube meunts onlo a recessod

5" ht visible concrete base/faating:
fabricator 1o be esponsitie for all
structural supportsubstrate and footing
neadad to meat windload anc w
requiremanis; inlemnal supporl must ce
conzealed from view, all sstassrs to be
w
|
|
i i |
i |
|
3 \
- |
| |
bow A
| !
| ! ]
|
|
3 = e 000 | N
scals 12 =1 BN AR AN ST VES
AKL Q8
Kuniment Lagwlt ine.
Slgnage Masler Flan, Jus 2002

50



SIGN TYPY: F 6k
TRANSITIHVAL MLILDMNG MONURMENT
Ewennuby m be cephier by Sign Type FF2

¥ wizif, fugt of Wit documen)

Entsting bulding manyment signs; remave CiiyPlace one. e s
four 05N ICNRINg: repiace wilh N oTyDe and murres 1,
2and 4; vl bocbe 127 thick w3 407 b, Aumenaly 10 ke
27 ik -D'qaﬁu* i, summiass stead, W4 brustsnd fints i sud maoent
and numaral flush 53 mocumon: ‘ace 45 Ehowe

Lemhoroa] asiva a3 mouingd by condilions; ne st
wiaie on tace of lomers: Sian |EGNoEir esponsibie oo
arginaanng of s slemeris Ingucing e dama. lang and
ity 1o sufficently allach iiers to manumes) gurtace and
1 b 0% vandal proel s gossin;

T e

iz

scee 1 = 1 PRI A%ET IR VT W

s GOty ps

1

--m- EEiSHNG SUUCHNE

duhimann Lert nc,
Sgrags Maust Pan, June 2002

5re




CirvPrack

MNENY BT
Eventually will neplace

for

Sy consisls of 8- 0" xR 07 a B-07 D1 CRIPHON
bacipaicaned tempered glass cuba; pant color
biack; 1op of cube to b other material Lo be
determined; cube mounts onto 85" ht visible
concrele baseffgoting; sign fabricater to be
rasponsible for &l intarnat structural suppott,

substrate and footing as needed to meel
windload and weight requirernenis; internal
support must be cancealed from view, all
fasteners to be invisible to viewar; Sign lront
and back graphits silkscreened on back of
glass before backpainting: Tenant graphics
10 be compurter cut adhesive backed vinyl
occur on outside of gless, Z sides: minimai
corner and edge reatmant 1o be designed
to address vuinerability of those conditions

Ell ERNST & YOUNG
_]-..TJ L

Northern Trust

Mea-:{Wesw:rcﬂ

vl
et

citigroupl

scale 172" =

PIGWS T AMIT A e ; il

AN AT

Kurimann Leavit inc
Signiage Master Zlan, June T00;

234




st
TRANSITIONAL RETALL MONU
Burnérzally will be mplaced by Sigy Tepe FF
{se following page of Wis documes:

E)nstwi Ratal Manument sign with removad 19151 ik Lo
reptace cld loge with 9 3/47 hit x

12" etk slairiass steel new iogtype; St
rrount new logotype flusk 1o mocnurment
face, Barfadhesive as mouind by
conditions; na kaginess visitla on faca of
latters; sign labricalor resporainia for
enginseting of all plemants Fehudng sud
1 AN VA cdlamater, iength &dl quanity 1o sdfCianty
’ altach fetters to menumant surtace snd
10 be as vanoal proxd 35 possible

iy

TpTa

scale 72" =10 1w b AN DAL K AT Sl

VWAL

C1TY PLACH

new logotype

---- @xislng Sruclufe

Kublmann Leavidd ir.
Signage Master Plan, June 2002

6.14




11y PLACE

NEW RETAIL MOY
Evtoaually will pe 1o
{sec provios pa

Signconseizof B- 0" x 807 807 sl o
acigesnied mmpamsd glass cube; peni color
black; top of cids2 to be other material & be
dalermined; cube mounts &1y a 5" hi vaitle

concrete base/foctingr Sign ack graphics
silkscieened on oack of gass before
paintirey; Tenant e 10 be computer

cul ad}\eswe backed il occur oh oulside
of glass, 2 sides; mumal corner and edge
treatmant to be designed to address
ilngrabiisy of those conditens. i
[Abricate 1 ponsible for al s rng
of &l nlamens luding intamal structoral
SuppoTt, sukstiee and footing s reeded o
meel winticad and weighl Isqui*ements,
intafral aupport must ba ooncaied Trom
wiaww, all festeners 10 be mwvisble 10 sywer;

Sign a'aa oansists of an 2djoining 4° x 4" x4°
cube Ishricaind out of 1/47 thick atuce-bond
type rmafaiil mounted o a 5” bl. concrele
b, emars 1o be 12" thick sluminurn
painted black; latiers machencally mounled
1o cube face with conoealed fasteners: sign
fsbricator toke tespinadaia for al engineeri

of all alements nducing intamal structural
suppart, substrate end teoting as needed to
meet windload and weishi requirements;
internal support must be concealed from
vitay, Sl fasteners 1o be invisible 10 viewer;

the Sound Room

el

il

B et 4

e B

szalg 12 = 1" SN AN e R

Bnanl namas —> <. tenant

Logotype on 3 sides




I SPEED
LIMIT

30

SIGNTYPE GG
TRAFFIC REGULATORY

Eventually will rplice all exustog Tratbc Begulacary

Sign consisting of standard DGT vaffo
maessage panals; backs of minsale pancs
0 b painted itk with comgpater
adhesive backed viny loga, colorwhite; post
tobe 27 square alumnum tube, pak 2
coirs, biack and melaile sher sgn © be
dmct buret i canctale fooling 85 needed
i il il and wegh! regurements;
sign fatwaator (o be responssle for

engnasrng 8l sttuciora! suppa, footing

and fmstunans as needed 1o meet windloa
fequiremants;

g Sngwr hers,

o o mount post at
a i~ center poshion
o i
2 -

scale 12" =17 -

1ab welded to post center, top of 18b aligned
with battam o “Hinal e cof post;
stangaed DT 4 5 6l x 10 tzb with
¥ rrosive 1astners, 35

iole, yet still me

structural 1o
be panted to
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1T PLACE

SIGN T
PARKING REGULATORY
Exentually wil replace ail Patkig, Rogulatoey

aeating of 187 = 187 x 178" d e R R
sluminum massaca pana’; Backgrourd colot

tiack; fetiers (o e compater cul adheeim

o -:I|‘|'.-r|-||_cf:L-'A. = el tokas 10 Ba
gt Tk

DA kirc ke weh COMpuier oul adhas
Gasches vy logo, colof 10 B white: poat o
b 2 mouase shiminiem fube bl 2 e,
g [0 ba direct
Btk in corcrete hooting as resuied, sign
Anbiicancr bo be responsibk: fur v
all afruchurs’ upper . Begling an:
gd 18 el windloed recu

(RN

5

(NGRS WO A RN

iyl :

scale V2= 1" RN S RIS [ANARN] o | |k

Visitor
Parking

AR AT A IR IENRT §

ANOINY
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Clay v

Parking
West

PARKIMG FACILITY ENTRY/EXT

SIGN TYPE |}
SDENTITY

Plagua signa wbe LB* v 36" » 36™
alyrninuen et femed biad: T rdarcws
rheane Lackad winyl,
& 35 shown, plaqus
1 10 aamarior of porarg Relly
prrasegeess on Mo s
sey 0 gardga vall st sign

Fu
oolars - wihiba,

i) L hangin snd demater,
Jeet and oF any support elifmants
ECassay (0 mest wifckiad and waight
requiraments; &l snehoes, Sasteners 15 oe
concesad from vrewser

(ARSI LIRTRTN

segle 112" < 1"
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SIGHN T,
PARKING FACILITY HEIGHT CLEARANCE

Sign consists of 47 squera PUT hitss 107 in
length; tibe 1o hires ancicaps; fuba 1o be
painted black: whe mounts hoizomatly 1o
garae entry soffil with black PVC costed
chan and sopropniie eounsnghanging
hardwats for weiphs and length ol futs snd
sollits aliers 16 ba campurer ol
adras deed winyl, colors vt #nd
sunfioaver vellow: Son fatecainr &
Iesponsibie for angnesring ol i elements
including anchors, Iastonars and (llier
ailradives as requivied for weight and wind
lgad condiions and conditon of enuy sabi

N, .

City PLACE

scals 127 =1
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SICNTYPE 12
PARIUNG FACILITY LOCATION IDENTIFILR

Colisme sign oomsets of paitec Simes panals
thiat are positiofied 10 “wiap pround” R
LT, FLRE. of CoLImng Wy, Balsreanor
10 Teldl rrasue 8 colurmin condilions prier
(0 submiting shap dsisings: sach panel W
sheuld equal colurmn wilth. ledarabumiars
o be compuiter cut sdhmswe backed v,
calor white

Plagua signs o be 14" & 10" ¢ 187 S
lach] paneis painksd black; lentersin ba
enminnar pet sdhine bickad Wiyl plénus
B Al 12 gaaga wake &f colurnng;

s {abricencr 1o be fespensile for
niginaenng of all fastaning slomenin
fasteners 1o be nwiskie 10 i,

scala 127 =1

sy T
Eanage b
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510N LY
T

PARIKING FACILITY

Evenrually will repiace al! Pa

(,

ITY PLACE

|
|
| ,
| | Blade sign consiss m S
_—r —_—
ret fHirk
| et wazll with apprer
adhesive ;
=gn me
aquired;
AN AT
Plague signis 10 te 1/4" = 1§ " Sintra
{black) paral pariied Bk, i 1
eormputal eul adheswae backed vyl ook
wiiln or ADA tiue a3 requined or mossage
PSR 11GNS Mol b gatege wills
2-2v2 ie for all
Tl e I 2 EEmEts; all
{ : visiole to viewer:
H|
18"
i il
i a!
i i
I |
i | ;
| ;
i ! .
scale 1/27 = 17 TIRON %W
14"
13
..

Reserved

MICROSOFT

20

CITY PLACE

scale 174" = 1'
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1"

AN V5

No
Skateboarding
Please

seale 14" = 1 AL VW

Ly o

80" fram center point 10 ground

SIGNTYPE KK
BAUTLDENG REGULATORY
Evencually will replace ali Building Regubmory

Plaque gign conzisls of 1787 thikx 187 x
18" painled aluminum panel, color black;
lettars 1o be compuler cul adhesive back

winyl, colar while; sign fabricator 16 be
sesponsitle for enginesnng ol ak elements;
2i! fasleners o be invisibla (0 viewer:

Deor sign cansisls ol compuler tul
adhesive back vinyl latlers outside on fage
ol glass, color white

14"

S VI

scals 12 = v

NS 1S a SMok

243

ree

{ vPLACE

[ERUS NI ]

NV S

AUTTLIAL N1IAE G By P,

Kuhimann Leaviti iic,
Signege Masier Plan, June 2602
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I CITYPLACE

SIGN TR,
STREET NAME IDENTIFICATION

LA VY

i

Sign consaeng of 42 147 lenath x § &1
i resmge panels, 2 siced; messagek
be computer cut sdhessn backed refecive
ird (acapt fof logo, 10 o norreedlacia
wirgdl; post conssns ol £ 1727 x 2 127 stuaéa
purminu e 0 B g ied 2 coloes, lick
anil el sheir, 500 10 be direct huind
ooncTen fooing &3 maurnad by conditions;
sige febrcaor to be respensitia for
engngatiag all iFeztural suppoit, faoing
and lastanars &3 rosded |0 meat windmd
requirerments,

PROIND AN ST W

szale W2 =1"

N.NEW BALLAS RD.

ANV W
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‘ f vPLacE

SIGN TYPE Mm.
LEASING INFORMATIONAL

dsts 0f 3-0" x2%-0" x ¥-0" cube, 1M1 W ION
cated with: 187 (k. aluminum. cube
moans onta @ 2” visiple ht. concrete
tasaipoting. kg fabricator 10 ke napontde
for all Wiminal structrad suppor, scharabe
and loating as neaded to meel windiced g
watight mquiimments; intemal suppadt imyst
b concased hom view, ol fastenes to be
ikl L0 viewer, tront and back
geapfecs 10 be sicecreenad, color biace; cubs
nsert graafics w ba lenge farmal digitely
out-pul patera. that shide bapwean & Snira
N subgioees mastisl and 1647 thick
tampaned clesr gless lrent

: LR CNT

Leésing inquires
call 314.845.4595

mevoioiis sy The Koman Group
: s |
scale w2 =1’ LSIN L AR GACR

AL MAT O vt

1/8” Ihk. Simira backing
digital out-pLt poster

144" thk. clear
tempened glags

ANUN VI

Kuhtmenn Leavtl Ing,
Sigrage Master Pan, June 2002
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CrTyPLACE

CITY PLAL . 4

SIGIN TYPE NN an
BUILDING INTERIOR TENANT IDENTIFCATION
BUILDING INTERIOR AMENITIES IDENTTFICATION

(RIS (R R

18"

IR R LR R LR EE e

300 ..

R A

WL

punoidion juind r

S—

w0
eere®

RS

soafe VT =1"

W

Signage Macler Plan, June 2002
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f "~ v PLAacE

2

CITY PLACE 3

BUTLDING INTERIGR

SIGNTYPE?
RESTROOM IDENTIFICATION

MUR T RON

punmf 6110160 181685 Woil) 00

—

At A
o

scalg 174" = 1"

ABUL | i E:]

Slgrage Master Fan, June 2002

Huhimann Leavilt fac.
5.5

LRON PV

seale i = 17
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CrryPLACE

SIGN TYPE EE
NEW SITE DIRECTIONAL
Evontually will splace al Sign Type E dicccaonals

Sign oonsnsn‘nPo{ F-0"x3 072 - NN
0"cube tabricated from UB" thk_aluminum,
cubs 10 be painted, color black, messages
farmows and latters) 1o ba computer cut
adhesive backed reflective vinyl, color whits;
logo to be non-eflattiva vinyl; cube ta be
maounied to concrela base: sign fabricator 1o
be responsible for anﬁgneenng of all internal
structural support,substiate and footing as
neaded 10 meet windload and weaigh!
requiremants; mtatnat support must be
eonceaked from view, all fasteners 16 be
invisible to viewer

AN W

- PICEN G S AN 5% RV
scale 12" = 1"

)
[
iy

‘—I AELUND NI O E I

ANON AW

Hutlmana Legvitl Inc.
Signarte Mazar Plen, Juna 2002
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CityPrace

SIGMN TYPE F &84 and 74

TRAMNSITIONAL BUILDING MONUMENT
Eventually 0 bc replice by Sign Type FE2
frer followng page af tis dotisnict)

Existing buakding monurment signs, ramova CityPlace one, two and 13 ~UIRIMEIN
lour existing |8Tering; replace with naw lugm]mﬂ end numerals 1,

4; logahype o ba 42° thick x 934" M, numersis to be
127 gk v. 10 2.'.! I, stainlass steat, #4 Drushed linish; stud maunt
pe 2nd numeml flush I monumant face a5 shown
belav\rhlrer,'aﬁhesive a5 lequired By condilions; no fasiners
wvisitle on face of lelers; sign fabricator responsmie for
snginearing ol 81| elements including stud diamelar, lengih and

PIAN vl W quantity 1o sufficlenily arlach lgtters 1o monument sutlace ang
0 be as vandat prool as pessibla;

scala 127 =1 TIGRE SN ILACK Y SIS

i new logotypa

---- axlsung swucture

Ruhknann L eavit inc
Lignage Mester Pian, June 2002
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SPECIFICATIONS:

LAMPING: (2) FAT12(CWIHO

BALLAST: {1) Magnetek 256-248-600

LOAD: 83 Amps

CIRCUIT; {1720 Amp

SQ.Fr ACTUAL (3.52)

BOXED (3.75) = Custom copy also available

meoonaies 90-5 DIRECTIONAL SIGN imagePoint
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CityPlace Master Plan Addendum asi > modulex

Exterior Signage Message Schedule Asl-Modulex 314-421-2288 Tel

2200 Olive Street 314-421-3164 fax

Saint Louis, MO 63103 www.asimodulex.con
PRINTED Nov 2, 2G06

ARCH SIGN
PHASE FLOOR ROOMY SIGN# TYPE TEXT MESSAGE G.B. NOTES

1 1 " CityPlace Condominiums Primary Site 1D

Monurment
integrated into
Fountain

Materials to match
building’s brick
exterior(granite wil
not be ysed)

2 3 Messaqges to be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals

Double-Faced
DOuble Post &
Panel

3 3 messages to be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals

Double-Faced
D0uble Post &
Panel

4 3 Messages to be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals

Double-Faced
DOuble Post &
Panel
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CityPlace 6 Addendum asi » modulex

Exterior Signage Message Schedule Asl-Modulex 314-421-2788 Tel

2200 Qlive Street 314-421-3164 Fax

Saint Louis, MO 63103 www.asimodulex.cor
PRINTED Nov 2, 2006

ARCH SIGN
PHASE  FLOOR Room#  SIGN#  ypr TEXT MESSAGE G.B. NOTES

5 5 SMURFIT STONE Primary Building 1D

lluminated
Manutactured
Channel Letters

43 1/2" Letters
mounted to west
side of building
between 9th &
10th floor

6 6 CityPlace 6 Secondary Building
1D

Cut metal Letters,
nen-illuminated

7 2 CityPlace 6 Secondary Site 1D

Internally
llluminated

Materials to match
building’s brick
exterior(granite wil
not be used)

8 3 Messages to be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals

Double-Faced
DOuble Post &
Panel
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CityPlace 6 Addendum

Exterior Signage Message Schedule

PRINTED Nov 2, 2006

asi » modulex

ASI-Modulex 314-421-2288 Tel
2200 Olive Street 314-421-3164 Fax
Saint Louis, MO 63103 www.asimodulex.com

ARCH SIGN
PHASE FLOOR RooMg  SIGN# TYPE TEXT MESSAGE G.B. NOTES
9 3 Messages to be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals
Double-Faced
DOuble Post &
Pane|
10 3 Messages ta be determined and will Primary Site
match existing standards Directionals
Double-Faced
DOuble Post &
Panel
11 3 Messages to be determined and will Primary Site

match existing standards

Directionals

Double-Faced
DDuble Post &
Panel

262



CityPlace 6 Addendum | asi > modulex

Exterior Signage Messagg Schedule ASl-Modulex 114-421-2288 Tel
2200 Olive Street 314-421-3164 Fax

Saint Louis, MO 63103 www.asimodulex.com
PRINTED Nov 2, 2006

ARCH SIGN '
PHASE  FLOOR  pooms  SIGN#  1ype TEXT MESSAGE G6.8. NOTES

12 2 US Bank Secondary Site
Directional &
{ampus ID

Internally
flluminated

Materials to match
building’s brick
exterior(granite wil
not be used)

13 Building signage far US Bank, CityPlace North,
and CityPlace 7 will follow Section 26-104.2 ot
the city’s sign regulations.

CityPlace North and CityPlace 7 will be provided
a Secondary Site 1D - Sign Type 2.
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
STAFF MEMORANDUM

October 4, 2013
Planning and Zoning Commission

FROM: Kirsten Barnes, Director of Parks and Recreation
Matt Wohlberg, P.E., City Engineer

SUBJECT: Chapter 89 Recommendation for Concept Improvements
Dam, Detention Pond, and Channel Rehabilitation Project

The dam at the south end of the detention lake system at the Creve Coeur Golf Course failed
twice in June 2013, despite an emergency repair that was made after the first failure. With the
integrity of the dam compromised, City staff sought the advice of a team of professional
engineers and landscape architects to study the area and to develop a plan to address the dam
failure and other issues with these detention lakes. A concept-level design is presented to the
Planning and Zoning Commission for their review and consideration for the Commission’s
recommendation for approval to the Creve Coeur City Council, as required under Chapter 89 of
the Missouri statutes.

Background

The lakes at the Creve Coeur Golf Course serve as the stormwater detention ponds for the office
park north of the golf course, which generally extends from Olde Cabin Drive north to Olive
Boulevard and from Old Ballas Road east to Office Parkway. This drainage area spans some
115 acres, and a large portion of this area is asphalt, buildings, or other impervious surface. In
serving this area, the lakes at the golf course handle a significant amount of stormwater runoff.

As much as City staff has been able to determine, the City of Creve Coeur assumed maintenance
responsibility for the stormwater detention for this area as part of the development of the old golf
course into the current office park. The investigation continues into whether any maintenance
responsibility for these lakes rests with the other property owners in the drainage area.

Assuming that the current understanding of maintenance responsibility holds, the City is
obligated to maintain the lakes as a functional detention facility, as are all owners of detention
facilities. The City has fulfilled this obligation in the past through dredging the lakes and other
work as needed. Indeed, removal of silt from the southern lake has been identified as a current
need, and funding for this work has been set aside as a future project in the projected five-year
capital plan.

Dam Breach and Repairs to Date

City staff noticed that the surface elevation of the southern lake began to drop in early June. The
cause became evident when part of the dam surface collapsed next to the concrete spillway,
exposing a breach in the dam. A photo of this collapse is included in the attached photo log.
This breach in the dam had apparently developed over time, whereby water was draining through
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the dam instead of over the concrete spillway. The hole in the dam was immediately plugged,
and the lake was allowed to return to its normal depth.

Shortly thereafter, on June 17, a significant storm overloaded the area’s stormwater systems and
caused the southern lake to top its banks. The force and volume of the stormwater also eroded
the dam around the repair, bypassed it, and widened the breach. The attached photo log shows
the resulting hole in the back side of the dam, adjacent to the concrete channel. Staff believes
that water from this storm found its way around the repair using holes and tunnels made along
the bank by animals.

With the integrity of the dam compromised, staff has little confidence in the long-term
effectiveness of any patch repairs. However, staff feels that such repairs are necessary short-
term measures to help prevent water from flowing through the dam and threatening the dam’s
outright failure.

Site Investigation and Design Development

Staff determined that the City should immediately seek the advice and design services of a
professional engineering firm to review and recommend the City’s options for repairing the dam.
In August, the City hired a design team led by Intuition & Logic, and the site investigation and
design are currently underway.

Design Scope. Staff from Intuition & Logic and the City met to discuss and determine a scope of
work for the evaluation of the issues with the detention lakes and dam and for the design services
associated with developing and permitting a solution. A consensus was reached that the project
will need to evaluate the needs of the surrounding area and the detention system rather than just
the breach in the dam. Known future projects to remove silt from the lakes and to replace a golf
cart bridge were included in the project scope for evaluation.

Incorporating these future projects into the current review will make for a more coordinated
approach to the various issues and will provide a guide for future repairs and improvements.
Such an approach should eliminate the possibility that one repair designed and constructed
independent of its surroundings would limit the City’s options for making other necessary repairs
in the future. Combining the current and future needs should also result in lower overall design
and restoration costs, as opposed to performing separate projects. Unfortunately, each of these
projects will require the use of heavy equipment on a golf course that is otherwise kept in very
good condition. It will be a priority, from business and cost perspectives, to minimize the
amount of disturbance to the course and to the quality of the play on it.

Alternatives Development. City staff met with the design team on September 4, 2013, to review
the City’s wants and needs so to determine the various design alternatives that will be reviewed
in the development of a preliminary design for this site. The meeting produced a list of priorities
for the repairs and improvements, which included:

1. Provide a long-term solution to the current issues.

2. Maintain or create a natural, native look with the improvements.
3. Limit future maintenance and operating costs.

4. Achieve and preserve better water quality for the ponds.

The design team used these basic priorities as a guide to develop the design elements described
in the attached Alternatives Analysis Summary Memorandum. This memorandum provides a
brief description of each of the various ideas for improvement brought forward in the design
alternatives meeting and lists the costs and benefits of each design element.
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Through the discussions at this meeting, the various issues and improvements were separated
into three general areas: 1.) the lower lake, dam, and channel; 2.) the east channel; and 3.) the
upper ponds. The lower lake, dam, and channel were recognized as the area of highest priority
due to the siltation of the southern lake, the breach in the dam, and the general failure of the
concrete channel downstream of the dam.

Committee Review. The Parks and Recreation Committee and the Stormwater Committee met
jointly to review the situation and to evaluate the various options for improvements on both
September 11, 2013, and September 25, 2013. Upon review of the options available and the
costs associated with these options, the committees recommended that the City concentrate on
the dam and channel and to leave the upper ponds and the east channel as future projects. The
two committees voted unanimously to support the following improvements:

1. Remove the existing dam and replace it with a solid dam embankment that incorporates a
spillway beneath the cart path and a boulder-lined outfall.

Replace the channel south of the dam with a boulder-lined, benched channel.

Remove the silt in the southern lake and establish a deeper pond with benched edges and
planted, rock-lined banks.

The items involved with the committees’ recommendation are highlighted in the attached
memorandum. The specific recommendation is included in a letter from Kevin Rejent, the
Chairman of the Parks and Recreation Committee, which is attached for reference. The
recommendation reflects the committees’ recognition that the City may not be able or willing to
undertake all of the repair and improvement needs at one time.

Preliminary Cost Estimate. The preliminary cost estimate for the improvements recommended
by both the Stormwater Committee and the Parks and Recreation Committee is as follows:

Item Cost

Removal of Improvements 13,000

Rebuild Dam Embankment 40,000

Boulder Pond Outfall 25,000

Multi-Tier, Boulder-Lined Channel $88,000

Restore Golf Cart Path 10,000

Dam and Channel Improvements Subtotal: 176,000

Excavate Pond Center to 10°-15" Depth 130,000
New bubbler system 15,000
Shaped, planted, and Boulder-Lined Bank Treatments 106,100

Lower Pond Subtotal: 251,100

Total Estimated Cost: $ 427,100

Given that the design is in its conceptual phase, staff feels that a cost estimate of $425,000-
$450,000 is appropriate to cover contingency issues.

Project Financing

The Capital Improvement Fund currently identifies $150,000.00 annually for the design and
construction of stormwater projects. The Stormwater Committee determined that the issues with
the lakes and dam at the golf course represent the most pressing stormwater need in the City and
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recommended that the funds allocated in the 2014 fiscal year (as well as future years, as
necessary) should be used to address this need.

Funding for the design phase of the Dam, Detention Pond, and Channel Rehabilitation Project
has been drawn from FY 2014 stormwater capital account.

Construction is anticipated for the winter of 2013-2014, which will require additional funding
during the 2014 fiscal year that will exceed the funds available. A budget adjustment will be
required to fund the construction of the project, and this adjustment will be requested once a
rehabilitation option has been designed and a more accurate cost of the work is known. At this
point, staff expects that an additional $360,000 - $380,000 will be requested for this project.

Requested Action

The rehabilitation of the dam, lake, and channel at the golf course is a project that was not
anticipated and was not identified in the capital improvement plan. As this capital project will
require significant public funds, City staff seeks the Commission’s recommendation to the City
Council in support of the concept improvements, as required by Missouri Revised Statutes
Chapter 89.

A sample motion would be the following:
I move that the Commission recommend the (approval/disapproval/conditional approval)
of the proposed improvements to the dam, detention pond, and lower channel at the
Creve Coeur Golf Course, as recommended by the City’s Parks and Recreation
Committee, Stormwater Committee, and staff.

The Commission’s options are to recommend approval, approval with conditions, or disapproval

of the concept proposal.

Attachments: Photo Log of the dam breach
Exhibit 1: Overview of Detention Ponds at Creve Coeur Golf Course
Exhibit 2: Approximate Drainage Area for Golf Course Detention Ponds
Exhibit 3: Detail of Study Area and Current Issues
Design Alternatives Analysis Memorandum (highlighted for emphasis)
Parks and Recreation Committee Letter, dated September 27, 2013
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Photo Log Dam, Detention Pond, and Channel Rehabilitation Project

Photo 1: The initial breach of the dam occurred along the side of the spillway. (The spillway wall is the
closest of the concrete walls shown here.) The top foot of the detention pond drained out
through the breach, which began at the bottom right corner of the photo. Note the grouted
rock lining of the dam is shown collapsed into the breach. It was apparently hollow underneath
and hid the issue from view.

Page 1 of 3
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Photo Log Dam, Detention Pond, and Channel Rehabilitation Project

Photo 2: A view of the dam and spillway during the repair of the first breach. Note that the lake was

drained an additional foot to reduce flow through the breach and the additional erosion that
would cause.

The second breach occurred immediately to the left of this repair.
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Photo Log Dam, Detention Pond, and Channel Rehabilitation Project

Photo 3: On top of the dam, looking south from the cart path. The June 17 storm re-opened the breach
in the dam and exposed a significant hole in the dam. Water is using this route as its path. The
concrete channel (i.e. where the water should be flowing) begins at the right side of the photo,
and the side wall shown is completely undermined. The hole shown here is more than six feet
deep and extends back under the cart path.
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282



Exhibit 2: Approximate Drainage Area for Golf Course Detention Ponds
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Exhibit 3: Detail of Study Area and Current Issues
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16253 Swingley Ridge Rd, Suite 100, St. Louis, MO 63017
636-777-3000® 314.432.5812

Alternatives Analysis Summary Memorandum

To:
By:
Date:
Re:

City of Creve Coeur, Missouri
Mark Meyer, PE

09-25-2013

Creve Coeur Dam and Channel

OBJECTIVE:

The objectives of the Alternatives Analysis are:

3.
4.

5.

1. Identify the City’s design goals and objectives for this project.
2.

Identify Alternative Design Elements acceptable to the City to achieve
design goals and objectives.

Provide concept images for each Alternative Design Element.

Provide opinion of probable construction cost for each Alternative Design
Element.

Summarize Alternative Design Elements and costs to address each
design component.

APPROACH:

Intuition & Logic’s (I&L) approach to achieving the Alternatives Analysis is as
follows:

1.

2.

3.

Geotech site visit to assess dam and spillway for information during
Alternatives Analysis Meeting.

I&L to develop preliminary Hydrologic and Hydraulic calculations for all
ponds and east channel for use during Alternatives Analysis Meeting.
Hold Alternatives Analysis Meeting with City Officials and Design Team to
discuss City goals, objectives and potential Alternative Design Elements.
Develop ideas identified at the Alternatives Meeting into design
alternatives.

Develop opinions of probable construction costs for each Alternative
Design Element.

Obtain concept photos illustrating the possible finished look of each
Alternative Design Element.

Summarize the Alternatives and Costs in an Alternatives Analysis
Summary Memorandum.

Itis by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover

285



INTUITI&@N Page 2

LOGIC

RESULTS:
Hydrology

The following table contains the flow rates and watershed information from the
Hydrologic analysis. The final design elements will be designed to accommodate
the appropriate storm events. Storm Events are designated by the flowrate in
cubic feet per second (cfs) associated with the storm frequency (eg. 100 year, 24
hour storm (Q100)):

Pond East Channel
Drainage Area 114.9 Acres 71.8 Acres
CN 88 81
Tc 30.0 Min 17.4 Min
Q1 flowrate 144 cfs 76 cfs
Q2 flowrate 199 cfs 115 cfs
Q5 flowrate 218 cfs 128 cfs
Q10 flowrate 307 cfs 194 cfs
Q25 flowrate 450 cfs 305 cfs
Q50 flowrate 547 cfs 381 cfs
Q100 flowrate 585 cfs 411 cfs

*no design has been completed yet, flow rates are provisional and are intended to aid in
development of order of magnitude cost estimates

The flow rates do not reflect flow attenuation or storage from the existing ponds.
Alternatives Analysis Meeting

An alternatives analysis meeting was held on September 4™, 2013 with the
following City of Creve Coeur and design team members in attendance:

Jim Heines — City of Creve Coeur Dennis Boll - Geotechnology
Matt Wohlberg — City of Creve Coeur  Tim Dean — I1&L

Kirsten Barnes — City of Creve Coeur Mark Meyer — &L

Mark Perkins — City of Creve Coeur Laura Barrett — SWT
Klaus-Dieter Rausch — SWT

The meeting discussions were focused on three potential project areas:

1. Lower Pond, Dam and Lower Channel Area — this area includes the lower
pond, dam, spillway, lower channel from the spillway to the 60" pipe
culvert, the bridge across the existing spillway, the bridge across the east
channel about 80 feet upstream of the confluence and the lower 80 feet of
the east channel from the bridge to the confluence.

Itis by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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Page 3

2. Upper Ponds Area — this area includes the 3 ponds north of the Lower

Pond.

3. East Channel Area — this area includes the east channel from the bridge
(80 ft upstream of the confluence) to the culvert outfall from residential
neighborhood immediately east of the golf course.

The design goals and objectives were discussed for each of the three project
areas and alternatives to meet the objectives were identified. A total of 19 design
objectives and 33 Alternative Design Elements were identified for the 3 project

areas.

17 potential Alternative Design Elements were identified to address 9 design
objectives for the Lower Pond, Dam and Lower Channel Area. The following
Tables contain the identified design objectives and Alternative Design Elements

for the Lower Pond, Dam and Lower Channel Area:

LOWER POND, DAM AND LOWER CHANNEL AREA OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES

2 5 5 S
a ks L c £
Zlz lz |2 | 218 |8 | =28 5 = | £
c E c Lo ° o =] 5} % O o = o w ° Q »n
ol &= |8 c S |& o Sa|l0c| 2% o -d e
Zl T |& |0 |& | |28l3yl<cs|gs| o] B8 |22
= o o as|E 2|l 25| =8 28§
ol E(SE[S5|I2 S [(2X|c3|2E[=5 5S¢ €5 Scg
S S |8 2|52 & (2 gl s|sWl 88| ZEL E23
[a) S S|IsS|Is= o azlaols3a9g S5 o S c o
Ol x |eB|lem|lecs 2|2 o+ |8 o5 85 oac|l E3 B=sa
=2lg2le2lel3| E|C5|85|25[RfeleEglgeg 28 €
.§>“— =<|=<|=0| = |[¥XL|¥ |l<a|loEs| =gl xxcsg ® E.E
Alternative Sl o Jo I |lwle [~ |o |g | S |4 o
1. *Remove Existing Concrete Spillway X X X X
2. *Remove Existing Concrete Channel X X X X X
3. *Remove Bridge over lower Channel X
4. *Natural Boulders Pond Outfall X X X X
5. *OPTION - Drop Structure and X X
Pipe instead of Boulder Pond Outfall
6. *Rebuild Dam X
7. *Remove Bridge over East Channel X
8. *Boulder and Rock Lower Channel X X X X
9. *Flood Benching, Multi-Tier Lower X X X X
Channel
10. *Cart Path on Dam X
11. Replace Bridge over Channel X
12. Circulating Boulder Water Fall X X X
Pond Outfall
13. Circulating Waterfall off East Side X X X
of #5 Green
14. Bubbler System (solar with electric X X X
backup)
15. Deep Pond Center (10°-15") X X X X X
16. Wetland Shelves X X X X X X
17. Filter and Buffer Vegetation at Pond X X X X X
Edge
18. Boulder Pond Edge X
19. Boulder edge with drop area at #5 X
green

* Combined in base approach
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6 potential Alternative Design Elements were identified to address 3 design
objectives for the Upper Pond Area. The following Tables contain the identified
design objectives and Alternative Design Elements for the Upper Ponds Area:

UPPER PONDS AREA OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES

Improve Water Quality In Ponds
Improve Aesthetics of Pond Edge

Address Wet Area at end of #6

IDesign Objective
Fairway

Alternative
Dredge — 10°-15" deep center
Dredge — 6’ depth
HDS @ Olde Cabin Road
Remove rip-rap on Pond 2 & 3 w/ vegetation to water
Remove rip-rap on Pond 2 & 3 w/boulder edge
Meadow @ end of #6 fairway X

k.

><><><><1.
X

XXX

IS Sl Bl K [N [

10 potential Alternative Design Elements were identified to address 7 design
objectives for the East Channel Area. The following Tables contain the identified
design objectives and Alternative Design Elements for the East Channel Area:

Itis by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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EAST CHANNEL AREA OBJECTIVES AND ALTERNATIVES
Y— [@)]
o o §= o
+— <
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g0l |2 3 |5 |1 |2 |3
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Alternative Ao o do dg 1o e v |
1. Boulder Edge Channel at #3 X | X X
2. Boulder Edge Channel at #4 X X X
3. Restore Channel from #4 bridge to X | X X
Lower Pond Project
4. Near #5 eliminate honey suckle and X X X
re-vegetate
5. Replace #4 retaining wall with MBW X X
6. Replace #4 retaining wall with X X
Boulder Wall
7. Replace Culvert Crossing at #4 X X
8. Replace cart path along Channel X X
from #3 to #5
9. Replace bridge at #3 to match others X | X
10. Circulating Boulder Water Fall Pond X
Qutfall

Construction Cost Opinion

An order of magnitude opinion of probable construction cost was developed for
each Alternative Design Element. Cost opinions are based on local bid tab
databases and recent project experience for similar construction. The cost
opinions are presented in 2013 dollars and intended for use in establishing
budgeted ranges for potential future projects.

The first 10 lower pond Alternative Design Elements were combined as the base
design. This base design will remove the existing dam, spillway, channel, short
bridge over lower channel, and associated concrete on the east channel as well
as remove the existing bridge over the east channel. The dam, spillway and
lower channel will be replaced using a natural boulder look or a drop structure
and pipe. The existing cart path over the spillway will also be replaced. This base
option will address the current need to replace the degraded and leaking dam,
spillway and lower concrete channel and restore cart access to the #5 green. The
following tables provide the construction cost opinion for the base project and
each Alternative Design Element:

Itis by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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DAM AND CHANNEL BASE PROJECT
Area Alternative Unit Quantity Unit Cost | Sub Total
Lower Pond Remove Existing Concrete Spillway | LUMP | 1 $1,000 $ 1,000
Lower Pond Remove Existing Concrete Channel | LUMP | 1 $10,000 $ 10,000
Lower Pond Remove Bridge over lower Channel | LUMP | 1 $1,000 $ 1,000
Lower Pond Remove Bridge over East Channel LUMP | 1 $1,000 $ 1,000
Lower Pond Rebuild Dam Embankment CcY 800 $50 $ 40,000
Lower Pond *Natural Boulders Pond Outfall SF 500 $50 $ 25,000
Lower Pond *OPTIONAL - Drop Structureand | Lump | 1 $40,000 $ 40,000
Pipe instead of Boulder Pond
Outfall (these two options are
treated as mutually exclusive)
Lower Pond Boulder and Rock Lower Channel LF 100 $600 $ 60,000
Lower Pond Flood Benching, Multi-Tier Lower | CY 800 $35 $ 28,000
Channel
Lower Pond Cart Path on Dam LF 200 $50 $ 10,000
Subtotal (drop structure option) = | $ 196, 000
Subtotal (boulder outfall option) = | $ 206,000

* Represents an either/or alternative item

The following table presents the remaining Alternative Design Elements (base

project removed):

COST OPINIONS BY ALTERNATIVES

Area Alternative Unit Quantity | Unit Cost Sub Total

Lower Pond Replace Bridge over Channel LF 30 1,000 $ 30,000
Circulating Boulder Water Fall

Lower Pond Pond Outfall LUMP 1 $ 75,000 $ 75,000
Circulating Waterfall off East

Lower Pond Side of #5 Green LUMP 1 $ 125,000 $ 125,500
Bubbler System (solar with

Lower Pond electric backup) LUMP 1 $ 15,000 $ 15,000

Lower Pond Deep Pond Center (10'-15") CY 1,300 $ 100 $ 130,000

Lower Pond Wetland Shelves SY 330 $ 35 $ 11,550
Filter and Buffer VVegetation at

Lower Pond Pond Edge SY 1,450 $ 10 $ 14,500

Lower Pond Boulder Pond Edge SF 800 $ 100 $ 80,000
Boulder edge with drop area at #5

Lower Pond green LF 100 $ 50 $ 5,000

Upper Ponds Dredge — 10°-15' deep center CY 2,400 $ 100 $ 240,000

Upper Ponds Dredge — 6 depth CY 700 $ 100 $ 70,000

Upper Ponds HDS @ Olde Cabin Road LUMP 1 $ 100,000 |$ 100,000
Remove rip-rap on Pond 2 & 3 w/

Upper Ponds vegetation to water SY 1,600 $ 30 $ 48,000
Remove rip-rap on Pond 2 & 3

Upper Ponds w/boulder edge SF 1,000 $ 75 $ 75,000

Upper Ponds Meadow @ end of #6 fairway SY 4,000 $ 10 $ 40,000

East Channel *Boulder Edge Channel at #3 LF 130 $ 300 $ 39,000

East Channel *Boulder Edge Channel at #4 LF 130 $ 300 $ 39,000
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COST OPINIONS BY ALTERNATIVES

Area Alternative Unit Quantity | Unit Cost Sub Total
*Restore Channel from #4 bridge

East Channel to Lower Pond Project LF 200 $ 300 $ 60,000
*Near #5 eliminate honey suckle

East Channel and re-vegetate Acre 0.5 $ 30,000 $ 15,000
*Replace #4 retaining wall with

East Channel MBW SF 900 $ 25 $ 22,500
Replace #4 retaining wall with

East Channel Boulder Wall SF 900 $ 50 $ 45,000

East Channel *Replace Culvert Crossing at#4 | LUMP 1 $ 10,000 $ 10,000
Replace cart path along Channel

East Channel from #3 to #5 LF 500 $ 50 $ 25,000
Replace bridge at #3 to match

East Channel others LF 40 $ 1,000 $ 40,000

Alternative Design Elements

The following pages present concept photos, data and cost information for each
of the Alternative Design Elements.
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Alternative Design Element: Natural Boulders Pond Outfall.
(Estimated Cost - $25,000)

Design Objective(s): Fix Dam Piping Issue, Improve Spillway Aesthetic
Area: Base Approach Item, Lower Pond

Description: The emergency spillway for the pond is constructed using natural
boulders and ledge rock to create the cascading aesthetic of a waterfall during
flow events.

Unit Cost: $50 per square foot of boulder face. Unit cost includes excavation,
grading, and boulder element construction.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Drop Structure and Pipe Pond Ouitfall.
(Estimated Cost - $40,000)

Design Objective(s): Fix Dam Piping Issue

Area: Alternative to Base Approach Item of “Natural Boulders Pond Outfall” -
Lower Pond

Description: Stand pipe drop structure and pipe flow under the dam

Unit Cost: $40,000 Lump

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Boulder and Rock Lower Channel.
(Estimated Cost - $60,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Flooding, Improve Channel Aesthetic
Area: Base Approach Item - Lower Pond

Description: The channel below the pond outfall is stabilized and restored with
rock enhancements, improving stream channel stability and hydraulic function.

Unit Cost: $600 per linear foot. Unit cost includes excavation, grading, rock
structure construction and re-vegetation.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
294



INTUITI@N Page 11

LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Flood Benching, Multi-tier lower
channel (Estimated Cost - $40,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Flooding, Improve Channel Aesthetic

Area: Base Approach Item - Lower Pond

Description: Flood Benches are an alternative to a trapezoidal channel below
the pond spillway. The flood benches are terraces constructed on both sides of

the channel below the pond outfall adding hydraulic capacity and storage to the
channel.

Unit Cost: $35 per cubic yard of excavation. Unit cost includes excavation,
grading, and re-vegetation. Unit cost does not include boulders (this cost is
included in the channel cost)

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Cart Path on Dam. (Estimated Cost -
$10,000)

Design Objective(s): Maintain access to #5 Green for walkers, replace cart path
along east channel

Area: Base Approach Item - Lower Pond, East Channel

Description: Remove and replace the existing cart path and base and replace it
with a 4" compacted base and 4” thick 6’ wide asphalt trail.

Unit Cost: $50.00 per linear foot

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Circulating Boulder Waterfall Pond

Outfall. (Estimated Cost - $75,000; representing an additional $50,000 of cost
when compared to the estimated cost of the “Natural Boulders Pond Outfall”)

Design Objective(s): Improves Spillway Aesthetic, Improves Channel Aesthetic,
Improve Pond Water Quality, Address Algae Problem in Pond

Area: Alternative Item to Base Approach Item of “Natural Boulders Pond Outfall “
- Lower Pond

Description: A pond water pump system is added to the boulder spillway and
channel to create a steady flow of water re-circulated across the spillway,
creating a persistent cascading aesthetic of a waterfall. This Alternative Design
Element increases aesthetics of the spillway and channel while also improving
water quality by pumping the newly oxygenated water back into the pond. The
waterfall is not as effective as a bubbler system at oxygenating the pond.

Unit Cost: Lump sum - $75,000

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Circulating Waterfall off east side of
the #5 Green. (Estimated Cost - $125,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Pond Water Quality, Address Algae Problem in
Pond

Area: Optional Additional Item - Lower Pond

Description: Natural ledge rock and boulders are used to create a waterfall east
of the 5™ green, by using the rocks and boulders to establish a persistent upper
pool of water into which water is constantly pumped from the lower pond,
creating a waterfall. This Alternative Design Element has the benefit of increasing
water circulation within the lower pond, thereby increasing oxygen levels and
maintaining a more consistent water temperature throughout the full depth of the
water. The waterfall is not as effective as a bubbler system at oxygenating the
pond.

Unit Cost: Lump sum - $125,000

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Bubbler system [solar powered with
electric back-up]. (Estimated Cost - $15,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Pond Water Quality, Address Algae Problem in
Pond

Area: Optional Additional Item - Lower Pond

Description: A forced air system, utilizing a solar-powered pump with electrical
back-up is used to provide aeration and water circulation within the pond. This
Alternative Design Element has the benefit of increasing water circulation within
the lower pond, thereby increasing oxygen levels and maintaining a more
consistent water temperature throughout the full depth of the water. The bubbler
system is the most effective method to oxygenate the pond water.

Unit Cost: Lump sum - $15,000 includes Air compressor, solar power supply,
hosing, diffuser, electrical connection and installation.
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It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Deep pond center (dredging to a depth
of 6’ or 10-15").
(Estimated Cost - $370,000 for all three ponds)

Design Objective(s): Improve Pond Water Quality, Address Algae Problem in
Pond

Area: Optional Additional Item - Lower Pond and Upper Ponds

Description: The pond bathymetry is increased through dredging excess
sediments from the pond bed. Increases the depth of the pond, increasing total
water volume, improving water temperatures, providing thermal refugia for
desired fish species, and removes portions of the pond bed from the photic zone
preventing nuisance vegetation and algae from directly accessing the excess
nutrients available within while allowing naturally, occurring beneficial aerobic
and anaerobic bacteria to complete the natural nutrient fixation process with
direct competition from algae.

Unit Cost: $100 per cubic yard includes dredging of pond bed and offsite
disposal of spoils.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Filter and Buffer Vegetation at Pond
Edge/ Wetland Shelves. (Estimated Cost - $26,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Pond Water Quality, Address Algae Problem in
Pond, Discourage Golfers from Entering Pond

Area: Optional Additional Item - Lower Pond

Description: A buffer strip of vegetation is established along the shore of the
pond, within which aesthetically pleasing plantings of vegetation are established.
Serving to trap and treat incoming nutrients and sediments before they enter they
are able to enter the pond and become available for use by nuisance algae and
aguatic plants, while serving to create a distinct boundary around the ponds
shoreline and barrier to entry into the pond.

Unit Cost: $10 per square yard; includes grubbing the area of existing
vegetation, preparing the planting surface and planting plugs and establishing
seed.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Boulder Pond Edge and Boulder Pond
Edge with drop area at #5 Green. (Estimated Cost - $5,000)

Design Objective(s): Discourage Golfers from Entering Pond
Area: Upper ponds and Lower Pond
Description: A two foot drop to the water surface is created by lining the pond

edge with natural boulders and ledge rock. Creating a vertical barrier to pond
entry.

Unit Cost: $50 per linear foot of face; includes excavation, grading and boulder
pond edge construction.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Hydro-Dynamic Seperator Unit.
(Estimated Cost - $100,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Water Quality in Ponds

Area: Optional Additional Item - Upper Ponds and Lower Pond

Description: A series of pre-cast concrete structures is used to create a swirling
vertex of water, which in combination with a sump creates a sediment and
pollutant trap in which pollutants with low-densities (oil byproducts and
suspended organics) are collected in the upper chamber while sediments are
trapped within the sump.

Unit Cost: $100,000 Lump Sum, includes the necessary HDS units, fittings,
piping, excavation, installation and grading.

m—l
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3

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Remove Rip-Rap, replace with
vegetation to pond edge. (Estimated Cost - $48,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Aesthetics of Pond Edge
Area: Optional Additional Item - Upper Ponds

Description: Rip-rap is removed from the shore lines of the upper ponds and
replaced with a vegetated edge.

Unit Cost: $30 per square yard; includes removal and disposal of rip-rap,
grading and planting of vegetation.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Remove Rip-Rap, replace with boulder

edge. (Estimated Cost - $75,000 representing an additional $27,000 of cost
when compared to the estimated cost of the “Natural Boulders Pond Outfall”)

Design Objective(s): Improve Aesthetics of Pond Edge
Area: Optional Additional Item - Upper Ponds

Description: Rip-rap is removed from the shore lines of the upper ponds and
replaced with a boulder pond edge.

Unit Cost: $75 per square foot of face; includes removal and disposal of rip-rap,
grading and construction of boulder edge.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Meadow at end of #6 Fairway.
(Estimated Cost - $40,000)

Design Objective(s): Improve Aesthetics of Pond Edge, Address Wet Area at
end of #6 Fairway

Area: Optional Additional Item - Upper Ponds

Description: The existing wet area / seep is planted with a host of site
appropriate grass and forb species with a mowed edge.

Unit Cost: $10 per square yard; includes grading, planting area preparation and
planting of containerized, plug and seed.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Boulder Edge Channel at #3 and #4.
(Estimated Cost - $78,000)

Design Objective(s): Low Vegetation at #3 and #4
Area: Optional Additional Item - East Channel

Description: The east channel is restored and stabilized using a boulder edge
channel.

Unit Cost: $300 per linear foot; includes excavation grading, and planting of
containerized, plug and seed.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Restore Channel from #4 Bridge to
Lower Pond. (Estimated Cost - $60,000)

Design Objective(s): Remove Invasive Species Along Channel
Area: Optional Additional Item - East Channel

Description: The channel between the #4 fairway bridge and the lower pond is
restored with invasive vegetation removed.

Unit Cost: $300 per linear foot; includes excavation grading, and planting of
containerized, plug and seed.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Replace #4 Retaining Wall with
Modular Block Retaining Wall. (Estimated Cost - $22,500)

Design Objective(s): Fix Retaining Wall at #4
Area: Optional Additional Item - East Channel

Description: The retaining wall at the #4 tee box is replaced with a modular
block retaining wall.

Unit Cost: $25 per square foot; includes removal and disposal of existing
retaining wall grading, and construction of new retaining wall.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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LOGIC

Alternative Design Element: Replace #4 Retaining Wall with
Boulder Retaining Wall. (Estimated Cost - $45,000 representing an additional

$20,000 of cost when compared to the estimated cost of the “Retaining Wall with
Modular Block Retaining Wall”)
Design Objective(s): Fix Retaining Wall at #4

Area: Optional Additional Item - East Channel

Description: The retaining wall at the #4 tee box is replaced with a boulder wall.

Unit Cost: $50 per square foot; includes removal and disposal of existing
retaining wall grading, and construction of new retaining wall.

It is by LOGIC that we prove
but by INTUITION that we discover
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Kevin I. Rejent |
11540 Sandhurst Dr,
Creve Coeur, MO 6314]

September 27, 2013

Creve Coeur City Council

The Honorable Barry Glantz, Chair
300 North New Ballas Road

Creve Coecur, MO 63141

Ee: Joint Stormwater Committee and Parks and Recreation Committee Golf Course
Dam Repair Meetings

Dear Esteemed Public Servanis,

On September 11, 2013, and September 25, 2013, members of the Stormwater and Parks and
Recreation Committees met jointly to address the challenges posed by the failure to the dam on
the south end of"the golf course. With a-quorum of both committees present, we unanimousty
voted to recommend the fellowing repairs and preventative measures:

¢ Dam and Channel Repair

Remove existing concreie spillway

Remove existing concrete channel

Remove bridge over lower channel

Remove bridge over east channel

Rebuild dam embankments

install natural boulders pond outfall

Install boulder and rock i the lower channel
Install flood benching

Replace cart path on dam

C 0 0 0 0o 0 O O

o

«  Lower Pond Preventative Measures
o TInstall a bubbler system (solar power with electric backup)
Dreepen the pond center
Instail weiland shelves
Filter and buffer vegetation at the pond’s edge
Boulder the pond edge
Boulder the edge of the drop area at the #5 green,

O 0 0 0 O

While we believe futire work will be required to ensure the viability of the upper pond as an
effective water retention tool, we agreed that it should be considered as a separate project in the
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future 8o as not to distract from the immediately required repair work on the lower pond, channel,
and dam. ' '

While } am certain the Citv staff involved in the process can provide more and better information
than I regarding the necessary work, I am certainly happy to provide whatever information I can
should you request it.

Sincerely,

,/1

Kevin J. Rejent
Chair - Parks and Recrestion Committee
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