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AGENDA 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 3, 2013 

7:00 PM 

 

1. 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. 

 
2. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

A. The public hearing for Application #13-030, a request for approval of an amendment to the 
Creve Coeur Racquet Club conditional use permit to allow the installation of two platform tennis 
courts, will be held on Monday, September 16, 2013.  An advertisement was placed in the St. 
Louis Countian newspaper stating that the hearing would be held on September 3rd. 

 
3. ADDITIONS TO – ACCEPTANCE OF THE AGENDA 
 
4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. Draft Minutes from the meeting of August 19, 2013. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMISSION  -  AGENDA Tuesday, September 3, 2013 
 

 
  

5. 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. 
 

6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
A. CONTINUANCE REQUESTED 

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. CONTINUANCE REQUESTED 

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 

 
Property Owner: Gil Bashani 

9974 Old Olive Street Road 
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 
 

D. 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 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMISSION  -  AGENDA Tuesday, September 3, 2013 
 

 
  

720 Olive Street Suite 200 
St. Louis, MO 63101 

 
Property Owner: CP North I, LLC 

6 City Place Drive 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 

 
7.  NEW BUSINESS 

A. Application #13-032: Approval of the preliminary plat for the minor subdivision of 815 N. 
Mason Road. 
Applicant/Agent: Dale Bax 

Bax Engineering Company 
221 Point West Boulevard 
St. Charles, MO 63301  
 

Property Owner: William A. Aldrich Trust 
815 North Mason Road 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 

 
B. Application #13-033: Approval of a minor Site Development plan for Community Center 

improvements at Covenant Theological Seminary 
Applicant/Agent: Wei-Min Hung 

Trivers Associates 
100 N. Broadway, Suite 1800 
St. Louis, MO 63102 
 

Property Owner:  Covenant Theological Seminary 
12330 Conway Road 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
 

C. Application #13-034: Approval of a fence along the street right-of-way for the west side of 
the campus of Mercy Medical Center. 
Applicant/Agent: Cody Bell 

Mercy 
615S. New Ballas Road 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 

 
8. WORK AGENDA 
 
9. OTHER BUSINESS 

A. Planning Division Report 
B. City Attorney Report 

 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Posted: ______________________________________ 
 Julie Lowery 

 Planning Division Assistant 
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CITY OF CREVE COEUR - MINUTES 
 PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING 

MONDAY, AUGUST 19, 2013 
7:00 P.M. 

 
 
 
 

A public hearing and regular meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City of Creve 
Coeur, Missouri was held on Monday, August 19, 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 

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  
 
The Koman Group representative asked if Item B could go before Item A, the Commission agreed. 
 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
 Draft Minutes of August 5, 2013 
 Mr. Howard moved approval of the draft minutes, which carried unanimously. 
  
4. PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

None 
 
5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
None 

 
6. NEW BUSINESS 

 
A. PUBLIC HEARING  

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 
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 P&Z Minutes – August 19, 2013 
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Arcturis 
720 Olive Street, Suite 200 
St. Louis, MO 63101 
 

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

Mr. Garrick Hamilton, 6 CityPlace Drive, said after review of the staff report they would like 
to postpone any significant discussion until the first meeting in September. Mr. Hamilton said 
he would still like to present a preliminary presentation of the project as he is seeking 
guidance from the Commission on several areas, including building façade, pedestrian scale 
along the north frontage, the green-line park concept, and tree preservation provisions of the 
CDD Ordinance. 
 
Ms. Megan Ridgeway, Arcturis Architects, 720 Olive Street, gave a high level overview of 
the project.  Ms. Ridgeway showed a drawing of the site and pointed out where the streets are 
in correlation to the proposed orientation of the building. Ms. Ridgeway pointed out some key 
features of the project including, the setback being further than normally allowed but 
approvable under the recently amended CDD regulations, the project meets the bulk 
standards, there is landscaping over entire site, and there is a buffered sidewalk. Ms. 
Ridgeway explained there are 19 existing trees on-site, which will be removed and replaced 
with 58 trees, giving a 20% increase in total caliper inches. Ms. Ridgeway showed where the 
loading dock is being proposed, facing Olive Boulevard, and explained the landscaping and 
fencing that will be used to screen the view, as well as some architectural elements.  Ms. 
Ridgeway also explained the access along Olive Boulevard would be a right turn in, and a 
right turn out, and full access on CityPlace Drive.  Ms. Ridgeway showed elevations as seen 
from Olive Boulevard.  The illustrations showed arched entries, decorative glazing above the 
doors, an entry canopy/trellis system and a wood and steel trellis system over the loading 
dock.  Ms. Ridgeway showed the west elevation as seen from CityPlace Drive and the 
illustrations showed brick wrapped around all sides, wall sconces up and down the wall, and 
wood enclosure of the egress stairwell.  The drawings Ms. Ridgeway showed of the north side 
of the building showed red brick and wall sconces, and from the east side of the building 
heavy landscaping.  Lastly, Ms. Ridgeway showed the existing trees along CityPlace Drive 
and showed how they were not in good health and not mature.  Ms. Ridgeway explained they 
will be keeping several of the existing trees but replacing most of them with better trees.  
 
Mr. Rovak asked about preservation of the trees and said he would like to know what 
alternates were explored when designing the turning movements for the loading dock.  Ms. 
Ridgeway said of the 19 trees that are onsite, eight are larger than seven inches and of those 
the largest is 15 inches.  Ms. Ridgeway said they do have those caliper sizes indicated on the 
tree removal and replacement plan.  In response to the inquiry about site orientations, Ms. 
Ridgeway showed some diagrams capturing some of the studies that were considered.  Ms. 
Ridgeway explained the other orientations and concepts they explored did not work due to not 
meeting the parking requirements, the back of the proposed building facing CityPlace, which 
was not ideal, and big trucks having to maneuver on CityPlace Drive.   
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There was some discussion around different concepts being combined to make the site work 
the way the Commission would like to see, and Ms. Ridgeway said that maneuvering is still 
an issue. 
 
Chair Madden said in the past there have been studies done at sites where it has been found 
not as much parking was needed; could this be true for this applicant?  Mr. Langdon replied it 
is true with multi-tenant spaces, but not true with single tenants, as in this applicant.  Mr. 
Langdon explained parking spots are four per one thousand square feet of building.  Chair 
Madden also asked if the majority of the deliveries took place in the morning, before opening 
hours.  Mr. Mark Rubin of The Koman Group, 6 CityPlace Drive, said the delivery times 
range from early in the morning to some box truck deliveries during the day.  Chair Madden 
asked if the 18-wheelers are early in the morning.  Mr. Rubin said that yes, which was their 
understanding. 
 
Mr. Rovak asked if there was a significant grade offset from the rear of the site.  Mr. Eric 
Morff, 401 South 18th Street, the civil engineer for the project, said yes there is a grade drop 
in the back from the back of the building, maybe 10 or 15 feet down to CityPlace Drive.  Mr. 
Pullium asked if a lower level loading dock had been considered.  Mr. Morff said typically 
loading docks are set about 48 inches below finished floor, so 15 feet would be a lot to make 
up to have a loading dock that much lower and then get everything up. Mr. Pullium asked if 
elevators were feasible, and Mr. Morff said they were not.   
 
Mr. Howard asked if the building was moved forward, toward the normal maximum setback, 
would that remove the building from the localized grade drop-off and allow access? Mr. 
Morff said the reason the building is pushed to the back is so it can function as a building and 
retaining wall. 
 
Mr. Howard asked was there was any consideration to enclosing the loading dock? Mr. Rubin 
replied the loading dock is a work-in-progress and that they have reached out to staff to 
continue to work through this element.   
 
Mr. Paul Langdon, Director Community Development, said he wanted to make sure that the 
perimeter landscape is discussed.  Mr. Langdon asked the Commission to provide some 
guidance so the applicant knows what they are aiming for.  A key issue, Mr. Langdon pointed 
out, is storm water retention, and how it should have an aesthetic value since it is right up on 
the right-of-way in both cases.  Mr. Langdon would like to see the landscape more meaningful 
since it is along Olive Boulevard, and with the green line park there are many ways to achieve 
that.  Mr. Langdon also stated that this is a key property and it is a location where a little more 
thought has to be used to find the right solution.  Mr. Langdon reminded the Commission, 
with the text amendment approval of this site, any setback at anyplace on the site can be 
considered.   
 
There was some more discussion around the loading dock and its orientation, as well as more 
discussion around landscaping and green line park concepts. 
 
Mr. Robert Kent, 13084 Ferntrails Lane, showed some pictures of the current landscape on 
Olive Boulevard at this site.  Mr. Kent also got some opinions from other architects on where 
to put the loading dock, and his consultants shared the opinion it could be on either side of the 
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building or oriented to the back of the building.  Lastly, Mr. Kent said a gas station used to be 
on this site and he hopes all the tanks were removed and the soil is not contaminated. 
 
Mr. David Caldwell, 257 Brooktrail Court, complimented staff on the staff report.  Mr. 
Caldwell said this project is far off the mark of what the Comprehensive Plan calls for and 
Koman is not trying hard enough.   
 
Mr. Richard Mock, 232 Eugenia, commented about the loading dock, saying he does not see 
how a 53-foot semi-trailer is going to back into the proposed location.   
 
Mr. Lumley recommended the Public Hearing be continued due to substantial changes being 
made to the project.  
 

There being no further comments, City Attorney, Mr. Carl Lumley, presented the exhibits for 
the record. 
 
Mr. Hamilton said Koman did receive a letter from the Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources stating that the site has been cleaned.  Mr. Hamilton also said they will be working 
with staff to address the issues identified. 
 
Mr. Faron motioned to continue the Public Hearing for 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.  Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as 
follows: 
 
Mr. Rovak – aye    Mr. Howard – aye    Mr. Faron – aye 
Mr. Pullium – aye    Chair - aye   
 

B. PUBLIC HEARING 
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 CityPlace Drive 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
 

Mr. Garrick Hamilton, 6 CityPlace Drive, said they will be seeking a continuance for this as 
well.  Mr. Hamilton said this amendment includes CityPlace 2, the mural sign by Creve Coeur 
Camera, The Fresh Market, and entry signage for Fresh Market/additional tenants. 
 
Mr. Faron asked if The Fresh Market will be the prominent tenant on the ground monument 
sign, but also include other tenants that are in the back of the campus. Mr. Hamilton said that 
is correct.   
 

8



 P&Z Minutes – August 19, 2013 

5 

Mr. Paul Langdon, Director Community Development, said he agrees with Mr. Hamilton, but 
added that the ground sign could be an interesting design, something outside of the ordinary.   
 
Mr. Lumley recommended the Public Hearing be continued due to substantial changes being 
made to the project.  
 
There being no further comments, City Attorney, Mr. Carl Lumley, presented the exhibits for 
the record. 
 
Mr. Faron motioned to continue the Public Hearing for and 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 purpose of the Zoning Code.  Mr. Howard seconded 
the motion with the resultant vote as follows: 
 
Mr. Pullium – aye    Mr. Faron - aye    Mr. Howard – aye 
Mr. Rovak – aye     Chair - aye 

 
C. PUBLIC HEARING 

Application #13-027: Approval of a conditional use permit for Sacred Sword Aikikai 
martial arts instruction studio at 12392 Olive Boulevard, within Westgate Centre. 
 
Applicant/Agent: Christine Cole 

Sacred Sword Aikikai/White Lotus Tea 
9010 Pallardy Lane 
St. Louis, MO 63114 

 
Property Owner: Solon Gershman Inc. 

7 N. Bemiston 
Clayton, MO 63105 
 

Ms. Christine Cole, 9010 Pallardy Lane, stated she is seeking approval for a martial arts 
studio and a retail store selling high end/high grade teas and scented oils.  Ms. Cole said the 
retail store hours would be 10am-6pm.  Ms. Cole explained the services offered and said she 
believes this is unique to the area and is not in direct competition with any other similar 
businesses in the area. 
 
Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said that staff has nothing to add and no concerns.  

 
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. Rovak motioned to recommend approval of Application #13-027 for a conditional use 
permit for a martial arts instruction studio, located at 12392 Olive Boulevard within Westgate 
Centre, subject to the conditions contained in the draft ordinance attached to the staff report 
prepared for the meeting of August 19, 2013. Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the 
resultant vote as follows: 
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Mr. Pullium - aye     Mr. Faron – aye     Mr. Howard – aye 
Mr. Rovak – aye     Chair - aye 
 

D. PUBLIC HEARING 
Application #13-028: Approval of the conditional use permit for Wildsmoke Restaurant 
at 12316 Olive Boulevard within Westgate Centre. 
 
Applicant/Agent: Andrew Kohn 

VCH LLC DBA Wildsmoke 
21 Westwood Country Club 
St. Louis, MO 63131 

 
Property Owner: Solon Gershman Inc. 

7 N. Bemiston 
Clayton, MO 63105 
 

Mr. Andy Kohn, 21 Westwood Country Club, said he was asking for approval of an alteration 
to the former Culpepper’s location.  Mr. Kohn said he would like to open a restaurant that 
specializes in smoked meats. Mr. Kohn said the restaurant would be fast casual, not full 
service, and would have a bar. Mr. Kohn explained that the seating would be reduced but 
there would be no changes made to the exterior of the building.  He also explained that they 
wished to locate two electric smokers in the service alley behind the restaurant, out of view 
from the public. 
 
Mr. Faron asked for clarification of where the smokers would be located.  Mr. Carl Uhlig, 925 
Oakmoor, Uhlig Architects, said the smokers would be in the back of the building and 
screened from Olive Boulevard. Mr. Faron asked if the proposed spot for the smokers were 
where the dumpster currently exists.  Mr. Kohn said it was, however they will be moving the 
dumpsters to the end of the alley.   
 
Mr. Rovak asked if any of the businesses in the same plaza had any concerns.  Mr. Kohn said 
La Bonne Bouchee did not have any concerns, and actually would like to sell Mr. Kohn bread 
to serve with his meals.    
 
Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said staff does not see any issues with this site and noted 
the draft ordinance does include the repeal of the prior ordinance for this tenant space, as well 
as an additional tenant business that appears to be abandoned. 
 

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. Faron motioned to recommend approval of Application #13-028 for a Conditional Use 
Permit for Wildsmoke restaurant located at 12316 Olive Boulevard, subject to the conditions 
contained in the draft ordinance attached to the staff report prepared for the meeting of August 
19, 2013. Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows:     
 
Mr. Rovak – aye     Mr. Howard – aye    Mr. Faron – aye 
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Mr. Pullium – aye    Chair - aye 
 

E. PUBLIC HEARING 
Application #13-031: Approval of a Conditional Use Permit for Crossroads Presbyterian 
Fellowship Church at 11118 Olive Boulevard. 
 
Applicant/Agent: Daniel Song 

Crossroads Presbyterian Fellowship 
2640 Oakview Terrace 
Maplewood, MO 63143 
 

Applicant’s  Clinton Enyeart 
Representative: 8240 Swarthmore St. 

Saint Louis, MO 63130 
 

Mr. Daniel Song, 2640 Oakview Terrace, Pastor for the church, said they have 100 members, 
are made up of a mixture of Asian American and Caucasian ethnicities, and that they have 
many ages that attend.  Mr. Song also shared some stories of the charitable work the members 
partake in.   
 
Mr. Clinton Enyeart, 8240 Swarthmore Street, showed a drawing of the site and explained the 
existing conditions.  Mr. Enyeart also explained what needs replacing in the interior and on 
the exterior of the building.  Mr. Enyeart said there will be a new landscape area along Olive 
Boulevard and other areas on the property, new stairs, and they will be enlarging the canopy 
on the south entry.  In the interior, Mr. Enyeart said they will be gutting the entire building 
and installing new bathrooms.  The basement will remain intact and used as a storage area.  
Mr. Enyeart explained in detail the modifications that will be taking place on the exterior of 
the building.  Mr. Enyeart asked for some clarification on the easements being requested by 
staff.  He also stated that he would like to propose that the irrigation be done manually, by 
volunteers of the church, that they would like to remove the stipulation that they have to 
underground their utilities and maintain the existing, and that they would like the alterations 
clause clarified. Lastly, Mr. Enyeart said the building has been vacant for the last 10 years. 
 
Mr. Paul Langdon, Director Community Development, said the alterations clause is in regards 
to significant changes in use or expansion of the building; any simple alterations or 
modifications would just be subject to our building code guidelines, if applicable.  In regards 
to the underground utilities, Mr. Langdon showed a picture of what is existing and said when 
a site is refurbished or redeveloped within its pre-existing condition, undergrounding is not 
required, however when a rehab and change of use occurs the City does expect the site to be 
brought up to current requirements if possible.  Mr. Langdon said he is open to modifying the 
undergrounding condition to allow an extended length of time to get that task completed.  Mr. 
Faron asked what the purpose of the undergrounding utilities was, and Mr. Langdon said it 
was primarily a visual clutter issue and it is a requirement in the Zoning Code.  In regards to 
the landscape, Mr. Langdon said manual systems have been allowed, on a limited basis and 
based upon specific site issues, in the past.  
 
Chair Madden suggested giving the applicant two years to get the utilities underground, and 
Mr. Enyeart said he would have to talk to the Pastor.  He said, under current estimates, 
undergrounding the utilities would potentially put them over budget making the project not 
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feasible.  Chair Madden also asked if two years would be long enough to get the irrigation 
system installed as well, Mr. Enyeart said they would really like to pursue the manual option 
with the caveat that if they are unable to maintain the site then they would be required to 
install an irrigation system.  Mr. Langdon said that, given the limited amount of landscaping, 
it would be okay, however if the applicant does not perform maintenance properly and 
landscaping starts to die or become unsightly, they will be subject to violations and will be 
required to install the irrigation system.   
 
Mr. Rovak asked if the cross-access easement requirement is just for the easement or is it 
requiring that they construct the connection.  Mr. Langdon said the condition of approval just 
speaks to the easement itself.   
 
Mr. Daniel Sims, 11100 Olive Boulevard, said he wants to be a good neighbor and support 
this project as best he can.  Mr. Sims said he does want the access.   
 
Chair Madden clarified the applicant will be manually irrigating the landscape on the 
property, and they will be given 30 months to get the utilities underground. 
 
Mr. Leo Hsu, 908 Bellerive Manor, said they are getting close on budget, so some of these 
requirements are making this project potentially not feasible.   
 
Mr. Ken Rohan, 11333 Clarissa Drive, adjoins the property on the south end. Mr. Rohan 
spoke in favor of the project as long as the fence along their shared property line is installed.  
The applicant assured the Commission that it would be.  Mr. Langdon pointed out that the 
church can always request an amendment to the CUP at the end of the 30 months to give them 
more time to underground the utilities or to remove the requirement entirely. 
 

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 Application #13-031 for a Conditional Use 
Permit for Crossroads Presbyterian Fellowship located at 11118 Olive Boulevard, subject to 
the conditions contained in the draft ordinance attached to the staff report prepared for the 
meeting of August 19, 2013, with the further stipulations that the applicant be allowed 30 
months to complete Section 2, item 6, regarding undergrounding of the utilities, and that item 
8 be eliminated and replaced with them being able to manually irrigate their landscaping.  Mr. 
Faron seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows: 
 
Mr. Pullium – aye    Mr. Faron – aye    Mr. Howard – aye 
Mr. Rovak – aye     Chair - aye  
 

F. PUBLIC HEARING 
Application #13-036: Approval of an amendment to the conditional use permit for The 
Post II Sports Bar and Grill at 763 Old Ballas Road for a 758 sq. ft. addition to the 
building. 
 
Applicant/Agent: Adrian Glass 
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The Post II Sports Bar and Grill 
763 Old Ballas Road 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
 

Property Owner: Old Ballas Place Investors, LLC 
1045 South Mills Rd, Suite 1 
Town & Country, MO 63017 
 

Mr. Adrian Glass, 763 Old Ballas Road, said he is asking to amend the conditional use permit 
to allow for a 758 sq. ft. addition.  Mr. Glass said the addition is proposed on the south side of 
the building in the “tuck-under” parking area and they will lose three parking spaces.  Mr. 
Glass explained the reason for the addition is to allow for more storage space, since business 
has been good and they have found themselves several times running out of supplies and with 
additional storage space they can order more product.   
 
Mr. Faron asked if it is an EIFS system that is currently running above the columns.  Mr. 
Chris Nieburg, Blackline Design and Construction, the general contractor, said yes it was an 
EIFS system and that they will continue with that same concept for the addition. 
 
Mr. Whitney Kelly, City Planner, said the tenant has excess parking and staff does not find 
any issues with this project. 
 

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. Faron motioned to recommend approval of Application #13-036 to amend the conditional 
use permit for the full service restaurant located at 763 Old Ballas Road, subject to the 
conditions contained in the draft ordinance attached to the staff report prepared for the 
meeting of August 19, 2013.  Mr. Rovak seconded the motion with the resultant vote as 
follows: 
 
Mr. Rovak – aye    Mr. Howard – aye    Mr. Faron – aye 
Mr. Pullium – aye   Chair - aye 
 

G. Application #13-029: Approval of a site development plan for new parking spaces for the 
Creve Coeur Animal Hospital at 12550 Olive Boulevard. 

 
Applicant/Agent: Michael F. Vorwerk, PE 

Civil Engineering Design Consultants, Inc. 
11402 Gravois Road, Suite 100 
St. Louis, MO 63126 
 

Property Owner: Dr. Chris Moritz 
Creve Coeur Animal Hospital 
12550 Olive Boulevard 
Creve Coeur, MO 63141 
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Mr. Michael Vorwerk, Civil Engineering Design Consultants, 11402 Gravois Road, explained 
they were looking for approval of a site development plan along with use of a concrete curb 
for a wheel stop to reduce the parking stall length from 19 feet to 17 feet.  Mr. Vorwerk said 
the proposal is to create seven parking stalls at the south end of the property.  Mr. Vorwerk 
showed a picture of the site and pointed out where the stalls would be located.  Mr. Vorwerk 
stated they received a variance from the Board of Adjustment for an increase in the site 
coverage and for parking in the buffer yard.  Mr. Vorwerk said the applicant is looking for 
some leniency in staff’s recommendation that the parallel stall be reduced in its size.  Mr. 
Vorwerk also said reducing the size would create a deformation in the curb line for the 
parking.  Mr. Vorwerk thinks it is a clean layout and the concern over someone mistaking the 
parallel stall for a “head-in” stall would be alleviated by signage directing that it is a reserved 
spot for Dr. Moritz. Mr. Vorwerk also said, given the remote nature of the seven stalls, they 
will be directed for staff use primarily and indicated so with signage.   
 
Mr. Paul Langdon, Director Community Development, said the issue about the curb comes 
from watching people use parallel stalls as “head-in” stalls, here at City Hall.  Mr. Langdon 
also said just because you label a spot or direct your staff to park somewhere does not assure 
that will be the case.   
 
Mr. Rovak stated by retaining the green space by the parallel parking space, it should make it 
apparent that in fact, it is a parallel parking space.   
 
Chair Madden asked how many employees work at Creve Coeur Animal Hospital.  Dr. Chris 
Moritz, 12550 Olive Boulevard, said he employs 25 people, but they are not all there at the 
same time; they work shifts. He said that there probably are, at the most, 10-12 employees at 
any time during the day. 
 
Dr. Moritz said the additional seven parking spots should satisfy their needs for the staff as 
well as client parking. 
 
Mr. Rovak asked if there was an issue with the greenspace retention.  Dr. Moritz said no, that 
if the city wants it, they will keep it.   
 
Mr. Rovak motioned to approve the site development plan for the new parking spaces along 
the rear property line for the Creve Coeur Animal Hospital located 12550 Olive Boulevard 
submitted with Application #13-029, as presented to the Planning and Zoning Commission, 
subject to the conditions contained in the Staff Report for the meeting of August 19, 2013.  
Mr. Howard seconded the motion with the resultant vote as follows: 
 
Mr. Pullium – aye    Mr. Faron – aye    Mr. Howard – aye 
Mr. Rovak – aye    Chair - aye         
 

7. WORK AGENDA  
 
None 
 

8. OTHER BUSINESS 
 

A. Planning Division Report 
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Mr. Langdon stated the next meeting is a full agenda.  Mr. Langdon listed all the projects to be 
heard at the next meeting (see list below): 

• Mercy Hospital fence 
• Creve Coeur Racquet Club, platform courts – conditional use permit 
• Boundary Adjustment, minor subdivision 
• Willowbrook Shopping Center, site development plan 
• Dynasty Day Care – returning, conditional use permit 
• The Vanguard returning 
• The Fresh Market 
• CityPlace Master Sign Plan 

 
B. City Attorney Report 

None 
 

9. 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 9:50 p.m. 
 

 
_______________________________ 
Timothy Madden, Chair 

 
_______________________________ 
Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary 
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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 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 I building is a three-story, 40-unit 
residence, and the Phase II 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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Figure 2: Proposed Lot Configuration 

 
 
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 façade.  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 

 
 
Figure 4: West Elevation 

 
 
Figure 5: South & North Elevations 

 
 
Figure 6: Landscape Plan 
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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 
Residential District 

NA 

West Retail, Commercial-Creve 
Coeur Pavilion 

“CB” Core Business District Pavilion Lane 

 
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).   
 
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 
“green line” park. 

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

 
 

Figure 6: Comprehensive Plan excerpt of the map of the 
Commerce Center area, with the Key areas designated 
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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 16th 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.” 
 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.” 

 If it is 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. “ 

 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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 As discussed 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.”  
 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.” 
 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: 
 

“I 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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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) 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 1st, 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 August 5, 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) 
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,” dated January 18, 2013 and last revised on July 10, 2013, and 
the “Concept Landscape Plan” dated July 5, 2013 as bound together and submitted in 
conjunction with Application #13-003 by David Braswell, of Covington Realty Partners.   

2. The applicant is required to submit a Building Permit application, as required by Article II 
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 
titled “The Vanguard at Creve Coeur,” received July11, 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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.  

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

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

8. 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. 

9.  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. 

10. 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. 

 
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 

 
 
APPROVED THIS ____ DAY OF ___________________, 2012. 

 
 
 
 

BARRY GLANTZ 
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
DEBORAH RYAN, MPCC 
CITY CLERK 
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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.   
  
I personally work at this location and I 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 I 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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      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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1           MR. LANGDON:  Yeah, it'll be recorded, so

2 we'll --

3           MR. SCHNARR:  Yeah.

4           MR. LANGDON:  -- we'll have the recording.

5 Won't be -- there's no minutes because the meeting

6 doesn't --

7           MR. SCHNARR:  There's not --

8           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  Be recorded for the

9 next meeting?

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

11 comments and provide them, yes.

12           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  For the next meeting?

13           MR. LANGDON:  Yes.

14           MR. SCHNARR:  Right.

15           MR. LANGDON:  So now would be a good time, if

16 you like to.

17           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  I represent FRK

18 Properties --

19           MR. LANGDON:  We need you at the microphone so

20 we can record you.

21           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  Sorry.

22           I represent FRK Properties.  We're at 10448 Old

23 Olive Street Road.

24           MR. CURTIS:  You need to state your name and

25 address.
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1           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  Richard Armbrewster,

2 10448 Old Olive Street Road, Creve Coeur, Missouri.

3           My statement is this.  Due to the nature of the

4 traffic flow to and from our facility at 10448 Old Olive

5 Street Road, and if anybody has got the -- the package

6 that shows the overlay of the -- of the property in

7 question, 10360 and 10420, we're basically two blocks

8 away.

9           MR. CURTIS:  You're talking about the

10 Application 13-003 --

11           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  That is correct.  That

12 is correct.

13           MR. CURTIS:  -- the 5.26 acres --

14           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  That is correct.

15           MR. CURTIS:  -- rezoning.

16           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  We have a medical

17 building.  We have outpatient facilities on the first

18 floor.  It's a two-story structure.  And we have a

19 physician's office and a spa location on the second floor.

20 We have maxed out on our parking for that parcel of land.

21           If you know the way Old Olive Street Road flows,

22 there's a hard right before you get to the property as you

23 would head north on Old Olive Street Road.

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

25 That is my building.
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1           As our patients come around this building, it's

2 almost like a blind curve to the right.  They don't know

3 where it's at, perhaps, they're using GPS, they're using

4 visual recognition, by the time they get to this, they

5 realize, ooh, I got to make my right here into this

6 parking.

7           If this parking is full, and we're gladly full

8 most of the time, where do they go.  Well, they hesitate

9 and they may have to park somewhere over here or find

10 parking someplace else.

11           My concern is this proposal is on this street --

12           Regina, what's the name of that street?

13           REGINA (IN AUDIENCE):  Pavilion.

14           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  -- Pavilion.  Pavilion

15 is an issue for me as a -- as a business owner in Creve

16 Coeur in -- in several regards.

17           Is the -- the path north is an issue; the path

18 coming south now becomes an issue with regards to how the

19 traffic flow is going to come in and out of this new

20 proposed complex.

21           There's a stop sign right here, which is

22 actually a chaos of confusion, if you've ever been there,

23 about are you going to go straight, are you going to go

24 right, are you going to go -- where are you going to go.

25 It's only two lanes.
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1           So my -- in summary, the congestion and the

2 traffic flow that may harm my viability as a business is

3 at question.

4           So if this piece of property is to be developed,

5 I believe that traffic flow has got to be looked at

6 insofar as it affects the commercial enterprises around

7 that parcel.

8           Coming north, it's a blind curve.  They bypass

9 it, but if traffic is coming out of that parcel because

10 they live there and they're going to work at a particular

11 time or coming home at a particular time, I have a

12 secondary concern about the safety.

13           So, one, I'm concerned about traffic, traffic

14 flow as it pertains to my business, and secondarily, I

15 think you got to consider the safety.

16           That's a blind curve.  You got a lot -- how

17 many -- 174 multi-family units.  Has -- has -- has someone

18 considered the traffic flow?  I think it has to be looked

19 at.

20           People may be harmed and my commercial business

21 may be impaired, so.

22           MR. LANGDON:  Thank you.

23           Just so you understand, they can't really engage

24 since we can't open the meeting, so we have your comments,

25 we'll transcribe them, and we'll provide them to the
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1 Commission for the next --

2           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  They will provided for

3 the next meeting?  Okay.

4           MR. LANGDON:  Yes, sir.

5           MR. RICHARD ARMBRUSTER:  Regina, before I leave

6 the podium -- Okay.

7           Well, thank you very much.

8           MR. CURTIS:  Thank you.

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

10           My name's Kathleen McClure.  And he's talking

11 about how it might adversely affect a business.  I am a

12 property owner there.  I'm a resident.  I live at a

13 condominium at 942 Guelbreth Lane.

14           And like he said, if you were over there and saw

15 how the traffic flow goes over there, I think you'd have a

16 better idea of it.

17           He's talking about Pavilion.  Pavilion is really

18 an access road.  It doesn't even have a line in the middle

19 of the road.  If you want to call it a two-lane road, it's

20 a very narrow road.  Like I said, there's no line.  I

21 called here, and they said that they call it an access

22 road, not a regular road.

23           And also on that road, they have all the traffic

24 from the theater and all those restaurants are flowing

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

2           Where we are at 942 Guelbreth, when -- they've

3 recently, not too long ago, readjusted that road out

4 there, Old Olive.  So now when you pull out of our -- our

5 complex, when you pull out on Guelbreth there and you make

6 a -- want to make a left onto Old Olive, the people that

7 are coming from Olive up Old Olive toward Lindbergh, they

8 want to make a left on Guelbreth, so they're sitting there

9 to make their left, and we're sitting there in our parking

10 lot trying to make a left to get onto Old Olive, and those

11 people have the right-of-way before we do.  All the people

12 making a left-hand turn have the right-of-way, so they're

13 waiting for all the people to clear coming from Olive

14 going down Old Olive so they can make their left.

15           In the meantime, we have to wait for all those

16 people to make their left-hand turn, before we can --

17 besides the ones that are going straight before we can

18 ever get out on Old Olive to make a left-hand turn.

19           MR. CURTIS:  Can you point out on the map where

20 your -- where Guelbreth is.

21           MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE:  I think we're right here.

22           MR. LANGDON:  That's correct.

23           MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE:  I think there, yes.

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

25 building's to the right of this, the garages are here, and
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1 that building you're proposing is going to back up to our

2 garages.  And what I understand is that you are trying to

3 change that.  Right now you have something in place where

4 they'd have to be a certain distance from our property

5 line, but they tell me you want to change some ordinance

6 or something so that that building can come closer to our

7 property.

8           Now, I don't really know how that's going to

9 affect us.  I don't know why the original thing was

10 proposed anyway, they had a certain distance, but,

11 evidently, this company wants to change it.

12           So I don't know how that's going to affect us.

13 But traffic wise, it's already a mess over there.

14           And like the man who's -- is having this -- this

15 developer and the owner, came to my building.  He offered

16 to -- he's very nice.  His name is David.  He came to my

17 building.  He offered to.  He showed me the plans and he

18 talked to me.  And he was telling me, I said, so how's it

19 going to help us in any way.  He says, well, you'll have

20 more neighbors.  I said, look at, you moved out on Wild

21 Creek Road, you told me, to deal with the traffic, just so

22 you can get away from all the extra people.

23           You know, for them to put that there, he's got

24 two-bedroom units, he's got three-bedroom units, plus one.

25           Those two-bedroom and three-bedroom units aren't
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1 going to have one and two people in them.  They're going

2 to have multiple people in those units, plus the visitors

3 that come to that building, plus the 174 units alone.

4 That's a lot of people to put on that when you only have

5 one little access road there emptying out all the people

6 from that -- that show and that shopping center where all

7 the restaurants are, as well as us trying to get down and

8 out to go onto Old Olive.

9           So I'm very adversed to it.  I don't -- I

10 don't -- I don't think it's a good idea to put that there

11 at all.

12           MR. CURTIS:  Thank you.

13           MR. LANGDON:  Thank you.

14           MR. CURTIS:  Thank you.

15           MS. KATHLEEN McCLUE:  Please keep my comments

16 also for the next meeting.

17           MR. LANGDON:  Yes, ma'am.

18           MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL:  I'm Robert Wedepohl, and I

19 own a condo same place she does, and --

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

21           MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL:  9 -- 942 Guelbreth.

22           MR. LANGDON:  Thank you.

23           MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL:  And we have -- I bought --

24 I bought my place.

25           Then now you put that place against me.  I'm --
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1 like now, we do have trouble getting out of there now, but

2 it's going to be a mess if they have all these cars coming

3 in and out and cars coming out, cause the road, you know,

4 everybody comes -- everybody comes down Olive Street or

5 they get off and you make shortcut through Old Olive

6 Street right now.  Cause that's -- instead -- they

7 can't -- that's only way they can go when -- if they're

8 going south, they can only go -- make a right turn on Old

9 Olive Street by our place.  Right now.

10           But then you're going to put more people in that

11 area.  I don't think that's right.  And I don't think

12 that's right for -- because we got so much rental property

13 the other way, north of us, that I don't know why you need

14 more rental property to start with.

15           And that's a big (inaudible) as far as I'm

16 concerned.

17           MR. CURTIS:  Could you repeat your last name

18 again.

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

20           MR. CURTIS:  I'm glad I asked.

21           MR. ROBERT WEDEPOHL:  I know.  German.

22           So I believe the same way she does, and I just

23 want my voice heard.  That's all.  Okay.

24           MR. CURTIS:  Thank you.

25           MR. LANGDON:  All right.  Hearing none others,
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1 then we'll wrap it up for tonight.

2           Again, my apologies.  We will have the comments

3 that have been made available to P&Z and be made part of

4 the next meeting's packet, so be online when that packet

5 is posted.

6           Thank you very much.

7                 (This ends the recording.)
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1 STATE OF MISSOURI    )

2                      ) SS

3 COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS  )

4

5         I, Deborah K. McLaughlin, Registered Professional

6 Reporter, Missouri Certified Court Reporter, Illinois

7 Certified Shorthand Reporter and Kansas Certified Court

8 Reporter, do hereby certify that I transcribed, from the

9 recording, the comments of the public at the Planning and

10 Zoning Public Hearing; and that this is a true and

11 accurate reproduction of the recording.

12

13

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

15     Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR
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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 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 I building is a three-story, 40-unit 
residence, and the Phase II 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 

 
 
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 3: West Elevation 
 
 

 
Figure 4: East Elevation 
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Figure 5: South & North Elevations 
 

 
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 
Residential District 

NA 

West Retail, Commercial-Creve 
Coeur Pavilion 

“CB” Core Business District Pavilion Lane 

 
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. 
 
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 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 façade elements, with individual dwelling units 
architecturally expressed.  The project includes a new separated sidewalk with a three foot landscaped 

Figure 7: Comprehensive Plan excerpt of the map 
of the Commerce Center area, with the Key areas 
designated 

60



Planning and Zoning Commission                    Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP 
March 18, 2013  Page 6 
 
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 façades 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: 

61



Planning and Zoning Commission                    Application #13-003:10360-10420 Old Olive Street Rezoning & CUP 
March 18, 2013  Page 7 
 

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: 
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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 

question 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:   
 

• 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?   

• 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? 

• 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 
meeting on Thrusday, April 18th.  The next Planning and Zoning Commission meeting following will be 
May 6th. 
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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: 
 

“I 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. 
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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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          1         PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING

          2                  CITY OF CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI

          3                    300 NORTH NEW BALLAS ROAD

          4                      MONDAY, APRIL 1, 2013

          5                            7:00 P.M.

          6                         PUBLIC HEARING

          7                       APPLICATION 13-003

          8

          9   THOSE IN ATTENDANCE:

         10   Chairman Timothy Madden
              Mr. Michael Barton
         11   Mr. Gary Eberhardt
              Mr. James Faron
         12   Mr. Ken Howard
              Mr. James Schnarr
         13   Mr. Carl Lumley, City Attorney
              Mr. Paul Langdon, Director of Community Development
         14   Ms. Whitney Kelly, City Planner
              Ms. Julie Lowery, Recording Secretary
         15

         16

         17

         18

         19

         20

         21

         22            McLaughlin Court Reporting Services, Inc.

         23     Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR #314, IL-CSR, KS-CCR
                                 4772 Gatesbury Drive
         24                      St. Louis, MO  63128
                                     (314)487-2259
         25

                                                                      1
          1             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Good evening.  I'd like to

          2   call together the Planning Zoning Commission Meeting for

          3   the City of Creve Coeur, Missouri for Monday, April 1st,

          4   2013.

          5             We'll start with roll call.

          6             Dr. Michael Barton?
Page 1
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          7             MR. BARTON:  Present.

          8             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Gary Eberhardt?

          9             MR. EBERHARDT:  Present.

         10             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. James Faron?

         11             MR. FARON:  Present.

         12             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Ken Howard?

         13             MR. HOWARD:  Present.

         14             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  I know Ms. Cynthia Kramer will

         15   not be here tonight.

         16             Mr. Jim Schnarr?

         17             MR. SCHNARR:  Present.

         18             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Carl Lumley, our City

         19   Attorney?

         20             MR. LUMLEY:  Present.

         21             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Paul Langdon, our Director

         22   of Community Development?

         23             MR. LANGDON:  Present.

         24             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Whitney Kelly, Our City

         25   Planner?

                                                                      2
          1             MS. KELLY:  Present.

          2             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  And, Ms. Julie Lowery, our

          3   Recording Secretary?

          4             MS. LOWERY:  Present.

          5             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  That'll move us to B, Public

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

          7   rezoning of 5.26 acres to Core Business District and a

          8   conditional use permit for The Vanguard at Creve Coeur, a

          9   multi-family residential development.

         10             MR. EBERHARDT:  Swear in public hearing?

         11             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Yeah.

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

         13   you'd come up right now and be sworn in, so we don't have

         14   to do it one by one.  So if you are going to come up and

         15   comment, please come up now and be sworn in.

         16             (Speakers were sworn by the court reporter.)

         17             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Would you please state your

         18   name and address for the record.

         19             MR. BRASWELL:  My name is David Braswell with

         20   Covington Realty Properties.  Offices at 135 North

         21   Meramec, St. Louis, Missouri 63105.

         22             I'm here tonight to, hopefully, get your support

         23   in a project called The Vanguard at Creve Coeur.

         24             VOICE IN THE AUDIENCE:  Pardon me, can he speak

         25   a little louder, please.

                                                                      3
          1             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  There you go.  That might help

          2   having it little closer.

          3             MR. BRASWELL:  Is that better?

          4             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Yes.

          5             MR. BRASWELL:  Thank you.

          6             The property is located at 10360 Old Olive

          7   Street Road and 10420 Olive Street Road.

          8             Could we have the site on the overhead?

          9             All right.  Again, the -- let me orient you on

         10   this site plan.

         11             This is Old Olive Street Road, and Olive

         12   Boulevard would be at the bottom of the page.

         13             The site, 10360 Old Olive Street Road, is this

         14   long narrow site that runs from Old Olive to Olive

         15   Boulevard, and at the same time, 10420 is this narrow site

         16   that runs from Olive -- Old Olive to Olive Boulevard.

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

         19             The reason for that, in working with

         20   Mr. Langdon, this entire area, the retail center to the

         21   west, is also Core Business.  Many of the properties

         22   surrounding it are Core Business.

         23             The concept here was not to leave a property,

         24   which is a three-story office building here, owned by

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

                                                                      4
          1   as a General Business District with -- with a Core

          2   Business on either side.

          3             What we're doing is we're asking for both

          4   parcels to be changed and zoned Core Business.  That would

          5   be contiguous to this, thereby, this entire area would

          6   then be a Core Business District.  Okay.

          7             What we're proposing, again, this is the --

          8   let's call it the eastern site, Parcel One; the office,

          9   Parcel Two.

         10             Entire parcel is made up of 5.6 acres, and what

         11   we're proposing on the eastern parcel is 174 multifamily

         12   apartments for rent with a parking structure in the

         13   center, which is grade plus three, and you see that in

         14   the -- the section down below.

         15             What -- and, by the way, this section is

         16   basically cut right down the center of here, so what you

         17   see is a building on the north, the courtyard here, the

         18   parking structure here, another courtyard in this

         19   building.

         20             The building generally wraps on each side the

         21   parking structure, so that from -- from this -- this side

         22   you basically see parking units, a break where you enter

Page 4
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         23   the garage and more units.

         24             In addition to this parcel and this parcel, I am

         25   in the throes of acquiring approximately .5 acres from

                                                                      5
          1   MoDOT.  The current highway right-of-way jogs up -- up

          2   this hill, almost to this point and then goes back down.

          3             I'm trying to buy approximately 120 feet from,

          4   what would be now the new right-of-way up to the existing

          5   boundary on the south side of this property.

          6             The -- again, I mentioned that the whole site is

          7   5.6 acres.  This parcel is 3.6 acres, leaving the office

          8   parcel of 1.6 acres.  Again, the existing current zoning's

          9   Core Business -- General Business.  We're requesting Core

         10   Business with a conditional use permit.

         11             The conditional use permit is required to get

         12   the density I'm asking for, and it only occurs -- which is

         13   above 20 units to the acre, which is only allowable under

         14   the Core Business conditional use permit.

         15             The FAR on this site is the acreage multiplied

         16   by 1.25.  It's approximately 196,000 square feet.

         17             We -- as I understand it, I'm sure that you have

         18   the -- I assume they have the staff report, or we meet the

         19   site coverage as indicated in the ordinance.

         20             There are several issues that I will request a

         21   variance are -- on, and that meeting at that ward is set

         22   for two weeks from -- no --

         23             MR. LANGDON:  On Thursday.  Two weeks from

         24   Thursday.

         25             MR. BRASWELL:  Two weeks from Thursday.  Thank

                                                                      6
          1   you.

          2             They are -- when I'm -- I'm adjacent to, on my
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          3   eastern border, a multifamily condominium community.

          4             The way it's stated in the ordinance, when I'm

          5   adjacent to a designation, this is designated AR under the

          6   zoning ordinance, I must have a buffer of 200 feet from

          7   that AR District.  My site from this corner to this corner

          8   is 192 feet.  That would be a variance request.

          9             The other -- one other item is that I must be no

         10   further away from a right-of-way on this property line

         11   than 80 feet.

         12             As I told you, I'm buying 120 feet of that from

         13   MoDOT, with the stipulation that I can't build on it

         14   because of the -- of the existing approximately three to

         15   one slope.

         16             It's impossible to achieve that maximum setback

         17   of 80 feet when I'm buying 120 feet, and I can't move the

         18   building close enough to get it within 80 feet without

         19   constructing it on the parcel I would be buying from them.

         20             And, again, the restriction on that parcel is I

         21   cannot build on it.  I can landscape it.  I'm planning a

         22   detention basin, but I can't build a building on it.

         23             What's the third point?

         24             MR. LANGDON:  The requirement for the parking

         25   garage being underground versus above ground.

                                                                      7
          1             MR. BRASWELL:  Which was the first point.  Yes.

          2             Under the CB District, there's a requirement

          3   that I believe 50 percent of the parking for multifamily

          4   must be beneath the building.  What I'm proposing is a

          5   parking structure that starts on grade and goes

          6   vertically.  Just -- and that, again, is my third request

          7   before the Board of Adjustments.
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          8             There will be a combination of one-bedroom,

          9   two-bedroom and three-bedroom units.  The ordinance

         10   requires that the average units -- average unit size is no

         11   smaller than 900 square feet.  Our units -- our average is

         12   larger than that.  It also requires that no unit can be

         13   smaller than 750 feet.

         14             We will have approximately 30 percent

         15   one-bedroom units; about 60 percent two-bedroom units, and

         16   it will be a smattering of some threes.  All two-bedrooms

         17   are two baths; all three bedrooms are two baths.

         18             The market study we did was very pleasing in

         19   that the rents will start for one-bedroom, approximately

         20   750 square feet, close to $1,200 a month.  That number

         21   will, for a three-bedroom, will be probably just over

         22   $2,000 a month.

         23             These are planned as high-end luxury units,

         24   9-foot ceilings, wood flooring, granite countertops, on

         25   and on and on.

                                                                      8
          1             Are there any questions, please?

          2             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Any questions?

          3             Mr. Faron.

          4             MR. FARON:  Is -- is the possible fourth

          5   variance the sky exposure plane, is that --

          6             MR. BRASWELL:  Yes.  Thank you.

          7             The sky exposure plane which, basically,

          8   indicates that you move in to the property 100 feet, go

          9   45 feet in the air and project from that point a 30-degree

         10   angle.

         11             It would basically -- I could basically build a

         12   building, maybe the length of this property, about that

         13   wide, with that sky angle plane of a 30-degree angle.
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         14   That's the fourth requirement -- request of Board of

         15   Adjustment.

         16             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Do one of you want to go next

         17   or --

         18             MR. LANGDON:  Yeah.

         19             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.

         20             MR. LANGDON:  If you're ready.

         21             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Pardon me?

         22             MR. LANGDON:  If you're ready for me.

         23             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Yeah, we are.

         24             MR. BARTON:  I was just going to get some

         25   clarification --

                                                                      9
          1             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Dr. Barton.

          2             MR. BARTON:  -- real quick, and I don't know how

          3   much it affects things.  I was just trying to get

          4   understanding.

          5             Is there an exchange of ownership or does --

          6             MR. BRASWELL:  Yes.

          7             MR. BARTON:  -- Dr. Branson still maintaining

          8   the ownership of his property?

          9             MR. BRASWELL:  Dr. Branson still maintaining the

         10   office parcel, and I will be purchasing approximately

         11   3 acres from him.

         12             MR. BARTON:  And then -- and then there's cross

         13   access easements --

         14             MR. BRASWELL:  Yes.

         15             MR. BARTON:  -- I guess?

         16             MR. BRASWELL:  Yes, sir.

         17             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Eberhardt.

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

         20             MR. BRASWELL:  Yeah, this is -- this is

         21   designated as an AR Residential District condominium.

         22             MR. EBERHARDT:  And what kind of a buffer or

         23   screening is there between your apartments and those?

         24             MR. BRASWELL:  Currently nothing.  There's a --

         25   see this long rectangle here --

                                                                     10
          1             MR. EBERHARDT:  Uh-huh.

          2             MR. BRASWELL:  -- that's a one level multicar

          3   car garage, but there's nothing else.  There's not a

          4   screen or a fence or anything.

          5             This -- this sort of acts as one, but there's --

          6   basically, that's a parking lot here.  Garage here.

          7             MR. EBERHARDT:  And what is the closest

          8   residential unit to your building on --

          9             MR. BRASWELL:  It would be -- this actually is

         10   the edge of the parking lot, so there's a building right

         11   here, and it does not show up on -- on here.

         12             Building No. 1, the northern building and the

         13   southern building, and there's the long parking garage,

         14   and there's the entry off of Old Olive.  And the property

         15   line then is right there.

         16             MR. EBERHARDT:  Thank you.

         17             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Are -- are you going to put

         18   something on your property line between -- like either a

         19   fence or landscape or something between you and their --

         20             MR. BRASWELL:  Well, yeah, between the setback

         21   there would be landscaping here, and we submitted a

         22   landscaping plan.

         23             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.

         24             MR. BRASWELL:  But there's no other visual
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         25   barrier other than landscaping.

                                                                     11
          1             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.

          2             MR. EBERHARDT:  And is that side a blank wall or

          3   does it have windows or --

          4             MR. BRASWELL:  No, there are -- there are

          5   windows on -- on these -- this side and this side, and

          6   then this is the -- this is the parking structure.

          7             MR. EBERHARDT:  Right.

          8             MR. BRASWELL:  Which, typically, what I've done

          9   in the past on those, you know, they have a -- what I call

         10   a spandrel, which -- is concrete, but I'm actually just

         11   finishing one in University City near 170 and Delmar and

         12   -- thank you -- and what we've done there is you can take

         13   this spandrel, which is this, and you can do a number of

         14   things with it.

         15             What we did on the current one is put a form

         16   liner in the concrete form, which looks like stone.  You

         17   can do brick, about -- about whatever your imagination

         18   can think of to make those look more than just a blank

         19   concrete panel.

         20             This -- this is the proposed elevation from the

         21   office building site.  And, as you can see, this is the

         22   garage and the units, and then this is just a blowup of

         23   that piece right there.

         24             I got a better one.  It's -- the -- and the east

         25   elevation is -- you'll see the expanse of the garage and,

                                                                     12
          1   again, these spandrels, again, this is a grade plus three

          2   levels here, and then units on each end similar to the

          3   other, but, again, there's -- there's not sufficient depth
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          4   on the property to wrap both sides of the garage.

          5             The other -- just -- just for reference, this

          6   was the landscape plan we submitted for the entire site.

          7             And one other thing I might mention is that on

          8   this landscaping plan, you've got -- I mentioned you have

          9   this courtyard here and a courtyard here, one of which

         10   we've got a pool and another just a water feature.

         11             In addition to that, on the upper level of the

         12   garage is what we would refer to as a rooftop garden,

         13   which is, you know, place for sunbathing, we'd have up

         14   there what they'd call a splash pool, you know 20-inch

         15   deep body of water, and just a place for people to hang

         16   out, sunbathe, and typically there would be barbecue

         17   grills up there as well.  Similar in both of these

         18   courtyards.

         19             One thing I might mention, the property is

         20   elevatored, but -- but what's unique about this sort of

         21   garage structure, people can actually drive -- if they

         22   live on the second floor, they can drive up to the second

         23   floor, and you enter at four points off of that garage to

         24   go into the corridor on the level in which you're living.

         25             So people sort of self-distribute to where

                                                                     13
          1   they're at.  They generally just don't use the elevators.

          2             This first floor along here would house our

          3   leasing office and the work-out room and all the amenities

          4   that would be available for the residents.

          5             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.  Thank you.

          6             MR. BRASWELL:  Any more questions?

          7             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Not right at this moment, I

          8   don't think.

          9             Why don't we hear from Paul, and then I'll let
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         10   the people in the audience comment.

         11             MR. LANGDON:  Feel like I'm sitting in your

         12   laps.

         13             Good evening, Mr. Chairman, Members of the

         14   Commission.

         15             My name's Paul Langdon.  I'm the Director of

         16   Community Development for the City of Creve Coeur.

         17             The applicant has given you a thorough

         18   walk-through of the site and the project itself.

         19             As he's identified, there are a number of issues

         20   related to the zoning as it sits today.

         21             The basic expansion of the Core Business

         22   District is not unusual.  It is a continuation of the

         23   basic form, which is fairly intensive development.

         24             We call it the Pavilion Shopping Center.  Has a

         25   number of retail units, it has office over retail in the

                                                                     14
          1   northwest corner.  It has the theater, and it does have a

          2   parking deck, albeit a rarely used parking deck.

          3             The drive that runs down beside it, Pavilion

          4   Drive, was never intended to be a public street.  It is

          5   not today a public street.

          6             It was intended to be an access for traffic

          7   leaving en masse from the theater.  That's where it

          8   originated.  The theater is right here.  That's Pavilion

          9   Drive.  That's the parking deck, you have restaurants and

         10   retail, restaurant, restaurant, restaurant, mixed office

         11   and restaurant back here and retail.

         12             The -- the driveway is really only built to

         13   driveway standards in terms of width.  The turning radius

         14   here, if any of you have tried to negotiate it at a busy
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         15   time, is not very good, and certainly that's something

         16   we're mindful of as we move forward.

         17             Also you have some newer office located here at

         18   the corner and you have comments received last time from

         19   the owners of that building that have concerns.  You also

         20   have the Carriage House, which has been referred to.  You

         21   received comments last time on that, and I think you'll

         22   get comments tonight from residents there.

         23             These are all factors that we're aware of.

         24             I think one of the things that you also need to

         25   be aware of, and I don't want to presume on the Board of

                                                                     15
          1   Adjustment here, but it does help with the general

          2   understanding of how we got here and some of the issues,

          3   that not only will the Board of Adjustment will be looking

          4   at, but I think that you all need to look at as well, and

          5   that is the zoning history of this area.

          6             It has been commercially zoned along Olive

          7   Street Road since the City incorporated.  This is part of

          8   the original incorporation area.  At the time there was no

          9   Olive Boulevard, this is where Olive went.  And this was

         10   always seen as an area coming off of Lindbergh for

         11   commercial development.

         12             When Carriage House came along, the project, as

         13   a concept, the City did not have a Multifamily District

         14   that could handle it.  It was proposed actually originally

         15   over here close to Lindbergh or over here where there's

         16   currently an office building.

         17             At the time they developed the Multifamily, it

         18   was called Planned Multifamily Development, the P

         19   District.  And it allowed for higher density, which

         20   Carriage House is.  It allowed for shorter setbacks and
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         21   less green space.  Basically, it was a compression of the

         22   what was conventional garden apartments at the time.  This

         23   was the early 1980s.

         24             The two sites failed, but ultimately Carriage

         25   House came out of that zoning.  Ultimately, the City

                                                                     16
          1   decided that that P District was not very workable, so

          2   they reworked it into what became the MF or Multifamily

          3   District.

          4             In addition, there was the AR, Attached Single

          5   Family, which is sort of townhouses, and then there are

          6   all this Single-Family Detached Districts.

          7             Carriage House was zoned Multifamily.  That's

          8   important because going forward you had a multifamily

          9   parcel surrounded by commercial development or commercial

         10   zoning.

         11             And commercial zoning popped up over the years.

         12   You had the development take place here at Pavilion, which

         13   initially stage you see, but then went to Core Business.

         14   Had all this development along the north side, the

         15   expansion of Lou Fusz with the Subaru dealer.

         16             You have the office building here right at the

         17   interchange ramp, the other dealership and some various

         18   offices and a -- and a school right here, a private

         19   school.  So you saw a variety of different development.

         20             In the late 1990s, the City, 1997, the City

         21   adopted a new zoning code.  It was a complete rewrite.  A

         22   lot of new standards were brought in.

         23             One of those was anything in the Core Business

         24   District had to provide this 200-foot buffer if it was

         25   adjacent to Single-Family Residential.
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                                                                     17
          1             Remember at the time that there was still

          2   Multifamily Residential.  There was a clear break there

          3   when you were beside Single-Family, you had big buffers.

          4   If you were beside Multifamily, no buffer.

          5             In this case you had multifamily development,

          6   and so there was no presumption that they were creating

          7   some sort of a -- a buffer zone around that particular

          8   development or any like it, frankly.

          9             Just a couple years after that zoning code was

         10   adopted, there was a move in the City to get rid of all

         11   Multifamily zoning.  There would be no more Multifamily

         12   zoning as a designation.  Any properties that were zoned

         13   Multifamily would be zoned something else.

         14             In that effort, this along with all the other

         15   apartment complexes, were evaluated for what was the best

         16   district, because, as you know, that's not a townhouse.

         17   That is not attached Single-Family development, but it's

         18   also not a business either, it's where people live.

         19             So they decided at the time that the best use or

         20   the best district would be AR, even though it isn't AR, it

         21   doesn't meet any of the standards of AR, at least AR was a

         22   Residential District that allowed somewhat higher density,

         23   and that's about as far as -- as this project went along

         24   with it.

         25             The problem though is that now you brought along

                                                                     18
          1   a whole bunch of protection standards for a style of

          2   development that were never intended to go with this style

          3   of development.  But that's the way it went, and that's

          4   what we have today, AR zoning on a multifamily project.

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

          7             Comprehensive Plan is written in 2002.  There's

          8   specific wording in there that the City should envision

          9   this as a Commerce Center.  That's the name given to this

         10   district of the City.  There's wording in there that says

         11   the City should be prepared and should encourage

         12   large-scale redevelopment, sophisticated redevelopment

         13   with high design -- design standards and should, in fact,

         14   it goes as far as encouraging a green-tape approach,

         15   meaning minimum restrictions; make it happen.  Even with

         16   that, nothing happened.

         17             The Pavilion really was it.  And that was the

         18   only thing that -- that was taking place.  Lou Fusz did

         19   the Subaru dealer, which, compared to the other portions

         20   of the complex, again, that's it right here, compared to

         21   the repair center and the size of the Nissan and Mazda

         22   dealers, it's much, much smaller.  It simply wasn't taking

         23   place.

         24             The only other project was this one, which is

         25   three stories and actually fits within the General

                                                                     19
          1   Commercial zoning, but the owner of that building will

          2   tell you that if he could have done more, he would have

          3   done more.  Because he had access and because he had

          4   location, he knew that he could make the project work, but

          5   he didn't have the zoning, and he didn't have a big enough

          6   piece of land to qualify for a stand-alone Core Business

          7   District.

          8             He would have, in effect, been spot zoning had

          9   he done that, which is curious, because when they zoned

         10   this Carriage House project -- sorry -- this Carriage
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         11   House project to AR, they effectively spot zoned a piece

         12   of property.  It doesn't fit in.  It's surrounded by

         13   Commercial.  It doesn't fit the district it's in.  It was

         14   a zoning of convenience.

         15             We move ahead another several years, and this

         16   project comes along.  They're looking at a set of new

         17   circumstances.  The market has changed.  The expansion of

         18   the plant science region, if you will, with Monsanto, this

         19   is -- you can see a little bit of it here, of course,

         20   Monsanto's, you know, over to the west, and you have the

         21   Danforth Plant Science Center and Bridge Park and now

         22   the -- the Healing Center, which is owned by St. Louis

         23   County, all starting to form a district.  They're starting

         24   to grow.

         25             Part of that market study that the applicant

                                                                     20
          1   referred to looked at the growing number of people working

          2   in that area that had need for this style of housing.

          3             You have in your packets, and it was on the dais

          4   today, letters from Danforth Plant Science Center, as well

          5   as Bridge Park and Wexford encouraging the project because

          6   a lot of the people that work in those centers are looking

          7   for this style of housing.

          8             They're coming here from out of country; they're

          9   coming here from other parts of the country, they may or

         10   may not stay here.  They are used to a different style of

         11   living in many cases and they don't want to commute.

         12             Remember that back when some of this zoning was

         13   done, and even at the -- in 2002, we weren't looking at

         14   nearly as much interest in people living close to where

         15   they work.  Commuting was a part of what Creve Coeur was

         16   and still is to a large degree, but it's on -- the
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         17   commuting is on the decrease and people wanting to live

         18   close to work is on the increase.

         19             And the Plant Science Center has, as a region,

         20   has really seen a push amongst the people living -- or

         21   working there to -- to have more housing choices nearby.

         22             So that's kind of led to the genesis of this

         23   project and -- and the Applicant's interest in it.  It

         24   really raises a lot of questions for us though.

         25             Regardless of the architecture, regardless of

                                                                     21
          1   the materials, the details of the landscape plan, I think

          2   we first have to address this question of is this the

          3   right direction for this area.

          4             The Board of Adjustment has very specific issues

          5   to look at, and their discussion will be focused on those

          6   issues.  But one of the questions they have to answer is

          7   if the variances are granted and the project is built,

          8   will it be a detriment to this property, to the properties

          9   around it, or the City in general.

         10             That's a big question, because in some ways this

         11   follows with the pattern of development that's been

         12   anticipated in the Comp Plan, but it's very much not in

         13   following with the zoning that's in the area.

         14             We haven't seen a project like this in the City

         15   before except for Kings Landing.  Kings Landing -- well,

         16   and I take that back.  Summit Lofts is very similar,

         17   although not as big.  It's that -- that sort of dense

         18   urban model, very short setbacks, it's really, you know,

         19   the buildings go right to the edges and everything is

         20   focused inside.  The rents are very high.

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

         23   all the time now.  So there is market interest.

         24             The question for you all, I think, as the

         25   Planning Commission, and this really starts to preempt

                                                                     22
          1   some of the Comprehensive Plan discussions that we'll get

          2   into later this year, is where is this area headed.  Is

          3   this an area that's headed for this style of development,

          4   or is this an area that should be pressured to stay below

          5   three stories and stay within that General Commercial

          6   limitation.

          7             What you see out there today, although dated, is

          8   effectively what General Commercial allows.  It's fairly

          9   dispersed.  Fairly low.  Fairly low intensity.

         10             Core Business, as you know, is City Place, it's

         11   North New Ballas.  It's the area that runs across the

         12   interchange and over to Westgate.  You know, that's Core

         13   Business zoning.  West Park on the far side of the City,

         14   that's also Core Business zoning.  It is a different

         15   character.  It is more urban in style.  It is more dense.

         16             Where I think you can be of the most service to

         17   this process at this time is to look into that issue and

         18   speak to it, so that we can then help the Board of

         19   Adjustment as they deliberate on this question of harm.

         20   Is there a harm or is this actually a good thing for the

         21   area.

         22             There's no question that's a dramatic change for

         23   the properties around it.  Property to the west is a part

         24   of the project, so one presumes they're in favor.  We

         25   haven't heard from the projects to the north.  Carriage

                                                                     23
          1   House residents, some of them, at least, are opposed to
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          2   the project.  This is a dramatic change for them.  It's a

          3   parking lot beside them today.  You know, this is all

          4   parking lot right here.

          5             This is one small building, and you got a house

          6   right there, the manse, I suppose it was, for the church.

          7   And the rest of it's all landscape.  Now you'll have a

          8   building that fills almost that entire space.  That's

          9   dramatic change.

         10             But is that the dramatic change that the Comp

         11   Plan was seeking.

         12             And I suppose that's the first question I really

         13   have for you.  What do you think?  Because we will take

         14   these comments forward to the Board of Adjustment.

         15             I'm not looking for you to recommend the project

         16   tonight.  In fact, I encourage you not to.  I'm not

         17   looking for you to say that you would approve the project,

         18   but the first question, is this the right kind of project.

         19   We've seen this before.  It's a great project, it's in the

         20   wrong place.  Is that the case here or is this the right

         21   project to lead the way to a different future than the

         22   last 20 years we've seen in this area?

         23             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Eberhardt.

         24             MR. EBERHARDT:  What's the approximate

         25   employment at the Danforth Science Center of people who

                                                                     24
          1   might be utilizing these kind of apartments, do you have

          2   any feel for that?

          3             MR. LANGDON:  I don't know that I can answer

          4   specifically to Danforth.  I believe it's in the 200

          5   employees range.  I believe Wexford is similar.  Helix

          6   just started, so there's very little there.  Monsanto's,
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          7   you know, is essentially 24-hour operation, but I think

          8   their peak on campus employment at any one time is about

          9   3,000.

         10             Those areas are growing.  Recall there's two

         11   more phases to the Wexford project, both of which are

         12   larger than Phase I.  And then Helix is, I believe, about

         13   115,000 square feet, only 20 percent or so is full right

         14   now.

         15             MR. EBERHARDT:  Thank you.

         16             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Mr. Faron.

         17             MR. FARON:  In regards to the Comp Plan, it

         18   seems like this project is very favorable to a lot of

         19   things in the Comp Plan, as I've read the staff's report

         20   and delved a little deeper into that.

         21             It seems like we've attempted to lay out options

         22   for this site in this area before, and it hasn't taken

         23   off.  I don't know if we want to continue to do that.

         24             There also seems to be support from the

         25   companies in the vicinity.  I know we have some -- some

                                                                     25
          1   push back from some businesses in the vicinity, but some

          2   of the larger companies, the biotech companies definitely

          3   make a good point in allowing some residential options for

          4   their workers and people that are in that area not to have

          5   to drive somewhere to -- to lunch, do lunch, or just exist

          6   and live in that vicinity.

          7             It seems like in the past there's been a

          8   convoluted direction to where this Carriage House building

          9   exists now as its zoning is in place.

         10             In taking into consideration some of the

         11   comments that were made before, the previous meeting, is

         12   there a possibility of softening Pavilion somehow to
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         13   appease the people that were against the -- or stating

         14   that there could be some traffic problems, you know,

         15   adjusting that?  I know one of the traffic reports stated

         16   that the stop sign is not of a typical nature.  Maybe

         17   that's something to start with.  Widening it slightly.

         18             Is there an option to put a light up at

         19   Guelbreth and across from Carriage House?  I know that's a

         20   nightmare to come in and out of for some of the residents

         21   there.

         22             Things of that nature.  I mean I think there's a

         23   lot of options here to try to make this project work.

         24             I know the Applicant said that dropping it a

         25   story might make it unrealistic, but would that change the

                                                                     26
          1   zoning?  I thought you had said that in the report that

          2   that possibly would eliminate some of the variances that

          3   he might have to apply for.

          4             MR. LANGDON:  Only one.

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

          6             MR. LANGDON:  Yes, the sky plan.

          7             MR. FARON:  Yeah.  So I mean I don't want to go

          8   on and on, so I've read this extensively, the staff

          9   report, and there's other things I can mention, but I'll

         10   -- I'll throw it back to the Commission, see if anyone

         11   else has additional comments.  But I think we can do some

         12   things here to make it move forward on this, not to

         13   approve it now, but to definitely look at it a little

         14   closer.  Maybe we do our own independent traffic study.  I

         15   think the study was done by the Applicant.

         16             We had a similar conflict with Delmar Gardens

         17   so, at any rate.
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         18             Anyone else?

         19             MR. HOWARD:  I have a couple comments.

         20             It seems like the access to this property from

         21   Pavilion is the wrong direction.  That seems like the

         22   wrong street to use.

         23             Old Olive is built sufficiently wide to handle

         24   this kind of traffic flow.  Pavilion just absolutely is

         25   not.

                                                                     27
          1             Has the fire department looked at this --

          2             MR. LANGDON:  Yes.

          3             MR. HOWARD:  -- as far as access from both

          4   sides?

          5             MR. LANGDON:  Yeah, I mean fire

          6   department's comments -- let me bring up the site plan --

          7   keep north up.

          8             Right now recall that the primary access is

          9   intended to be here off of Old Olive.  There is access

         10   today right here.  It goes into the office building in

         11   this parking lot and then it connects through to this --

         12   the big parking lot that's here.

         13             Obviously, you can see that would still be a way

         14   through.

         15             The fire department sees this as the primary

         16   access and would not want to use this.  They did look at

         17   being able to negotiate a truck through here, oops,

         18   through here to this point where they could then extend a

         19   ladder to fight a fire in the south end of the building.

         20             Concern being that once you got a truck in here,

         21   if you got a truck in here, it would be extremely

         22   difficult to get out, especially if there are cars parked

         23   there.  It -- you couldn't get a ladder truck is what it
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         24   comes down to.

         25             So they have considerable concerns about getting
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          1   into that property.  What they would do, and what the

          2   Applicant has agreed to work with Demon (phonetic), access

          3   is from Old Olive.  They come to here and then using a

          4   series of the, they call them grass pavers or turf

          5   blocks --

          6             MR. BARTON:  Uh-huh.

          7             MR. LANGDON:  -- which they've approved in a

          8   variety of locations before, a truck can drive down there,

          9   only one time use, hopefully if -- hopefully never be

         10   used.  And again can then reach a point here, where then

         11   extend a ladder and fight a fire in the south end.

         12             It's, again, not ideal, but at least it

         13   does allow them access.  They are satisfied with that.  We

         14   met directly with the fire marshal and with the -- the

         15   ladder truck captain, who felt that that was acceptable.

         16             And then on the other side, they would access

         17   using Carriage House parking lot.

         18             MR. HOWARD:  Okay.  So that would eliminate

         19   those trees that we see on this landscape plan?

         20             MR. LANGDON:  No.  No.  They work around the

         21   trees.  They're not worried about that.  That's why they

         22   keep a chainsaw on the truck.

         23             MR. HOWARD:  And then isn't this -- if we

         24   move this concept, now this is four stories, I think we're

         25   looking at three in the form base code Downtown District.

                                                                     29
          1   This would be --

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

          4   development that we'd like to see --

          5             MR. LANGDON:  Yes.

          6             MR. HOWARD:  -- in that area --

          7             MR. LANGDON:  Uh-huh.

          8             MR. HOWARD:  -- certainly.

          9             MR. LANGDON:  Yeah.  And to the extent it's

         10   relevant to Kings Landing, and Kings Landing is, at least

         11   for the last several years, extremely successful, we would

         12   encourage more.

         13             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  You done?

         14             MR. HOWARD:  Yes, I am.

         15             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.  You know, Creve Coeur's

         16   got something really going there, I think, at the corner

         17   of Warson and Olive Street --

         18             MR. LANGDON:  Uh-huh.

         19             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  -- and we got this letter here

         20   saying that, you know, this is what these people are

         21   looking for.

         22             I just got back from Italy.  You hardly see any

         23   houses in Italy.  The people live right near where they

         24   work.

         25             MR. LANGDON:  Uh-huh.

                                                                     30
          1             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  They either take a scooter,

          2   public bus or they walk.

          3             And, you know, we're bringing a number of these

          4   people in, I think, from other countries, to me this fits

          5   right in.

          6             Now I also agree with what Mr. Faron said, we've

          7   got to make this maybe a little bit more palatable for the

          8   neighbors to the east.
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          9             But this is, to me, a chance for Creve Coeur to

         10   really make that Plant and Science Center and everything

         11   else that's located over there, maybe really take off, and

         12   make it easier for them to recruit world-class people, and

         13   the better people we get in there, you know, and then you

         14   got Monsanto right across the street, I'm sure there's a

         15   number of their people --

         16             MR. LANGDON:  Yes.

         17             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  -- that are single or they,

         18   you know, maybe have -- they're married with no kids or

         19   just young kids would love to live there.

         20             I think this is perfect for this situation.

         21             MR. LANGDON:  It's important to note this

         22   property south side of Old Olive -- or Olive -- Old Olive

         23   Street Road is in the Ladue School District, and so we do

         24   expect that there will be families living in the building.

         25             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  And -- and as far as the
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          1   traffic, and I'm sure we're going to do an independent

          2   one, well, as long as I've been on here, we can have the

          3   two traffic studies will come out exactly the same, and

          4   we'll still have people sitting out there in the audience

          5   saying they don't know what they're doing, so I mean, and

          6   usually when we get done with these projects the traffic

          7   people were right, you know, so.

          8             MR. LANGDON:  I can add to that.

          9             The -- we did ask the police department to set a

         10   counter out for a week, and get some idea of the amount of

         11   traffic on the street.  It's a little north of 8,000 cars

         12   a day.  For a road this size, that's, you know, certainly

         13   normal, it could handle substantially more than that.
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         14   There are no significant crash statistics anywhere along

         15   Old Olive until you get down to the intersection with

         16   Olive Boulevard, which is a whole different situation

         17   because you have cars running the red light going east or

         18   west that leads to crashes there.

         19             But Old Olive, in general, is not a safety

         20   concern today.  You know, it's always a question about how

         21   much traffic an apartment complex generates.

         22             In general, with any residential you see a -- a

         23   dispersal of the traffic.  They don't all leave at the

         24   same time; they don't all come home at the same time.

         25             Offices and factories are the worst for that.
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          1   Schools are another bad one for really creating that focus

          2   of traffic.

          3             But 174 units is going to generate a fair bit.

          4   Their traffic study believes that that can be

          5   accommodated.  Mostly if the traffic stays to Old Olive.

          6   It really didn't get into the question of -- of Pavilion

          7   and whether we'd have a lot of traffic cutting through

          8   here.  I think they made some assumptions that were very

          9   low.  And I think, yes, we would use the City's traffic

         10   engineer to verify any of those conclusions.

         11             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Thank you.

         12             Okay, Mr. Faron.

         13             MR. FARON:  If I could go back and mention, on

         14   the Kings Landing, was the only variance the parking

         15   related to these --

         16             MR. LANGDON:  That -- yes.

         17             MR. FARON:  -- four?  It was just the parking?

         18   The other were in some way, shape or form avoided and

         19   addressed at that project?
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         20             MR. LANGDON:  Yes, cause it's surrounded by Core

         21   Business zoning, there were only the 10 foot setbacks

         22   required --

         23             MR. FARON:  Okay.

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

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

                                                                     33
          1   like this, and you can chime in with what your perspective

          2   on it would be, with the Commercial, the GC above there,

          3   and the church that is now for sale --

          4             MR. LANGDON:  Yes.

          5             MR. FARON:  -- a project like this could infuse

          6   and interject possible regrowth and development there.

          7             I mean if we have the flyover coming from the

          8   biotech corridor over there, and a lot of people living

          9   there, I think business owners love to have that, people

         10   living and working within their vicinity.

         11             I mean that strip of shops up there have been

         12   struggling for a long time.  I would think they would love

         13   to -- I'm not saying that addresses all the issues, but

         14   the depressed area that -- up that -- up on Old Olive

         15   there would probably benefit from additional people living

         16   in the neighborhood, and it seems like you have stated

         17   that in the past so and in our staff report so.

         18             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Paul, before we get too deep,

         19   why don't we go to the public comment --

         20             MR. LANGDON:  Sure.

         21             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  -- if that's okay.

         22             How many people, by a show of hands, are going

         23   to speak tonight from the audience?

         24             Three.  Okay.  I'm going to regret this, but
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         25   I'll waive the three-minute clock if there's only three of

                                                                     34
          1   you, but I may reinstate it quickly.

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

          3             Ma'am, why don't you come forward first.  Yes.

          4             And when you get up there, could you please

          5   state your name and address, please.

          6             MS. KRAM:  Joan Kram.

          7             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  You can pull that microphone

          8   down so you don't have to stand on your --

          9             MS. KRAM:  Better?

         10             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  There you go.  Great.

         11             MS. KRAM:  Joan Kram, and I live at 920

         12   Guelbreth, which would be like almost next door to this

         13   new project they're planning on.

         14             I am here representing Carriage House, the one

         15   with the porches, the second one on the lot.

         16             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Uh-huh.

         17             MS. KRAM:  And I am here, as I say, representing

         18   them.  We are not in favor of this, mainly, as you said,

         19   because of the traffic.

         20             It's -- first of all, we weren't told if it was

         21   going to be apartments or condos.  Nobody has -- well, no

         22   one has even come and spoken to our president or any of

         23   our neighbors in our building to even give them an idea of

         24   something to think about.

         25             I'd like to know just how this is going to

                                                                     35
          1   affect our property at 920.  I don't know what they're

          2   going to do as far as -- I don't know what we're going to

          3   do or they're going to do or whatever as far as parking,

          4   and et cetera, et cetera.
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          5             I'd like to know if, indeed, this project is

          6   passed, when it will start being built and how long it

          7   will take to be built.

          8             Frankly, and I'm sorry, I think it's

          9   Mr. Madden --

         10             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Yes.

         11             MS. KRAM:  -- I don't agree with you.  I don't

         12   think it's going to be of any benefit to us whatsoever,

         13   and, again, we're getting back to traffic and so forth.

         14             And I don't want people to think I don't like

         15   kids, cause I love kids, I've got great grandchildren.  So

         16   please don't feel that I am against that, but it's just

         17   going to be -- it's not going to be of any benefit to

         18   them.  And when we see kids, even now, when they come over

         19   to visit grandma and grandpa, and if they're playing in

         20   the yard -- in -- we have no yard, so it's our parking

         21   lot.  And then we're going to have more going on with this

         22   new project.

         23             I don't know what they're intending -- how many

         24   children they're intending to allow, or if anybody with

         25   children is interested.

                                                                     36
          1             But, as I say, I do want to know when this is

          2   projected for; when they are intending to start building

          3   if it is passed and how long it will take.

          4             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.  When we get done with

          5   all three of you, then we'll ask him to come up and answer

          6   your questions, okay.

          7             MS. KRAM:  Pardon me, I'm sorry?

          8             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  After the three of you

          9   speak --
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         10             MS. KRAM:  Oh, yeah.

         11             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  -- we'll ask him to come up to

         12   answer the questions, okay.

         13             MS. KRAM:  Okay.  Fine.  Thank you.

         14             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Thank you very much.

         15             Mr. Kent.  Were you sworn in?

         16             MR. KENT:  No, I don't believe.

         17             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.  Well, then we need to

         18   swear you in, please.

         19             (Mr Kent was sworn by the court reporter.)

         20             MR. KENT:  Robert Kent, 13084 Ferntrails Lane.

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

         22   but just across on the other side of Old Olive Bowl is

         23   LaVerne Collins Park.  And it's within walking distance.

         24   And LaVerne Collins Park has been underutilized, to say

         25   the least.
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          1             And so, perhaps, if we get this development,

          2   it'll be attractive to the people in the development,

          3   particularly if they have children, which was just

          4   mentioned.  And in addition we can perhaps justify having

          5   put that park where it was.

          6             Thank you very much.

          7             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Thank you.

          8             Mr. Caldwell.  Were you sworn in?  I didn't

          9   know.

         10             MR. CALDWELL:  Yes.

         11             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.

         12             MR. CALDWELL:  David Caldwell, 257 Brooktrail

         13   Court.

         14             I thank the Chairman for waiving the

         15   three-minute rule, but I'll do the best that I can.
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         16             I would like to maybe ask Mr. Langdon to weigh

         17   in on this, but as I look at this project, it can be

         18   approved as General Commercial, so he's asking for Core

         19   Business, but technically it can't be approved as Core

         20   Business either because of all the variances that are

         21   required.

         22             It can't really be approved as a straight Core

         23   Business project.  Many variances are needed to make it a

         24   Core Business eligible.

         25             So my question to Mr. Langdon, why wouldn't this

                                                                     38
          1   be a Planned Residential District, in which case there

          2   would be a different set of rules that would apply, and we

          3   would talk about the public benefits and so forth, and we

          4   would also characterize the project going forward by

          5   making Core Business it can be anything that -- if this

          6   project failed, as it is proposed, then it's Core

          7   Business, it could be anything that is Core Business from

          8   now on.

          9             So my question -- one of my questions is why

         10   wouldn't this be approached as a Planned Residential

         11   District?

         12             Now, I think Mr. Eberhardt raised the issue

         13   about the employment in the area.  And I would say that at

         14   174 units, this is a drop in the ocean as -- in terms of

         15   addressing the housing of the people in the area.  I

         16   worked at Monsanto, and I know about that.

         17             So but if there is a general community interest

         18   to provide housing there, then it would equally be

         19   possible to use the same zoning that applies to the

         20   Carriage House, and make -- put in housing of a similar
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         21   scale to the Carriage House on that property, and you

         22   could provide housing there.

         23             There's no reason that -- more -- no more of a

         24   reason to extend the Core Business zoning from the west,

         25   as there is to extend attached residential or other
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          1   residential zoning from the east.

          2             So I -- I think that there's -- there are other

          3   common sense approaches to this project other than

          4   squeezing in the ultimate maximum unbelievable density

          5   that is proposed requiring all these variances, and still

          6   achieve the purposes of the -- of the -- the Comprehensive

          7   Plan.

          8             And, lastly, I think -- I haven't seen the

          9   traffic studies, I don't know what extent they have been

         10   done, but not only the -- the residential -- the residents

         11   there, but also some of the businesses have raised that

         12   issue so that shouldn't be finalized.

         13             There may be people who disagree with it, but

         14   that's no reason not to do a full and complete traffic

         15   study.

         16             So I would encourage continued study, as

         17   Mr. Langdon has recommended, on this site.

         18             The area does need improvement, and I think it

         19   should start with some commitment from the City.

         20             Mr. Kent brings up the park.  There really isn't

         21   adequate sidewalks to take people to that park.  You'd

         22   have to be walking through parking lots to get there.

         23             So, and there are a lot of things that -- the

         24   flyover is eons away, if ever, so that shouldn't even be

         25   considered in terms of justifying this project.

Page 33

103



PZ 040113.txt
                                                                     40
          1             The City needs to make a lot of commitments to

          2   improve the infrastructure in the area.  And this project

          3   is not -- not doing any of that, whereas a Planned

          4   Residential District would maybe make some contributions

          5   there.

          6             So I think we need to apply a lot of common

          7   sense and not get mired down in some of the zoning

          8   history.

          9             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Thank you.

         10             Is there anybody else?  Okay.

         11             Paul, would you like to answer those comments?

         12             MR. LANGDON:  Just answer them from here.

         13             The -- the key issue with the Planned

         14   Residential is that one of the requirements to rezone to

         15   Planned Residential District is that the surrounding

         16   properties be predominantly residential.

         17             In this case only Carriage House is residential.

         18   The rest of it's all commercial.  So it doesn't meet the

         19   base requirement.

         20             In addition, there are buffer standards within

         21   Planned Residential as well, which, again, go to Single

         22   Family Zoning, which AR technically is, even though

         23   Carriage House is not.  So we did look at Planned

         24   Residential zoning, and it doesn't fit any better than

         25   Core Business.
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          1             Also it has a maximum density of 20 units per

          2   acre, which matches the maximum density under AR, as well

          3   as the maximum density without a conditional use permit in

          4   Core Business.

          5             So at I believe 43 units per acre for this
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          6   development, again Planned Residential doesn't work.

          7             So we did look at it.  It doesn't work.

          8             ALR -- extending AR would not allow either this

          9   project or Carriage House.  The Carriage House project

         10   doesn't meet the minimum acre size; doesn't meet the

         11   minimum lot size; doesn't meet the density limit; it

         12   doesn't meet the site coverage limit.

         13             So even -- that's Carriage House.  That's not

         14   the proposed project.  So the AR doesn't work either.

         15             Definitely discussed the issue with the

         16   Applicant that -- that we always try to consider, which is

         17   what could subsequent land uses be should the project

         18   fail, but the zoning remains.

         19             And, again, we really come back to that same

         20   question.  Is this area headed for the Core Business style

         21   of development, whether that's high density residential or

         22   office buildings or high density retail, or is it really

         23   destined to stay General Commercial, which is what it is

         24   today.

         25             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  All right.  Thank you.
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          1             Mr. Braswell, could you come back up and let us

          2   know if -- how long this will take to build and when you

          3   propose to start.  I know it depends on variances and

          4   other things.

          5             MR. BRASWELL:  Based on your approving it

          6   tonight you mean?

          7             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Yeah.

          8             MR. BRASWELL:  I'll just give you the timeline

          9   for the -- for the -- when we would -- if we could start

         10   from a construction standpoint.

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

         13             There was one other question too.  I mean --

         14   seems to me there was.  Is there --

         15             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  How it affects her property --

         16   their property.

         17             MR. BRASWELL:  From construction standpoint, we

         18   wouldn't be on them at all.  I mean we can't do that.

         19             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Okay.  Thank you.

         20             MR. CALDWELL:  Mr. Madden, can I have one more

         21   comment?

         22             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Sure.  Do I need the clock?

         23             MR. CALDWELL:  No.

         24             This reminded me when they question about how it

         25   would affect their property.  And I think this pertains to
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          1   the sky plane thing.  I think this would have a severe

          2   impact on the Carriage House in terms of the sunlight in

          3   the afternoon.  So I think that would -- we'd need to have

          4   a -- maybe an explanation from a expert on that to -- to

          5   tell the people how it would affect them.

          6             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  Thank you, Mr. Caldwell.

          7             And that will close the public hearing.

          8             MR. LUMLEY:  After I do my exhibits.

          9             CHAIRMAN MADDEN:  After you do your exhibits.

         10             MR. LUMLEY:  Thank you.

         11             I offer the following exhibits into the record

         12   of this public hearing:  Documentation in possession of

         13   the City Clerk reflecting the notice that was provided to

         14   the public concerning the hearing; the staff's report

         15   regarding the application; the City's Code of Ordinances

         16   and Charter; the City's Comprehensive Plan and the public
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         17   file regarding this application.

         18

         19                 (This ends the public hearing)

         20

         21

         22

         23

         24

         25
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          1   STATE OF MISSOURI    )

          2                        ) SS

          3   COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS  )

          4

          5           I, Deborah K. McLaughlin, Registered Professional

          6   Reporter, Missouri Certified Court Reporter, Illinois

          7   Certified Shorthand Reporter and Kansas Certified Court

          8   Reporter, do hereby certify that I reported the Planning

          9   and Zoning Public Hearing stenographically and later

         10   reduced to typewriting; and that this is a true and

         11   accurate transcript of the public hearing.

         12

         13

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

         15       Deborah K. McLaughlin, RPR, MO-CCR, IL-CSR, KS-CCR

         16

         17

         18

         19

         20

         21

         22
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         23

         24

         25

                                                                     45

Page 38

108



109



110



111



112



113



114



115



116



117



118



119



120



121



122



123



124



125



Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #13-014.Dynasty Day Care CUP 
August 5, 2013  Page 2 

 
PROPOSAL 
Child day care services in the residential districts, “HE", "PO" and "RO" districts are required to 
have a minimum of three acres and passenger loading and unloading facilities are required to 
preclude any back-up movements to enter or exit the site [per Section 405.470(27)].  Child day 
care services in the GC District however, do not have such preconditions.  The applicant is 
proposing to utilize the existing structure and site largely as is.  Modifications to the exterior 
include painting the entire building a white color, and leveling and enclosing the south lawn area 
that fronts Olive Boulevard, for a playground.  Below is a close up of the area: 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The applicant contends that the parking traffic is closely and effectively managed through the use 
of appointment-only scheduling for the arrival and pickup of children in the morning and 
afternoon.  Parents will have their pre-arranged window of time to drop-off and pick-up their 
children daily, with five appointments every 30 minutes.  The site plan submitted by the 
applicant indicated a total of nine parking spaces.   It should also be noted that, in the applcants 
site plan, three of the pre-existing parking spaces encroach into the MoDOT right-of-way.   
 
The playground area on the south side of the building, along Olive Boulevard, will be enclosed 
with a four-foot high wrought iron fence, atop of  a landscape block retaining wall, with minimal 
landscpaing along Olive Boulevard and within the playground area.  No permanent outdoor 
equipment will be used in the playground area.  
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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 Missouri American Water/ 
Danforth Plant Science Center 

“GC” General Commercial/ 
“RO” Research and Office Park 
District 

Old Olive Street Road 

South Monsanto “RO” Research and Office Park 
District 

Olive Boulevard 

East NA “RO” Research and Office Park 
District 

Old Olive Street Road 

West Office: CSI Leasing “GC” General Commercial NA 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN REVIEW 
The subject property is located in the Commerce Center Action Area of the Comprehensive Plan 
that envisions light industrial, office, scientific research facilities, and supporting retail, 
restaurant, and lodging uses that calls for improving the quality of development through 
enforcement of the City’s Design Guidelines, and ensuring that redevelopment plans include the 
“green line” park, and upgrading the architectural quality of the building stock as businesses 
expand or redevelop (page 70).  The use in itself could be considered providing a service to the 
employees of the adjacent research facilities.  However, Staff has some concerns regarding the 
appropriateness of this specific building, as discussed further below, and the current landscape 
plan does not meet with the intent of a green line park. 
 
DESIGN GUIDELINES REVIEW 
The Design Review Guidelines provide specific direction for the redevelopment of properties:   
   
 Chapter 2 / Buildings 
 D. Relationship to Neighboring Development 

3. Building color should be compatible with the neighborhood and should reinforce the 
visual character of the environment for the proposed buildings.  The color should not be 
such at the building is competing for attention.  Building colors should be subdued and 
not garish, and should not, in any way, constitute “signing” of the building or site. 

 E.  Materials/Color 
2.  Exterior materials should be selected based on their durability and appropriateness for 

their intended function.  Special attention should be given to the durability of materials 
used around the ground floor of the building.  Preferred building materials include stone, 
brick, architectural precast concrete, aluminum and glass.  The materials selected should 
require minimal maintenance.  Their color should be integral to the material and to be 
painted on. 

 
The applicant has indicated painting the building white to update the exterior of the building.  
While the existing structure consists of “lava” rock that is no longer popular, painting the entire 
building white could only highlight the boxiness of the building, and would be inconsistent with 
the surrounding buildings.  Further, the porousness of the rock material would not age well, and 
painting over a natural material would be inconsistent with the Design Guidelines.  
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Chapter 5 / Miscellaneous  
 F.  Screening (Fences and Walls) 

1. All new sound walls, masonry walls, or fences are to be designed to minimize visual 
monotony through changes in plane, height, material, texture or significant landscape 
massing 

2. The design of fencing, sound walls, trash enclosures, and similar site elements is to be 
compatible with the architecture of the main buildings and should use similar materials. 

5. In highly visible public areas where fencing is needed, decorative fencing is encouraged. 
  
 H.  Screening (Fences and Walls) 

1. All new sound walls, masonry walls, or fences are to be designed to minimize visual 
monotony through changes in plane, height, material, texture or significant landscape 
massing 

2. The design of fencing, sound walls, trash enclosures, and similar site elements is to be 
compatible with the architecture of the main buildings and should use similar materials. 

5. In highly visible public areas where fencing is needed, decorative fencing is encouraged. 
 
The overall height of the fence should provide minimal impact; however, a color was not 
indicated.  Staff recommends that approval include a condition that the fence be a black wrought 
iron fence or similar design. The applicant has proposed minimal landscaping that Staff suggests 
does not meet with the intent of a “green line” park, nor effectively screens the retaining wall and 
fence along Olive Boulevard.  The plan shows no additional landscaping along the north and east 
property lines, along Old Olive Street Road.  Staff recommends that the Commission members 
provide direction on the level of landscaping needed that meets with the intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Design Guidelines for a green line park throughout the site. 
 
ZONING REVIEW 
As the applicant is utilizing the existing structure, site review is limited to the landscaping and 
parking provided on site.   
 
Landscaping Review 
The Zoning Code regulates landscaping through Section 405.540 Landscaping.  As discussed 
earlier, the proposed landscaping falls short of the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and Design 
Guidelines.  (Please see prior discussion.)  Further,  
 

SECTION 405.540: LANDSCAPING 
F. Design Standards For Landscape Plans. 

1. Street trees shall be clearly delineated on the final landscape plan.  The street 
trees shall be deciduous hardwood trees, not less than three (3) inch caliper size 
providing clear headroom of at least six (6) feet.  The street trees may include 
existing trees, new trees or a combination thereof, provided that there is one (1) 
street tree for every thirty (30) lineal feet or part thereof of street frontage and 
such street trees shall be located on the subject property at least two (2) feet six 
(6) inches but not more than twelve (12) feet from the back of the curb, unless 
additional setback is necessary to accommodate planned road widening, 
overhead utility lines or some other condition identified by the Director of 
Planning.  The Department of Public Works shall maintain a list of 
recommended street trees as well as undesirable trees.  The Public Works 
Director or his/her designee may approve street trees not included in the list of 
recommended trees if the proposed tree is a deciduous hardwood, is disease 
resistant, is salt tolerant and has a clear trunk height of at least seven (7) feet six 
(6) inches or as directed by the Director of Public Works. 
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10. All landscaping shall be permanently maintained in good condition with at least 
the same quality and quantity of landscaping as initially approved.  In order to 
present a healthy, neat and orderly appearance, all landscaped areas including 
interior parking lot islands and grass areas shall be provided with adequate 
irrigation for the maintenance of grass, shrubs, ground covering and other 
landscaping.  An underground irrigation system shall be installed, operated and 
maintained to meet the intent of this Section.  Such systems shall be required for 
all new developments and redevelopments projects.  For sites proposing 
additions and/or expansions, an underground irrigation system shall be installed, 
operated and maintained to meet the intent of this Section, where physically 
practical and reasonable, as determined by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. 

11. All landscaped areas in parking areas or adjacent to parking or loading areas, 
or that can be encroached upon by a motor vehicle, shall be provided with an 
adequate, permanent curb as approved by the Director of Public Works to 
restrict the destruction of the landscaped areas by vehicles.  Adequate scuppers, 
curb breaks and/or weep holes shall be provided through the curbing to permit 
drainage.  Alternative low-impact stormwater techniques such as pervious pavers 
with the use of wheel stops may be approved by the Director of Public Works. 

 
 Article VII.  Off-Street Parking and Loading Regulations 

SECTION 405.810: DESIGN AND MAINTENANCE STANDARDS 
 5. Screening and landscaping. 

a. All parking and loading areas shall be landscaped and provide screening in 
accordance with all applicable requirements of Section 405.540, Landscaping. 

b. All parking adjoining a residential use or public right-of-way, except for those 
associated with single-family and two-family residences, shall be screened from 
view by an earth berm, a solid wall, decorative fence, evergreen planting of 
equivalent visual density or other effective means.  Such fence or berm and 
associated landscaping shall be a minimum of eighteen (18) inches in height and 
an average of three (3) feet in height at the time of planting. … 

 
The existing trees shown on the site plan are all located off-site.  The applicant is showing only 
the placement of one new tree along the south property line next to the playground enclosure. No 
additional trees are shown along Old Olive Street Road, nor is additional landscaping provided 
along the east property line to shield headlights and to screen the playground area. Further, the 
level of traffic on site will be increasing significantly over the current use, most significantly in 
the mornings and in the evenings where headlights will be used during the winter months. 
Therefore Staff recommends that the landscape plan should be revised to include appropriate 
screening of the parking lot with an evergreen hedge to meet with the requirements of the Zoning 
Code.   
 
Parking Requirements 
Section 405.820 Required Off-Street Parking Spaces provides the calculation for the minimum 
parking below: 
 

SECTION 405.820: REQUIRED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES 
11. Social assistance (NAICS 6244). 

a. Child day care services (NAICS 62441).  One and one-half (1.5) spaces per staff person 
required for the licensed capacity of the facility.  In addition, day care facilities shall 
provide safe drop-off areas near the main entrance to the facility. 
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The applicant has indicated a total staff of two persons thus requiring three spaces where eight 
are currently available on site as shown in the aerial photo below on the right.  While the site 
meets with the zoning code requirements for minimum parking, it does not meet with the typical 
safe practice for day care facilities, where sidewalks are located in front of the parking, so that 
children are not walking behind a car to get into the building.  Further, the turning radius for 
angled parking spaces on the east portion of the parking lot would create a hazard for cars 
entering the site.  As indicated earlier, three of the spaces are within MoDOT right-of-way.  
While it is highly unlikely, if MoDOT decides that at some point remove those spaces, this 
would create a problem for the applicant, as this would decrease the number of spaces to five.  
As indicated before, the applicant schedules the drop off of children at five appointments every 
thirty minutes, with two employees during the busiest times, thus creating a potential conflict in 
traffic entering and exiting the site.  Therefore, Staff recommends that the parking lot be 
restriped to line up along the building, to meet with the intent of the off street parking 
requirements of providing a safe drop-off area near the main entrance; however the Applicant 
has indicated that he did not think that do so would provide enough parking necessary for his 
purposes. 
 

 
 
Fences 
The approval of the conditional use permit and site development plan will also approve the fence 
for the playground enclosure along Olive Boulevard, per Section 405.640, Fences, where no 
fence shall be located within the front yard setback or along street right-of-way, within the area 
equivalent to the front yard setback of the applicable zoning district, unless specifically approved 
by site development plan approval in accordance with Section 405.1080. Given the highly visible 
location along Olive Boulevard, Staff believes this necessitates the installation of a significant 
landscape package to minimize the visual impact of the fence.  The members of the Planning and 
Zoning Commission are asked to provide specific guidance on this issue or continue this 
application so that additional P&Z reviews can take place. 
 
 
 

Property Line 
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Property Maintenance 
While visiting the site, Staff noticed several broken curbs along the parking lot, storage of 
building debris, and trash bins not property enclosed.  Therefore, a condition of approval 
includes adding a permanent curb along all landscaped areas, in conformance with Section 
405.540(11), along with addressing any other property maintenance violations prior to issuance 
of a final Certificate of Occupancy. 
 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Due to the significant revisions necessary to the Landscape Plan to meet with the intent of a 
“green line” park, Staff recommends continuing the application until Tusday, September 3rd, so 
that such changes can be made for P&Z review.   
 
If the Commission members feel that all concerns have been adequately addressed and the 
Applicant and Staff has been given enough direction to review a revised landscape plan without 
further P&Z review, they should vote on a recommendation to the City Council per the 
conditions discussed in the staff report listed below:  
 

• The conditioanl use permit shall be for the operation of a 4,500 sq. ft. child day care 
facility located at 9974 Old Olve Street Road. 

• 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  “Landscape Plan” 
received, July 22, 2013 with the following exceptions below. 

• The Landscape Plan shall be revised to meet with the intent of the “green line” park of 
the City of Creve Coeur Comprehensive Plan and Design Guidelines, and Zonign Code 
Requriments, including providing an irrigation system throughout the site, for the 
Director of Community Development and MoDOT approval per the direction of the City 
Council. 

• The applicant shall revise the Landscape Plan and Site Development Plan to include an 
adequate permanent curb for all areas that can be encroached upon by a motor vehicle in 
conformance with Section 405.540(11).   

• The applicant shall restripe the parking lot to line up against the building to meet with the 
intent of providing a safe drop-off area near the main entrance. 

• The Applicant is required to submit a Building Permit application, as required by Article 
II of the Building Code.  

• The owner of the property shall address all outstanding property maintenance violations 
to the satisfaction of the Chief Building Official prior to the issuance of any final 
Certificate of Occupancy. 

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

 
Any conditions added, eliminated, or modified should be discussed and made by separate 
actions.  A draft ordinance will be created for City Council based on the discussion and final 
action of the Commission members 
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MOTION 
The following is an example motion for advancing this application to City Council:  
 

“I move to recommend approval of the conditional use permit for a child day care center 
located at 9974 Old Olive Street Road,  subject to the conditions contained in the staff 
report dated August 2, 2013” (conditions may be added, eliminated, or modified by 
preceding motion). 

 
 
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 
 
 

 
  

Proposed Dynasty Day Care 
9974 Old Olive Street Road 
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APPENDIX 4:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS Photo Date: 08/01/2013  
  

 Description:  View of the 
building looking 
southwest from Old Olive 
Street Road. 

 Description: View 
looking west from the 
median at Old Olive 
Street Road. 

 Description:  View 
looking northwest from 
Olive Boulevard.   
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Description:  View 
looking south from Olive 
Boulevard of the 
surrounding property. 

 Description:  View 
looking west from Old 
Olive Street Road to the 
surrounding property 
north of the subject 
property. 

 Description:  View 
looking west from the 
northwest corner of the 
subject property to the 
adjacent property. Note 
the extensive landscaping 
provided. 
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 Description:  View of a 
broken curb within the 
parking lot that will need 
to be repaired. 

 Description:  View of the 
building debris stored 
onsite. 

 Description:  View of 
additional curbs within 
the parking lot that will 
need to be repaired. 

 

136



137



138



139



140



141



142



143



144



145



146



147



148



+96.0'

+96.7'

+96.0'

EXISTING CONCRETE
steps and pad

          note:
NO PERMANENT OUTDOOR
EQUIPMENT USED

landscape
block
retaining wall
height varies

+96.0' dn

94'

96'

+99'

18'-8 1/2"6'-0"

+97.9' top of
wall

Existing parking lot
and ramp:
(no work propsed)

Existing landscaped
areas

+98.9'

+97'-9" top
of wall

94'

93'

95'

96'

94'

95'

+96'

+95'+95'+95'+95'

+96'

+9
5'

+9
5
'

+96.8'

9
4
'

9
5
'

(2) new evergreen bushes
per owner choice

(1) new tree per
owner choice and
city streetfront
requirements

(1) new evergreen
bush per owner
choice

existing
lanscaping

+98.4

+97.9

p
r
o
p
e
r
t
y
 l

in
e

turf, TYP.

p
r

o
p

e
r

t
y
 l

in
e

93'

22
'-
0

"

OUTDOOR CHILDCARE
PLAYGROUND = 740 SF

turf

wood MULCH
PLANTING BED

+9
6'

Existing landscaped
areas

Existing CONCRETE
TABLE AND BENCHES

7'-6 1/16"

6
'-
10

"

(4) existing
bushes

5
'
-
0

"
 
T

A
L

L

F
E

N
C

I
N

G

5'-0" TALL

FENCING

CATERING ENTRY

MAIN ENTRY

+98.9'

+97'

97'

98'

+98'
Existing tree

Existing tree

Existing tree

Existing tree

Existing tree

Existing tree

ROOM NAME FLOOR AREA USE OCCUPANCY
open Basement area BASEMENT

MECHanical Rm #1 BASEMENT

MECHANICAL rm #2 BASEMENT

TOILET RM BASEMENT

ENTRY AREA MAIN FLOOR

CHILDCARE AREA MAIN FLOOR
193 SFSupply alcove MAIN FLOOR

toilet rm MAIN FLOOR

HALLWAY MAIN FLOOR

open AREA 200 2ND FLOOR

ROOM 201 2ND FLOOR

ROOM 202

2ND FLOOR

ROOM 203

2ND FLOOR

ROOM 204

2ND FLOOR

ROOM 205

2ND FLOOR

816 SF

119 SF

48 SF

80 SF

261 SF

120 SF

121 SF

86 SF

134 SF

66SF

63 SF

118 SF

193 SF

695 SF

I-4

I-4

I-4

B

S-2

S-2

S-2

ROOM 206

2ND FLOOR

ROOM 207

2ND FLOOR

75 SF

138 SF

TOILET 208 2ND FLOOR

TOILET 209 2ND FLOOR 26 SF

26 SF

2ND FLOOR 61 SF

HALLWAY 2ND FLOOR

main floor = 34

 2nd floor =6

total =43

closet 201a

26 SF

b

basement = 3

area use and OCCUPANCY

S-2

S-2

S-2

S-2

S-2

S-2

S-2

STORAGE
area
   201

clOSET.
  201a

STORAGE
area
   202

STORAGE
area
   203

DAYCARE
OFFICE
  204

STORAGE
area
   206

STORAGE
area
   207

STORAGE
area
   205

dn

toilet
 208

toilet
 209

open
area
 200

emergency
exit sign and
light typ.

first fl. el. 99.0'

EXISTING TRASH
ENCLOSURE

EXISTING
landscapING

new 5'-0" guardrail
around existing
stair railing

see site plan for more info

existing building

existing
new site work
and landscaping

W/ BALUSTERS @ 4" O.C.MAX.

MODULAR LANDSCAPE BLOCK
RETAINING WALL WITH NON-WIND
BEARING GUARD RAIL

wall  height varies,
see site plan

Wrought iron guard railing

  
  
 4

'-
0

 t
y
p

.

building code block
building codes in effect 2003 international building code

2009 international mechanical code
2008 national electrical code
2009 uniform plumbing code

type of Construction Type II B

Building Data total building floor area = 3,572 sf

child care area 1,160 sf
Basement 1,220 sf
2nd floor 1,192 sf

Use Group Group I-4 institutional Day care facility
Group S-2  Low hazard Storage
Group B  Business

occupant load main floor i-4 area 1160sf divided by
35 sf/occupant     = 34

basement storage areas  1,220 sf
divided by 500 sf/occupant     = 3

2nd floor business areas 347 sf
divided by 100 sf/occupant = 4

2nd floor storage area 715
divided by 500 sf/occupant = 2

total occupant load    = 43

x

EXISTING landscapING

existing
new site work
and landscaping

EXISTING ramp

existing building

existing
stair railing

new 5'-0"
guardrail

new 4'-0"
guardrail
and gate

open basement

MECHANICAL
ROOM #2

MECHANICAL
ROOM #1

REST
ROOM

UP

UP

StaIRS

FOOD PREP
AREA

CATERING
RECEIVING
ENTRY

REF. MOP
SINK

STAFF BREAK
AREA

emergency
exit sign and
light typ.

emergency
exit sign and
light typ.

up

UP

96'

+95'+95'+95'+95'

+96'

+9
5'

+9
5
'

9
4
'

9
5
'

+9
6'

7'-6 1/16"

6
'-
10

"

emergency
exit sign and
light typ.

emergency
exit sign and
light typ.

Project:

Dynasty Day Care

9974 Old Olive St. Rd.

Creve Couer, MO 63141

volding architecture

325 North Kirkwood Road - Suite 330

St. Louis, Missouri  63122

314.909.7280

Date:  7-18-2013

Revisions:

Sheet:

A1

proposed dynasty
daycare center in
existing two-story
building.
zoniED - GC
general commercial

area of site
improvements

149



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.  I hope to have some more architectural and site plan content by the end of the week. 
After I receive my information, I 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
C 314.368.1741
F 314.787.1986
7700 Forsyth Blvd, Suite 1210
St. Louis, Missouri 63105
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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 II, 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 II 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 VII 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As a simple, channel-letter sign, the tenant wall sign for the CityPlace VII 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-à-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 

Figure 1.  The two dimensional image of 
the CityPlace VII monument sign, above, 
appears to show a large and imposing sign 
until it is viewed in context within the 
proposed Concept Site Plan, at right, 
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.
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development and provide an overall design theme throughout the campus in a comprehensive 
manner. 
 
As discussed above, the proposed CityPlace II 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 façade 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 II 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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Aerial Photo 
 
 
 

CityPlace Campus 
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Amendment to Signage Master Plan
As approved by the 
City of Creve Coeur

Month XX, 2013
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Amendment to Signage Master Plan Month XX, 2013

Fresh Market Lot #7 Retail Wall-mounted Fascia Sign

1

B SOUTH ELEVATION: THE FRESH MARKET

1/4" = 1'-0" C SIDE VIEW: THE FRESH MARKET

1/4" = 1'-0"

INTERNALLY ILLUMINATE CHANNEL 
LETTERS PIN-MOUNTED TO FACADE

8.00"

2' 3.00"

34' 0.00"

A SOUTH ELEVATION: THE FRESH MARKET

1/16" = 1'-0"

80 MAX
76.5 SQ. FT. TOTAL

A SOUTH ELEVATION: THE FRESH MARKET

1/16" = 1'-0"

50 MAX
49.5 SQ. FT. TOTAL

34' 

2' 3"

27' 7.5"

1' 9.5"
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Amendment to Signage Master Plan Month XX, 2013

Fresh Market Lot #7 Monument Signage

2

A ELEVATION: MONUMENT SIGN

SCALE: 3/16” =1’-0”

B IMAGE: EXISTING CAMPUS MONUMENT SIGN

SCALE: NOT TO SCALE

29.25 SQ FT
30 SQ FT MAX

SECONDARY SIGN

SECONDARY SIGN

SECONDARY SIGN

SECONDARY SIGN

6'

9' 

3' 3"

25' 

4' 10"

11"

SIGN
LOCATION
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Amendment to Signage Master Plan Month XX, 2013

A ELEVATION: FOUNTAIN SIGNAGE

SCALE: 3/8” =1’-0”

B SIGN: SIDE VIEW

SCALE: 3/8” =1’-0”

DIMENSIONAL LETTERS
PINMOUNTED TO LOW MONUMENT 
IN PLANTER BOX

C IMAGE: EXISTING FOUNTAIN (CITYPLACE 2)

NOT TO SCALE

18 SQ FT

9' 

2' 

City Place 2 Fountain Signage

3

S I G N  Z O N E

SIGN
LOCATION
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Amendment to Signage Master Plan Month XX, 2013

City Place Retail Artistic Retail Signage

4

A ELEVATION: WALL MURAL

NOT TO SCALE B IMAGE: EXISTING MURAL (CITYPLACE RETAIL) artistic feature on campus

NOT TO SCALE

PAINTED OR VINYL 
APPLIED DIGITAL PRINT 
WALL MURAL

WALL MURAL
LOCATION
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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.  I hope to have some more architectural and site plan content by the end of the week. 
After I receive my information, I 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
C 314.368.1741
F 314.787.1986
7700 Forsyth Blvd, Suite 1210
St. Louis, Missouri 63105
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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 

Page 2 of 14 
 

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 façade 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: 

 Approval of an amended site concept plan for the entire CityPlace campus as required 
under the Commercial Designed Development (CDD) procedures. 

 Approval of a site development plan for this particular site. 
 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). 
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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) 

6. Implement streetscape improvements along major streets and gateways. (p.23) 
9. Encourage public arts throughout the community. (p.23) 
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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: 
  

Figure 1.  Note small corner element (“1”) 
that recedes into the landscape rather than 
serving as a gateway feature that augments 
the pedestrian space. 

Simple streetscape lacks 
pedestrian interest. 
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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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 a 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. 
 

Truck court facing 
Olive Boulevard. 

Figure 2. Site plan shows 
parking forward layout.  
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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 façade 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 façade 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 façade would better conceal the 
location of the equipment and more effectively address the puposes of this guideline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 façade 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. 

Figure 3.  Note how front façade 
treatment (right side of image) and the 
roof-top mechanical screen appear as 
appendages to the main structure rather 
than integrated into the structure. 
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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. In large 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: 
 

 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. 

 The front façade of the building is thin and not integrated into the main part of the building 
except through the application of surface materials. 

 The sides and rear of the building are, effectively, long flat walls and should show more 
variation in depth and line. 

 The use of materials is promising but needs to be carried throughout all scales of design and 
all portions of the site. 

 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. 

 There is no sidewalk along the south side of the east-west segment of Cityplace Drive. 
 There is no evidence of pedestrian scale design along the north frontage and there is not 

enough elsewhere on the site. 
 The monument sign is cluttered and ineffective as a gateway into the campus and as a 

design element helping to unify the site. 
 The landscape is inconsistent in its design and does not reflect the “green line park” 

approach provided on other sites. 
 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. 

 The justification for the increased site coverage is not enunciated. 
 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 3rd, 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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PROPOSED ONE-STORY STRUCTURE
 22,100 SF MAIN FLOOR
 3,390 SF MEZZANINE
 25,490 GSF TOTAL, 37’ HIGH

SITE PARKING:
 102 SPACES REQUIRED (4 SPACES PER 1,000 SF)
 100 SPACES PROVIDED (INCLUDING 5 ACCESSIBLE SPACES)
 5 ADDITIONAL PARALLEL SPACES PROVIDED AT NORTH EDGE OF SITE

SITE COVERAGE:
 TOTAL SITE AREA = 2.22 ACRES
 VEHICLE/SURFACE/BUILDING AREA = 1.63 ACRES
 COVERAGE AREA = 70% PER CAMPUS OVERLAY

SETBACKS:
 FRONT = 80’-0” MAX.; 104’-0” PROVIDED
 SIDES = 10’-0”; 10’-0” PROVIDED
 REAR = 10’-0”; 10’-0” PROVIDED

PLAN KEY:
 1. MONUMENT SIGN
 2. BIORETENTION AREA
 3. TRELLIS-COVERED SEATING AREA
 4. PRODUCE STANDS 
 5. ENTRY VESTIBULE 
 6. SCREENED ROOFTOP EQUIPMENT 
 7. DOCK RAMP
 8. RETAINING WALL
 9. GREASE CONTAINER PAD 
     10. TRANSFORMER PAD 
     11. TRASH COMPACTOR
     12. CARDBOARD STORAGE
     13. COVERED EGRESS STAIR
     14. GREASE INTERCEPTOR
     15.  LIGHT BOLLARDS
     16.  FOREBAY
     17.  WOOD SCREEN WALL ASSEMBLY
     18.  LIGHT POLE
     19.  TRELLIS STRUCTURE
     20.  PLANTERS

1

2

2

3
4

5

7

11

12

8

6

10

9
13

3

20

16

17

18

18

18

18

18

16
2

7

6

9

6

7

7

7

5

6

20
18

192

5

14
19

15
15

20

8

8

8

18

263



OLIVE      B
OULEVARD

(90' WIDE)

C
IT

Y
 P

L
A

C
E
 D

R
IV

E

CITY PLACE DRIVE

C0.1
13-0033

LEGEND

BENCHMARK

PERTINENT DATA

PARKING REQUIRED

GENERAL NOTES

UTILITY NOTE

BUILDING AREA

PRELIMINARY STORM CALCULATIONS

COVERAGE AREA

SETBACKS REQUIRED

INDEX
C0.1 SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
C0.2 GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLAN
C0.3 SITE CROSS SECTIONS
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OLIVE      B
OULEVARD      (

90' WIDE)
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CITY PLACE DRIVE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
10

11
12 13

14 15

16 17 18 19

ID Number Species
Evergreen/
Deciduous

Size 
(caliper 
Inches)

Condition
TBR or 
Remain

Comment

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

129

Quantity Species
Evergreen/
Deciduous

Size 
(caliper / 
Height)

Comment

21 Chinese Elm Deciduous 3 Shade Tree
10 Zelkova Deciduous 3 Street Tree
18 Redbud Deciduous 2 Ornamental
9 Ginkgo Deciduous 3 Screening

156
*See Site/Landscape Plan for Locations

TOTAL CALIPER INCHES REMOVED

EXISTING TREE SCHEDULE

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.

REPLACEMENT TREE SCHEDULE*

TOTAL CALIPER INCHES REPLACED

TREE REMOVAL AND REPLACEMENT PLAN8/9/2013
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LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 
The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows: 
 
Direction Use Zoning District Separated by 
North Single-family residence “A” Single-family Residential N/A 
South Single-family residences 

(some not yet built) 
“A” Single-family Residential Dauster Lane 

East St. Timothy’s Church “C” Single-family Residential Mason Road  
West Single-family residence “A” Single-family Residential N/A 

 
ANALYSIS 
The property owner is seeking the approval of the preliminary plat for the minor subdivision of 
the property to allow for a second single-family home.  Section 410.220: Lots, provides further 
direction regarding lot layout where the lots must be in accordance with the provisions of the 
zoning district in which the property is located, with the individual lots having a width and depth 
adequate to provide the necessary front, side and rear yard requirements of the Creve Coeur 
Zoning Ordinance. The proposed lots comply with the minimum district requirements for “A” 
Single Family Residential that requires a minimum of 150 feet of frontage along the proposed 
new road, and have a minimum lot area of greater than 1 acre. Lot 1 will be 2.344 acres, with a 
side yard of 284.53 feet and rear yard of 381.56 feet and 229.24 feet. Lot 2 will be 1.925 acres, 
with a side yard along Mason Road of 315.04 feet and a rear yard of 315.99 feet.  The new 
private road coming off Mason Road, along the south property line, will consist of 0.5 acre of 
common ground.  Below is a close-up of the proposed subdivision: 
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The preliminary plan depicts a new separated sidewalk along Mason Road and along the north 
side of the proposed road, to meet with the requirements of the City’s Pedestrian Plan.  However, 
the sidewalk stops short of the north property line, as shown in the close-up below.   

 
 
A condition of approval includes that in the final pat, the sidewalk shall be extended to the 
property line. 
 
 
CONCLUSION AND ACTION 
Review of preliminary plats is a ministerial act that should be approved if the proposed plat 
substantially meets all land development standards of this Chapter and those of any other 
applicable City regulations.  This application does substantially meet all applicable codes for the 
“A” Single Family Residential District. As discussed, above a condition of approval includes: 
   
• The proposed sidewalk will need to be continued to the north property line.   
 

Side walk 
ending 
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Action on this item will be in the form of a motion to recommend approval as presented, 
approval with additional conditions, to meet all technical requirements. City Council action is 
not required. The following are examples of motions for this application:  
 

“I move to recommend approval for the preliminary plat with the conditions outlined in 
the staff report for the minor Subdivision of Difani Estates, at 815 N. Mason Road as 
shown in the Preliminary Plat, received August 15, 2013.” (other conditions may be 
added, eliminated, altered, and modified by prior motion). 

 
Once the Commission has approved the preliminary plat, the Applicant may proceed with 
preparing the Site Improvement Plan and Final Plat for Planning and Zoning Commission review 
and approval of the City Council. If conditions have been placed upon approval of the 
subdivision improvement plans, such conditions shall be resolved to the satisfaction of the 
Zoning Administrator prior to submittal of the final subdivision plat. 
   
 
APPENDIX 1: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
 
 
APPENDIX 2:  ZONING CODE (CHAPTER 405 OF THE CREVE COEUR MUNICIPAL CODE) 
Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
 
 
 APPENDIX 3:  CREVE COEUR SUBDIVISION AND LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
(CHAPTER 410 OF THE CREVE COEUR MUNICIPAL CODE) 
Included and attached by reference.  See body of report for specific excerpts. 
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APPENDIX 4:  AERIAL MAP 
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APPENDIX 4:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS Photo Date: 08/29/2013 
  

 Description:  View of 
the subject property 
looking west from the 
existing driveway. 

 

Description:  View of 
the existing home on 
the property from the 
existing driveway 
looking northwest. 

 
Description:  View of 
the rear of the property 
looking west from the 
existing home to the 
approximate area of the 
proposed Lot 1 area. 
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Planning and Zoning Commission Application #13-033: Covenant Seminary Community Center Minor SDP 
September 3, 2013 Page 2 
 
HISTORY AND PROPOSAL 
Covenant Theological Seminary consists of 21.5 acres at the northwest corner of I-270 and the I-
64 interchange.  City Council approved a Site Concept Plan and the rezoning of the property in 
1995.  In 2006, the Planning and Zoning Commission approved the site development plan for the 
Administration Building.   
 
The proposal minor site development is for the exterior renovation of the Community Center 
Building located at 477 Covenant Lane, with a new outdoor patio area, landscaping, and outdoor 
lighting. The project will include 4,736 square feet of hard surface area for the patio and walking 
path, with pervious brick pavers for the back patio and circle drive.  The round patio area will 
include an 8.8 foot tall trellis system. The project also includes a 1,122 square-foot rain garden to 
reduce water runoff.  The architect has submitted this project for Silver LEED certification.  The 
proposed exterior lighting is only to provide enough light for the path and plaza area. The 
Building and work area is located approximately at the center of the Campus surrounded by 
campus buildings. New lighting will not be cast upon adjacent residential property.   Below is a 
close-up of the proposed exterior improvements:   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Left: Close-up of Phase 1 
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LAND USE AND ZONING OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 
The adjacent zoning and land uses are as follows: 
 
Direction Use Zoning District Separated by 
North Williamsburg 

Subdivision  
A Single-family Residential Conway Road 

South Balcon Estates 
Subdivision  

A Single-family Residential Balcon Estates Road 
(partially) 

East Mercy Hospital / 
Temple Emmanuel 

PH District / A Single-family 
Residential 

North Forty Drive/I-
270 

West Balcon Estates 
Subdivision  

A Single-family Residential Balcon Estates Road 
(partially) 

 
ANALYSIS 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ANALYSIS 
The Residential Neighborhoods element of the Comprehensive Plan speaks directly to projects 
like the one proposed with the following: 
 

4. New construction or development within the boundaries of existing institutional uses will be 
permitted only upon demonstration that negative impacts on surrounding residential areas related to 
site planning, building design and material, landscaping, buffering, access, signage, and other land use 
impacts will be mitigated. (p.44) 

 

 Left: Close-up of Phase 2 
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The proposed work is well within the boundaries of the existing campus and is, in fact, near the 
center of the campus.  A photometric plan has been submitted and there will not be any light 
spillage onto any residential properties bordering the campus.  Further, the amenities are entirely 
consistent with the current pedestrian function of the area and will not introduce any new activity 
that will have impacts off-site.  Finally, all of the elements of the plan are residential in scale and 
quality and do not introduce any undesirable character or development intensity that is 
inconsistent with the campus or the neighborhood in general. 
 
DESIGN GUIDELINES ANALYSIS 
There are a variety of guidelines that encourage pedestrian spaces that are rich in amenities 
(benches, trellises, night lighting) and quality materials that are appropriate to their location and 
function.  Further, the guidelines encourage consistency of design throughout large areas and vis-
à-vis the adjacent buildings.  The proposed plan meets all of these guidelines and is consistent 
with the overall intent of the Design Guidelines. 
 
ZONING ANALYSIS 
Since the project is entirely within a conforming use and does not introduce any new uses to the 
campus, the only zoning consideration is adherence to the correct process.  Given that the project 
is renovating a large area and introducing an element that could be problematic (night lighting), 
staff felt it appropriate to consider this project as a substantive change from the 1995 site 
development plan.  If approved by the Planning Commission, the site improvement permit can be 
issued allowing construction to commence. 
 
CONCLUSION 
If the members of the Planning Commission believe that the proposed changes to the site 
development plan for the Seminary are consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan and 
the Design Guidelines, they should vote on a motion to approve the design.  Action by the City 
Council is not required.  Since no changes appear to be necessary no conditions of approval are 
suggested.  If, however, the Planning Commission has specific concerns, they should either 
allow the applicant time to revise their proposal or vote on a separate motion to require the 
alterations deemed necessary in the final construction. 
 
ACTION AND MOTION 
Action by the Planning Commission should be a vote on a motion for approval, approval with 
conditions, or deferral.  The following is an example motion for this application: 
 
“I move to approve an amendment to the site development plan for the Covenant Theological 
Seminary that is in substantial conformance with site improvement plans attached to the Staff 
Report on Application #13-033 for the meeting of September 3, 2013” (conditions may be added 
and/eliminated by separate motion). 
 
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 PHOTO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Covenant Theological Seminary 
Community Center 

Area of work 
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APPENDIX 4:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS Photo Date: 08/29/2013 
  

 
 
 

Description: View of 
the existing Community 
Center and circle drive 
from the front of the 
building. 

 

Description:  View of 
the existing patio area 
on the south side of the 
Community Center 
building, where the 
proposed Phase II work 
will occur. 

 Description:  View of 
the Community Center 
building facing north, 
of the area for Phase I 
of the proposed project.   
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Description:  View 
looking southwest of 
from the Community 
Center between the 
Phase 1 and & Phase 2 
project area. 

 
 
 

Description: View 
looking northeast to the 
Community Center 
building of the area for 
the proposed Phase 1 
improvement. 
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COMMON NAMESCIENTIFIC NAME

COVENANT SEMINARY COMMUNITY CENTER PLANTING SCHEDULE - PHASE I

QTY.KEY SIZE 
SPACING

COMMENTS

CANOPY TREES

As Shown Per Details, B&B3" Cal.'Imperial' HoneylocustGleditsia triacanthos 'Imperial'7A1

SHRUBS

PERENNIALS

As Shown Per Details, B&B3" Cal.'Green Mountain' Sugar MapleAcer saccharum 'Green Mountain'4A2

As Shown Per Details, Cont.#5Korean BoxwoodBuxus sinica var. insularis 'Wintergreen'16BS

As Shown Per Details, Consistent Height#5Taylor JuniperJuniperus virginiana 'Taylor'12JV

As Shown Per Details, Cont.#5Panicle HydrangeaHydrangea paniculata 'Limelight'5HP

30" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#5Summersweet Clethra alnifolia 'Hummingbird'3CA

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Prairie DropseedSporobolus heterolepis142SH

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Willow BluestarsAmsonia tabernaemontana73AT

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Fox SedgeCarex vulpinoidea110CV

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Southern Blue FlagIris virginica77IV

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1'Prof. Anton Kippenburg' AsterAster novi-belgii 'Prof. Anton Kippenburg'43AN

Festuca sp.
Turf-type Tall Fescue SY As Shown

SOD
Per Specifications, 3 Improved Cultivars, Min.

EDWARDS HALL

EXISTING

BASKETBALL

COURT

A2

A2

A2

A2

SOD

SOD

16-BS

15-AN

12-SH

18-AN

24-SH

34-CV

50-IV

39-AT

30-SH

3-CA

64-SH

5-HP

12-SH

10-AN

27-IV

45-CV

31-CV

7-AT

27-AT

12-JV

FILL IN DEMOLISHED

AREA WITH LIRIOPE SP.

TO MATCH EXISTING

LEGEND

CANOPY TREES

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

PROTECT FROM DAMAGE

ORNAMENTAL TREES

SHRUBS

GROUNDCOVER / PERENNIALS

SOD

A1

C1

SOD

ALL DISTURBED AREAS TO

BE SODDED WITH TURF-TYPE

TALL FESCUE

Trivers Associates, Inc. 2012

PROJECT #:

JOHN WOHLSCHLAEGER, RLA

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, LA2009014766

SWT DESIGN, INC.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

MISSOURI STATE CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY #2006002904

These drawings have been prepared by

Trivers Associates and contain proprietary and

confidential information that is the intellectual

property of Trivers Associates. Reproduction

and use of these documents or the underlying

design concepts contained therein without the

prior and written permission of Trivers

Associates is prohibited. These drawings have

been prepared for use on a specific project.

Each project is different and the use of these

drawings on projects, other than the project for

which they were created, is inappropriate.

Trivers Associates assumes no responsibility

or liability for the use of these drawings on

projects other than the project for which they

were created.
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

FOR LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS AND NOTES, REFER TO SHEET L2-2.1

FOR GRADING, CONTOURS, AND DETAILS, REFER TO CIVIL SHEETS

PLANTING PLAN PHASE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

A

SEE SHEET L2-1.2 FOR PHASE II /

ALTERNATE I PLANTING PLAN

SEE ELECTRICAL PLANS (SHEET EL102)

FOR BOLLARD AND LANDSCAPE LIGHTING

DRY STREAM,

SEE IMAGE AND DETAIL E,F/L2-2.1

PLANTING PLAN

PHASE I

L2-1.1

SOD ALL DISTURBED AREAS

SOD ALL DISTURBED AREAS

SITE FURNISHINGS

PHASE I

1. *(2) - 6' Teak Bench, Country Casual Meridian, Item #6503

2. *(4) - 36" Square Dining Table, Solid Surface Marneaux,

      Landscape Forms

       *(16) - Chairs with Arms, Verona, Landscape Forms

3. *(2) - Pyramid 22 in. Square Receptacle with Trash Lid

               Country Casual, Item #7400

4. (4) - Dero Bike Hitch, Surface Mounted, Color Black

5. (1) - Butler Ash Receptacle (Model SUBUT-MDS),

Forms + Surfaces, black gloss cylinder finish, all other

finishes black texture, field verify location with owner.

* FOR REFERENCE, BY OWNER

SITE FURNISHINGS PLAN PHASE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

B

1

2

3

1

2

2

2

3

10' 20' 30'0' 5'

Graphic Scale: 1" = 10'

4

Country Casual

7601 Rickenbacker Drive

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879

800-289-8325

301-926-9195

Fax: 301-926-9198

Phone from outside US: (Access Code) + 301-926-9195

Landscape Forms

Stacy Ernst

816-444-4376 phone

443-203-3115 fax

stacye@landscapeforms.com

Dero

504 Malcolm Ave SE, Suite 100 Minneapolis, MN 55414

Toll-free: 888-337-6729

5

GENERAL

LOCATION

SPAID CUT EDGE,

SEE DETAIL C/L2.21

293



COMMON NAMESCIENTIFIC NAME

COVENANT SEMINARY COMMUNITY CENTER PLANTING SCHEDULE - PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

QTY.KEY SIZE 
SPACING

COMMENTS

ORNAMENTAL TREES

As Shown Per Details, B&B2" CalForest Pansy RedbudCercis canadensis 'Forest Pansy' 5C1

SHRUBS

PERENNIALS

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Prairie DropseedSporobolus heterolepis20SH

24" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Goldsturm RudbeckiaRudbeckia fulgida 'Goldsturm'24RF

24" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1False SunflowerHeliopsis helianthoides22HH

30" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#5WinterberryIlex verticillata 'Red Sprite'41IR

24" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Little Blue StemSchizachyrium scoparium12SS

4' O.C. Per Details, B&B36" Ht.Northern BayberryMyrica pensylvanica8MP

24" O.C. Per Details, Cont#1Japanese AnemoneAnemone hupehensis 'September Charm'13AS

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Willow BluestarsAmsonia tabernaemontana93AT

24" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Becky Shasta DaisyLeucanthemum x superbum 'Becky'8LS

18" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#1Feather Reed GrassCalamagrostis x acutiflora 'Karl Foerster'46CK

30" O.C. Per Details, Cont.#5Summersweet Clethra alnifolia 'Hummingbird'7CA

EDWARDS HALL

EXISTING

BASKETBALL

COURT

SOD

SOD

43-AT

15-RF

7-CA

8-MP

50-AT

20-SH

46-CK

13-AS

8-LS

22-HH

41-IR

9-RF

12-SS

DEMO'D LANDSCAPE

TO BE REPLACED TO

MATCH OPPOSITE

PLANTING AREA

LEGEND

CANOPY TREES

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

PROTECT FROM DAMAGE

ORNAMENTAL TREES

SHRUBS

GROUNDCOVER / PERENNIALS

SOD

A1

C1

SOD

ALL DISTURBED AREAS TO

BE SODDED WITH TURF-TYPE

TALL FESCUE

Trivers Associates, Inc. 2012

PROJECT #:

JOHN WOHLSCHLAEGER, RLA

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, LA2009014766

SWT DESIGN, INC.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

MISSOURI STATE CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY #2006002904

These drawings have been prepared by

Trivers Associates and contain proprietary and

confidential information that is the intellectual

property of Trivers Associates. Reproduction

and use of these documents or the underlying

design concepts contained therein without the

prior and written permission of Trivers

Associates is prohibited. These drawings have

been prepared for use on a specific project.

Each project is different and the use of these

drawings on projects, other than the project for

which they were created, is inappropriate.

Trivers Associates assumes no responsibility

or liability for the use of these drawings on

projects other than the project for which they

were created.
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

SEE SHEET L2-1.1 FOR

PHASE 1 PLANTING PLAN

CEDAR TRELLIS, SEE DESIGN

DETAILS SHEET L2-2.2.

PLANTING PLAN

PHASE II /

ALTERNATE I

L2-1.2

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

FOR LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS AND NOTES, REFER TO SHEET L2-2.1

FOR GRADING, CONTOURS, AND DETAILS, REFER TO CIVIL SHEETS

SOD ALL DISTURBED AREAS

SITE FURNISHINGS

PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

1. *(5) - Adirondack Chairs, Country Casual,

               Item #7205

2. *(2) - Berwick High Nesting Table Country Casual,

               Item #4820

3. *(1) - Pyramid 22 in. Square Receptacle

               with Trash Lid, Country Casual, Item #7400

* FOR REFERENCE ONLY, BY OWNER

1

2

3

1

1

1

1

SOD IN THIS AREA MAY

ALREADY BE INSTALLED

PLANTING PLAN PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

A

SITE FURNISHINGS PLAN PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

B

10' 20' 30'0' 5'

Graphic Scale: 1" = 10'

Country Casual

7601 Rickenbacker Drive

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20879

800-289-8325

301-926-9195

Fax: 301-926-9198

Phone from outside US: (Access Code) + 301-926-9195

SPAID CUT EDGE,

SEE DETAIL C/L2.21

294
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S

P
E

C

SEE SPEC

24" 2X ROOT BALL DIA.

NOTES:

1. THIS DETAIL APPLIES TO ALL TREE TYPES: CANOPY, FLOWERING, AND EVERGREEN TREES.

2. DO NOT HEAVILY PRUNE THE TREE AT PLANTING. PRUNE ONLY CROSSOVER LIMBS, CO-DOMINANT LEADERS,

AND BROKEN OR DEAD BRANCHES. SOME INTERIOR TWIGS AND LATERAL BRANCHES MAY BE PRUNED;

HOWEVER, DO NOT REMOVE THE TERMINAL BUDS OF BRANCHES THAT EXTEND TO THE EDGE OF THE CROWN.

3. IF PLANT IS SHIPPED WITH A WIRE BASKET AROUND THE ROOT BALL, CUT THE WIRE BASKET IN FOUR PLACES

AND FOLD DOWN 8 IN. INTO PLANTING HOLE.

4. WRAP TREE TRUNKS ONLY UPON THE APPROVAL OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. SEE WRAPPING DETAIL.

5. MARK THE NORTH SIDE OF THE TREE IN THE NURSERY, AND ROTATE TREE TO FACE NORTH AT THE SITE WHEN

EVER POSSIBLE.

6. SET TOP OF ROOT BALL FLUSH TO GRADE OR 1-2 IN. HIGHER IN SLOWLY DRAINING SOILS.

7. 2 IN. MULCH. DO NOT PLACE MULCH IN CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK. MULCH RING 6 FT. DIAMETER MINIMUM, 8FT.

DIAMETER PREFERRED.

8. STAKE TREES ONLY UPON THE APPROVAL OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT SEE STAKING DETAIL.

9. PLACE ROOT BALL ON UNEXCAVATED OR TAMPED SOIL.

10. TAMP SOIL AROUND ROOT BALL BASE FIRMLY WITH FOOT PRESSURE SO THAT ROOT BALL DOES NOT SHIFT.

11. EACH TREE MUST BE PLANTED SUCH THAT THE TRUNK FLARE IS VISIBLE AT THE TOP  OF THE ROOT BALL. TREES

WHERE THE TRUNK FLARE IS NOT VISIBLE SHALL BE REJECTED.  DO NOT COVER THE TOP OF THE ROOT BALL

WITH SOIL.

12. 4 INCHES (100MM) HIGH EARTH SAUCER BEYOND EDGE OF ROOT BALL.

13. REMOVE ALL TWINE, ROPE, WIRE AND BURLAP FROM TOP HALF OF ROOT BALL

4
"

SUMP & FILL PIPE

AS REQUIRED

1:1 SLOPE ON SIDES

OF PLANTING HOLE

EXISTING SOIL

EXISTING GRADE

PLANTING SOIL

AS SPECIFIED

PLANTING NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL LAWS AND

REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO THE INSPECTION FOR PLANT DISEASE AND INSECT

INFESTATION.

2. LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT SHALL APPROVE ALL PLANT MATERIAL AND PLACEMENT

PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  CONTACT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AT LEAST TWO (2)

WEEKS PRIOR TO REVIEW.

3. ALL TREES AND SHRUBS SHALL EQUAL OR SURPASS AMERICAN STANDARDS FOR

NURSERY STOCK ANSI Z60.1, 2004 FOR SIZE AND QUALITY.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE PLANT MATERIAL IS PROPERLY LABELED, IS OF

PROPER SIZE, HAS A WELL DEVELOPED BRANCH AND ROOT STRUCTURE, AND IS IN

ACCORDANCE WITH THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN.  COMPLY WITH

THE FOLLOWING:

A. DO NOT PRUNE PLANT MATERIAL PRIOR TO DELIVERY WITHOUT SPECIFIC

APPROVAL BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

B. PLANTS ARE SUBJECT TO LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT INSPECTION FOR SIZE,

VARIETY, CONDITION, LATENT DEFECTS, AND INJURY AT THE PLACE OF

GROWTH AND AT THE PROJECT SITE AT ANY TIME BEFORE AND DURING

PROGRESS OF WORK.

C. WHEN REQUESTED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, SHOW SAMPLES TO PROVE

THAT NO ROOT BOUND CONDITIONS EXIST.

D. REMOVE REJECTED PLANTS FROM THE SITE IMMEDIATELY AND REPLACE

WITH ACCEPTABLE AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT APPROVED MATERIALS.

E. REPLACEMENT PLANTS SHALL BE THE SAME TYPE AND SIZE AS ORIGINALLY

PLANTED.

5. SUBSTITUTIONS WILL NOT BE PERMITTED WITHOUT THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

WRITTEN APPROVAL.

6. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE A WRITTEN GUARANTEE TO THE OWNER THAT ALL

TREES, SHRUBS, AND PLANT MATERIALS WILL MAINTAIN VIGOROUS AND HEALTHY

GROWTH FOR THE SPECIFIED GUARANTEE PERIOD OF ONE YEAR, UNLESS

OTHERWISE STATED.

7. GUARANTEE PERIOD SHALL BEGIN ON THE DATE OF FINAL WRITTEN ACCEPTANCE OF

WORK BY OWNER, AFTER SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF THE SPECIFIED

MAINTENANCE PERIOD.

8. CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE TAGS, LABELS, NURSERY STAKES, WIRE BASKETS OR

CAGES, AND TIES FROM ALL PLANTS.

9. SOIL PREPARATION, FERTILIZATION, PLANTING, AND STAKING AND GUYING SHALL

CONFORM TO DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

10. PLANT MATERIAL QUANTITIES ARE PROVIDED FOR PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATE

PURPOSES ONLY.  LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING

QUANTITIES AS SHOWN ON PLANS.

11. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE LOCATION OF PLANT MATERIAL WITH ALL OTHER

CONTRACTORS.

12. ALL PLANT PIT EXCAVATION SHALL BE PER DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

13. IF PLANTING PITS ARE EXCAVATED USING A POWER AUGER, BREAK VERTICAL SIDES

WITH A BALLING BAR OR SPADE TO INTERRUPT CONTINUOUS CURVE INFLUENCE ON

ROOT DEVELOPMENT.

14. ALL SOIL FOR LANDSCAPE PLANTING AREAS OR BERMS SHALL BE OBTAINED FROM

OFF-SITE EXCAVATIONS AND CONTRACTOR SHALL INDICATE SOURCE LOCATION.

SOILS SHALL BE SANDY LOAM CONTAINING NO TOXIC CHEMICALS OR ELEMENTS

WHICH MAY INHIBIT OR RETARD NORMAL PLANT GROWTH.  CONTRACTOR SHALL

PROVIDE A SOIL SUITABILITY TEST TO DETERMINE SOIL FERTILITY.  THE RESULTS OF

THIS SOIL STUDY WILL SERVE AS THE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ANY NECESSARY

SOIL AMENDMENTS.  SOIL SURVEY RESULTS WILL BE PROVIDE TO THE LANDSCAPE

ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO SOIL PLACEMENT.  ALL SOIL AMENDMENTS

SHALL CONFORM TO INDUSTRY STANDARDS.

15. CONTRACTOR SHALL KILL AND REMOVE ALL EXISTING WEEDS FROM SITE.

16. SOIL PREPARATION AND BACKFILL RECOMMENDATIONS CONTAINED WITHIN THESE

PLANS AND/OR SPECIFICATIONS ARE FOR BID PURPOSES ONLY.  FINAL SOIL

ANALYSIS RECOMMENDATIONS SHALL SUPERSEDE.  SEE SPECIFICATIONS.

17. CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN A MINIMUM OF ONE SOIL SAMPLE FOR TESTING FROM

EACH PLANTING AREA AS SHOWN ON PLAN.  A COPY OF THE SOILS REPORT WITH

RECOMMENDATIONS SHALL BE GIVEN TO THE OWNER AND THE LANDSCAPE

ARCHITECT PRIOR TO ANY WORK BEING DONE.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY

THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF ANY SOIL PROBLEMS THAT MIGHT AFFECT PLANT

GROWTH.

18. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL AMENDED SOIL MIX PER SOIL ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATIONS AND AS APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.  SCARIFY

SUBSOIL, INSTALL AND INCORPORATE AMENDED TOPSOIL AS PER SPECIFICATIONS,

IN ALL PLANTING AND LAWN AREAS.

19. AMENDED SOIL MIX TO BE INSTALLED UP TO 2" BELOW FINISH GRADE ADJACENT TO

PAVEMENT AND BUILDING STRUCTURES AT PLANTING AREAS TO ALLOW FOR MULCH;

AND 

1

2

" BELOW FINISH GRADE ADJACENT TO BUILDING STRUCTURES AND PAVEMENT

AT TURF AREAS.

20. BERMS AND SLOPES ADJACENT TO PAVEMENT TO BE GRADED PER DETAILS.

21. CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL EXCESS SOIL, CONTAMINATED SOILS, ROCKS,

CLODS, AND DEBRIS AS IT ACCUMULATES ON A DAILY BASIS.

22. CONTRACTOR SHALL GRADE AROUND ALL PLANTS TO FINISH GRADE UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED.

23. ALL LANDSCAPE AREAS (EXCLUDING TURF) ARE TO BE MULCHED WITH A 2" DEEP

LAYER OF BARK   MULCH AT THE CONCLUSION OF PLANTING OPERATIONS.  MULCH

SHALL BE DOUBLE GROUND, WELL COMPACTED BARK MULCH, 1" DIAMETER IN SIZE

OR SMALLER .

24. ALL TRANSITIONS BETWEEN PLANTING BEDS AND LAWNS ARE TO BE SPADE CUT

EDGE, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED.

25. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY THE EXTENT OF EXISTING IRRIGATION (IF ANY)

AND ADJUST PLANT LAYOUT IN COORDINATION  WITH NEW PLANTINGS AND

IRRIGATION, IF APPLICABLE.

26. ALL PLANTINGS, EXCLUDING SEED AND SOD, SHALL BE HELD 3' CLEAR OF FIRE

HYDRANTS.

27.   ALL PLANTING AREAS WITHIN CONCRETE PAVING TO BE LAYED OUT IN  THE FIELD BY

THE CONTRACTOR FOR APPROVAL BY  LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO ANY

CONSTRUCTION.

28.   THE LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE INSTALLATION OF ALL  LIGHTING

EQUIPMENT PER THE LIGHTING SHEET AND PER DIRECTIONS AND  APPROVAL OF THE

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IN THE FIELD. SEE ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR INFORMATION ON

WIRING,  TYPICAL.

30"

4'

36"

24" .25020.8"

26.0"

30.0"

3.46' .060

.110

.160

NUMBER OF PLANTS/SQ. FT.ROW "A"SPACING "D"

A

D

D

D

D

D

1'

MINIMUM

SEE PLAN

FOR SPACING

SEE SPEC

FOR HEIGHT

6"

A

NOTES:

1. SHRUB SPACING SHALL BE AS NOTED IN PLANTING SCHEDULE.

2. IF SHRUBS ARE B&B, ROPES AT TOP OF BALL SHALL BE CUT. REMOVE TOP 

1

3

  OF

BURLAP. NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIAL SHALL BE TOTALLY REMOVED.

D

SHRUB BALL

EXISTING SOIL

2" DEEP MULCH

PLANTING SOIL MIX

ALL EQUAL OR

AS SHOWN ON

PLANTING PLAN

SHRUB SPACING

PLANT ROW

PLANT CENTER

SEE PLAN FOR SPACING

NOTES:

1. REMOVE SPENT FLOWERS PRIOR TO PLANTING.

2. LOOSEN ROOT MASS AT BOTTOM OF ROOTBALL.

3. TOP OF ROOTBALL STRIPPED OF 

1

4

" SURFACE GROWING MEDIA AND

COVERED WITH 

1

4

" LANDSCAPE BED MIX PLUS SURFACE MULCH.

4. GROUND COVER SPACING SHALL BE AS NOTED IN PLANTING SCHEDULE.

4"

15"

10"

12"

18" .45015.6"

13.0"

10.4"

8.66" 1.44

1.00

.640

NUMBER OF PLANTS/SQ. FT.ROW "A"SPACING "D"

8" 6.93" 2.25

A

D

D

D

D

D

A

6" 5.19" 4.00

D

PLANT SPACING

PLANT ROW

PLANT CENTER

SET AT ORIGINAL

PLANTING DEPTH

SUBGRADE

PLANTING

SOIL MIX

POTTED GROUNDCOVER

OR PERENNIAL PLANT

2" DEEP MULCH

KEEP MULCH

AWAY FROM

CROWN OF

PLANT

12"

90° ANGLE

TOPSOIL PER SPEC

MULCH PER SPEC

CUT 6" MIN.

LAWN AREA

N.T.S.
DRY STREAM SECTION

E

GRANITE BOULDERS RANDOMLY

PLACED WITHIN DRY STREAM.

SEE SITE PLAN FOR LOCATIONS.

VARIES (SEE PLAN)

FINISHED GRADE

FILTER FABRIC

EXISTING SUBGRADE

GRANITE RIVER GRAVEL DRY STREAM

DEPTH VARIES; AVG. DEPTH 12".

SIZE RANGE PLACED IN RANDOM ORDER:

10"-12" - 30%

6"-8" -  50%

3"-4" -  20%

NOTES:

1. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE A 10' X 10' MOCK UP

OF DRY STREAM FOR OWNERS APPROVAL.

2. REFER TO CONCEPT IMAGE B THIS SHEET, FOR

CHARACTER OF DRY STREAM.

3. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE SAMPLES FOR COLOR

AND SIZE TO OWNER FOR APPROVAL.
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

TREE PLANTING DETAIL

N.T.S.

A

SHRUB PLANTING

N.T.S.

C

GROUNDCOVER/PERENNIAL PLANTING

N.T.S.

B

SPADE CUT EDGE DETAIL

N.T.S.

D

PLANTING

DETAILS

L2-2.1

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

DRY STREAM (CONCEPT IMAGE FOR DESIGN INTENT ONLY)

N.T.S.

F
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EQ.

EQ.

EQ.

EQ.

E

Q

.

EQ
.

E

Q

.

CENTER POINT OF CIRCLE PATIO

1

7
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-

9

"
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E

N

T

E
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O

F

 

P

O

S

T

S

B

L2-2.2

8' O.C.

4.5"

6'

2' O.C.

3'

8"

8"

2"

R6'

8'-9

7

16

"

8'-2

1

16

"

7'-6"

3'

6"X6" #1 WESTERN

CEDAR POST

2.25" WESTERN

CEDAR KNEE BRACE

NOTCHED INTO POST

3
6

"
 
M

I
N

I
M

U
M

C
O

N
C

R
E

T
E

 
P

I
E

R
 
E

M
B

E
D

M
E

N
T

6"X6" #1 WESTERN

CEDAR POST,

CENTER IN PIER

SLOPE AWAY

FROM POST

3" CLR

2"X2" EQUALLY SPACED

W/ (1) - 10D @ EA JOIST

2"X8" JOIST @ 2'0" O.C. W/

(3) - 8D TOENAILS EA END

2"X4" BLOCKING @ 2'-0" O.C.

(@ EA JOIST LOCATION)

EQ.

EQ.

6"X6" POST W/ NOTCH

FOR 2"X8" EA FACE

(2) 2"X8" W/ (1) 

1

2

"Ø

GALVANIZED

THRU-BOLT TO POST

NOTE:

1. ALTERNATE CONNECTION - (3) - 16D COMMON NAILS EA FACE

2 

1

4

"

2

1

2

"

2 

1

2

" X 4 

1

2

" ACTUAL SIZE CUT FROM 3"X12"

 ATTACH TO (2) - 2"X8" W/ (2) - 

5

8

" Ø

GALVANIZED THRU-BOLTS 2 

1

2

" O.C. MIN. &

2 

1

2

" MIN. EDGE DISTANCE

2 

1

4

"

2.25" EMBED

1.25" ROUTED POCKET,

2.5" WIDE FOR KNEE BRACE

3

8

" Ø GALVANIZED

LAGSCREW

KNEE BRACE, SEE

DETAIL  THIS SHEET
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

SCALE:  1" = 2'

TRELLIS - PLAN VIEW

A

ELEVATION - JOIST SUPPORTS

B

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

2' 4' 6'
0' 1'

Graphic Scale: 1" = 2'

TRELLIS

DETAILS

L2-2.2

NOTES:

1. PLAN AND DETAILS ON THIS SHEET ARE FOR DESIGN INTENT ONLY.

2. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE SHOP DRAWINGS SEALED AND SIGNED BY

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER FOR OWNER AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

SCALE:  1" = 1'

CONCRETE FOOTING

C

SCALE:  1" = 2'

SCALE:  1" = 1'

SECTION - JOIST CONNETION

D

SCALE:  1" = 1'

SECTION - JOIST CONNECTION

E

SCALE:  1" = 1'

SECTION - KNEE BRACE

F

SEE DETAIL F THIS SHEET

SEE DETAIL C THIS SHEET

SEE DETAIL F THIS SHEET

SEE DETAIL D & E THIS SHEET
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AREAS TO BE IRRIGATED

NOTES:

1. IRRIGATION SYSTEMS SHALL BE A HIGHLY

EFFICIENT SYSTEM DESIGNED BY AN EPA

WATERSENSE PROFESSIONAL AND MEET ALL

REQUIREMENTS OF LEED INCLUDING A MINIMUM

WATER SAVINGS OF 20% OVER TRADITIONAL

TIME-BASED CONTROLLERS.

2. REFER TO MEP DRAWINGS FOR BACKFLOW

PREVENTOR AND CONTROLLER LOCATIONS.

IRRIGATION SLEEVE

LEGEND

APPROXIMATE MAIN LINE LOCATION

EDWARDS HALL

EXISTING

BASKETBALL

COURT
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

AREAS TO BE IRRIGATED PLAN PHASE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

A

10' 20' 30'0' 5'

Graphic Scale: 1" = 10'

AREAS TO BE

IRRIGATED PLAN

PHASE I

L-3-1.1

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

FOR LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS AND NOTES, REFER TO SHEET L2-2.1

FOR GRADING, CONTOURS, AND DETAILS, REFER TO CIVIL SHEETS

SEE SHEET L3-1.2 FOR

PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

IRRIGATION PLAN

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF WATER SOURCE,

CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY LOCATION
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AREAS TO BE IRRIGATED

NOTES:

1. IRRIGATION SYSTEMS SHALL BE A HIGHLY

EFFICIENT SYSTEM DESIGNED BY AN EPA

WATERSENSE PROFESSIONAL AND MEET ALL

REQUIREMENTS OF LEED INCLUDING A MINIMUM

WATER SAVINGS OF 20% OVER TRADITIONAL

TIME-BASED CONTROLLERS.

2. REFER TO MEP DRAWINGS FOR BACKFLOW

PREVENTOR AND CONTROLLER LOCATIONS.

IRRIGATION SLEEVE

LEGEND

APPROXIMATE MAIN LINE LOCATION

EDWARDS HALL

EXISTING

BASKETBALL

COURT

Trivers Associates, Inc. 2012

PROJECT #:

JOHN WOHLSCHLAEGER, RLA

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, LA2009014766

SWT DESIGN, INC.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

MISSOURI STATE CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY #2006002904

These drawings have been prepared by

Trivers Associates and contain proprietary and

confidential information that is the intellectual

property of Trivers Associates. Reproduction

and use of these documents or the underlying

design concepts contained therein without the

prior and written permission of Trivers

Associates is prohibited. These drawings have

been prepared for use on a specific project.

Each project is different and the use of these

drawings on projects, other than the project for

which they were created, is inappropriate.

Trivers Associates assumes no responsibility

or liability for the use of these drawings on

projects other than the project for which they

were created.

C
O

V
E

N
A

N
T

 
T

H
E

O
L

O
G

I
C

A
L

 
S

E
M

I
N

A
R

Y

C
O

M
M

U
N

I
T

Y
 
C

E
N

T
E

R
 
R

E
N

O
V

A
T

I
O

N

4
7
7
 
C

o
v
e
n
a
n
t
 
L
a
n
e
,

C
r
e
v
e
 
C

o
e
u
r
,
 
M

i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
6
3
1
4
1

1202.00

C
i
v
i
l
 
D

e
s
i
g

n
,
 
I
n

c
.

S
W

T
 
D

e
s
i
g

n

K
J
W

W
 
E

n
g

i
n

e
e

r
i
n

g
 
C

o
n

s
u

l
t
a

n
t
s

C
I
V

I
L

 
E

N
G

I
N

E
E

R

L
A

N
D

S
C

A
P

E
 
A

R
C

H
I
T

E
C

T

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

A
L

/
M

E
P

/
F

P
 
E

N
G

I
N

E
E

R

No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

AREAS TO BE IRRIGATED PLAN PHASE II / ALTERNATE I

SCALE: 1" = 10'

A

10' 20' 30'0' 5'

Graphic Scale: 1" = 10'

AREAS TO BE

IRRIGATED PLAN

PHASE II /

ALTERNATE I

L3-1.2

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

FOR LANDSCAPE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS AND NOTES, REFER TO SHEET L2-2.1

FOR GRADING, CONTOURS, AND DETAILS, REFER TO CIVIL SHEETS

SEE SHEET L3-1.1 FOR

PHASE I IRRIGATION PLAN

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF WATER SOURCE,

CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY LOCATION
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GENERAL IRRIGATION NOTES:

1. SEE IRRIGATION SPECIFICATIONS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

2. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO FAMILIARIZE HIMSELF

WITH ALL GRADE DIFFERENCES, LOCATION OF WALLS, RETAINING WALLS, ETC. HE SHALL

COORDINATE HIS WORK WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND OTHER

SUB-CONTRACTORS FOR THE LOCATION OF PIPE SLEEVES THROUGH WALLS, UNDER

ROADWAYS, ETC.

3. REFER TO THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR FOR ALL GENERAL CONDITIONS AND PROJECT

REQUIREMENTS.

4. IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL CODES

AND REQUIRED INSPECTIONS.

5. THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATION OF

IRRIGATION DESIGN WITH LANDSCAPE AND PAVING PLANS.  INSTALLATION TO INCLUDE

MAINLINE ISOLATION VALVES TO ZONE THE MAINLINE.

6. DETERMINE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES AND PERFORM WORK IN AN

APPROPRIATE MANNER TO AVOID ANY DAMAGE.  HAND EXCAVATE WHERE REQUIRED.

7. EXACT LOCATION OF CONTROLLERS, PUMPS (IF NEEDED), AND ANY OTHER EQUIPMENT

SHALL BE COORDINATED WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND OWNER'S

REPRESENTATIVE.

8. THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY WATER PRESSURE PRIOR TO

CONSTRUCTION.  REPORT ANY DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE WATER PRESSURE READING

AT THE POINT OF CONNECTION AND THE DESIGN PRESSURE TO THE OWNER'S

REPRESENTATIVE. IN THE EVENT PRESSURE DIFFERENCES ARE NOT REPORTED PRIOR

TO START OF CONSTRUCTION, THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME FULL

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY REVISIONS NECESSARY.

9. IRRIGATION SYSTEM SHALL BE RAINBIRD OR TORO OR APPROVED EQUAL. ANY OTHER

SYSTEM MUST HAVE APPROVAL FROM LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND OWNER'S

REPRESENTATIVE.

10. SYSTEM SHOULD BE DESIGNED FOR 100 GPM @ 75 PSI. CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY

ACTUAL CONDITIONS.  LOCATION OF CONTROLLERS AND POINT OF CONNECTION IS TO

BE COORDINATED WITH IRRIGATION PLAN. OBJECT OF HEAD SPACING IS TO ACQUIRE

HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE AND MINIMIZE OVER SPRAY ONTO WALKS AND BUILDINGS.

11. A RAIN SENSOR SHALL BE CONNECTED TO THE IRRIGATION CONTROLLER OUT OF

PUBLIC VIEW.

12. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE IRRIGATION SHOP DRAWINGS IN CAD FORMAT FOR

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT AND OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE TO REVIEW AND APPROVE.

13. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE MODIFICATION TO SHOP DRAWINGS FOR AS-BUILT

CONDITIONS.

14. CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT MANUFACTURER'S LITERATURE, DESIGN, AND

INSTALLATION PROCEDURES AND DETAILS FOR IRRIGATION SYSTEM.

15. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE AUTOMATICALLY IRRIGATED AS INDICATED ON THIS PLAN

AND AS PER THE SPECIFICATIONS.

16. IRRIGATION SHALL BE ZONED APPROPRIATELY (SUNNY VS. SHADED AREAS,

HERBACEOUS VS. LAWN AREAS, SLOPED VS. FLAT AREAS) AND USING APPROPRIATE

HEAD TYPES.

17. EACH TREE SHALL GET A DRIP RING.

18. SHRUB MASSES SHALL GET A DRIP DISTRIBUTION ZONE (1 EMITTER PER PLANT).

19. NATIVE PLUGS SHALL GET HIGH POP-UP SPRAYS.

20. ALL DRIP ZONES ARE TO HAVE 1CY OF DRAINAGE GRAVEL AT THE LOW POINT TO ACT AS

A SUMP.

21. INSTALL ONE (1) QUICK COUPLER VALVE EVERY 200' OF MAINLINE PIPING AND AT THE

ENDS OF DEAD END RUNS OF MAINLINE.  CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE LOCATION OF

ALL BLOWOUTS AND DRAINS.

22. THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTALLATION OF CONTROL

WIRES.  ALL WIRING TO BE DIRECT BURIAL IN THE SAME TRENCH WITH MAINS OR IN

CONDUIT WHEN INSTALLED ABOVE GROUND.

23. THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTALLATION OF

APPROPRIATELY SIZED CIRCUIT SLEEVES UNDER ALL PAVED AREAS WITHOUT

DESTRUCTION OF PAVING.

24. WHENEVER POSSIBLE, INSTALL PIPING AND 24 VOLT CONTROL WIRES IN THE SAME

TRENCHES AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNING CODES.

25. INSTALL PIPE MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT USING TEFLON TAPE OR TEFLON PIPE DOPE

ON ALL PVC MALE PIPE THREADS, SPRINKLER PIPE JOINTS AND VALVE ASSEMBLIES.

26. ALL POP-UP TYPE SPRINKLER HEADS INSTALLED IN SHRUB, GROUNDCOVER, AND

PERENNIAL AREAS SHALL BE INSTALLED SO THAT THE TOP OF THE SPRINKLER HEAD IS

1" ABOVE FINISH GRADE.

27. ALL SPRINKLER HEADS SHALL BE SET PERPENDICULAR TO FINISH GRADE OF THE AREA

TO BE IRRIGATED UNLESS OTHER WISE DESIGNED IN DETAILS.

28. THE IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR SHALL ADJUST ALL SPRINKLER HEADS FOR OPTIMUM

PERFORMANCE AND TO PREVENT OVERSPRAY ONTO PAVING AND STRUCTURES.  THIS

SHALL INCLUDE, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, FLOW CONTROL ADJUSTMENT AND SELECTING

THE BEST NOZZLE AND DEGREE OF ARC TO FIT THE SITE CONDITIONS.

29. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY THE EXTEND OF EXISTING  IRRIGATION, AND ADJUST

LAYOUT TO SUITE THE NEW PLANTING LAYOUT.

INSIDE FRONT COVER

1 2

MV

5 6 7 10 12

ALARM

ADVANCED

SEASONAL ADJUST %

TEST ALL VALVES

ADVANCED CYCLES

CUSTOM

CYCLE

SELECT

DAYS TO

WATER

FRI

SUN

1

2

3

7

9

10

B

SENSOR

BY

PASSED

OFFON

3

1

3

OPTIONAL MODULES FOR

  13-STATION CONTROLLER

2

1

1

2

HYBRID CONTROLLER:

  INSIDE WALL MOUNT

WIRES TO REMOTE CONTROL

  VALVES

WIRES TO REMOTE CONTROL

  VALVES

2
4
 
V

A
C

G
N

D

S
E

N

120 VAC, 60 HZ EXTERNAL

  PLUG-IN TRANSFORMER

3" MIN.

  WIRE, COILED

REMOTE CONTROL VALVE:

FINISH GRADE/TOP OF MULCH

ID TAG

VALVE BOX WITH COVER:

WATERPROOF CONNECTION:

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE (CLOSE)

PVC SCH 40 ELL

BRICK (1 OF 4)

30-INCH LINEAR LENGTH OF  

PVC MAINLINE PIPE

SCH 80 NIPPLE (2-INCH  

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

PVC SCH 40 MALE ADAPTER

  3/4-INCH WASHED GRAVEL

1 4

7

8

9

10

1314

  SCH 40 ELL

1

2

3

5

6

4

7

8

13

14

16

16

6

NOTE:

 NOMINAL QUICK COUPLING VALVE INLET SIZE.

4

11 9 8

4

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

2" x 2" REDWOOD STAKE WITH

  CLAMPS OR EQUIVALENT

4

9

11

7 8

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

FINISH GRADE

WATERPROOF CONNECTION:

VALVE ID TAG

30-INCH LINEAR LENGTH OF WIRE, COILED

PRESSURE REGULATING FILTER:

LATERAL PIPE

REMOTE CONTROL VALVE:

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL TO MANIFOLD

PVC SCH 40 STREET ELL

3

4

5

3

6

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE

  (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

5

6

1

2

2

1

FINISH GRADE

ROTOR POP-UP SPRINKLER:

LATERAL PIPE

3

4

PVC SCH 40 ELL

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

1

4

5

6

5 5

1

PVC SCH 40 STREET ELL

PVC SCH 40 ELL

  (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE

FINISH GRADE/TOP OF MULCH

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

POP-UP SPRAY SPRINKLER:

7

PVC EXHAUST HEADER

BARB X MALE FITTING:

4 5

7

8

9

10

NOTES:

1. DISTANCE BETWEEN LATERAL ROWS AND EMITTER SPACING TO BE

BASED ON SOIL TYPE, PLANT MATERIALS AND CHANGES IN ELEVATION.

2. LENGTH OF LONGEST DRIPLINE LATERAL SHOULD NOT EXCEED THE

MAXIMUM SPACING SHOWN IN THE ACCOMPANYING TABLE.

15

20

30

40

50

350 266

302

333

408

494

560 428

470

622

775

478

594

0.6 0.6 0.9 0.6 0.9

18" Spacing

psi

8

9

2

INSET A

INSET A

5

3

2

1

BARB CROSS INSERT FITTING:

PROJECTED CANOPY LINE OF TREE

ON-SURFACE DRIPLINE:

    POTABLE: XFD DRIPLINE

TIE DOWN STAKE:

  (QUANTITY AS REQUIRED,

6

5

3

5

6

3

1

  VALVE KIT

DRIP ZONE

FINISH GRADE

PVC SCH 40 TEE

3" MINIMUM DEPTH OF

3

4

" WASHED GRAVEL

4

1

7

7

5

3

1

4

" TRUE UNION BALL VALVE

EASY FIT MALE X BARB ADAPTER:

SUB-SURFACE DRIPLINE:

12-INCH VALVE BOX WITH COVER:

4

 WASHED GRAVEL

BRICK (1 OF 2)

2

6

5 6

8

8

SCALE:  N.T.S. CDRIP ZONE KIT IN SQUARE VALVE BOX
SCALE:  N.T.S.

POP-UP SPRAY SPRINKLER WITH SWING JOINTROTOR POP-UP SPRINKLER WITH SWING JOINT
SCALE:  N.T.S.

SCALE:  N.T.S.L
SCALE:  N.T.S.I SUB-SURFACE DRIPLINE AIR VACUUM RELIEF VALVE KIT IN PVC HEADERJ SCALE:  N.T.S.K

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

FROM PERIMETER OF AREA

INSIDE CONNECTION

INDOOR WALL

INDOOR WALL

3 4

VT = VALVE TEST

VT COM

8 9 11 AUX

PROGRAMMING

OFF

AUTO

SET CURRENT DATE

SET CURRENT TIME

SET WATERING START TIMES

SET VALVE

RUN TIME

MON

TUES

WED

THUR

SAT

4

5

6

8

11

12

13

A

C

PROGRAM

ACTIVE

ADVANCE

2

1

2

1-INCH PVC SCH 40 CONDUIT

  AND FITTINGS

4

4

120 VAC, 60 HZ EXTERNAL

  PLUG-IN TRANSFORMER

3

3

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE

  (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

  LENGTH, HIDDEN) AND  

3.0-INCH MINIMUM DEPTH OF

2 3

5

1215

10

9

11

12

15

11

PVC LATERAL PIPE

FURNISH FITTINGS AND PIPING NOMINALLY SIZED IDENTICAL TO

  (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

   3/4-INCH WASHED GRAVEL

PVC SCH 80 NIPPLE

QUICK-COUPLING VALVE:

BRICK (1 OF 2)

1

1 2 3

5

6

7 7

4

2

3

5

6

VALVE BOX WITH COVER:

10

11

10

7

8

9 PVC MAINLINE PIPE

PVC SCH 40 ELL

FINISH GRADE/TOP OF MULCH

3-INCH MINIMUM DEPTH OF

PVC SCH 40 STREET ELL

  STAINLESS STEEL GEAR

  SUPPORT SYSTEM

1 2 3 5 6

10

9 612 2

1

2

3

5

12

SIDE VIEW

TOP VIEW

STANDARD VALVE BOX WITH COVER:

PVC SCH 40 FEMALE ADAPTOR

3-INCH MINIMUM DEPTH OF 3/4-INCH

WASHED GRAVEL

MANIFOLD PIPE AND FITTINGS

ROTOR POP-UP SPRINKLER:

PVC SCH 40 ELL

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

PVC LATERAL PIPE

7

1

5

2

FINISH GRADE

2

3

4

7

1

PRE-FABRICATED SWING JOINT:

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR ELL

  WITH 45 PSI PRESSURE REGULATOR

5

4

3

5

1

2

3

4

5

6

3 75

3

2

5

1

6

4

PVC LATERAL PIPE

PVC SCH 40 STREET ELL

  (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

FINISH GRADE/TOP OF MULCH

POP-UP SPRAY SPRINKLER:

7

2

3

3 7

3

2

6

4

PVC LATERAL PIPE

4

5

3

2

1

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR EL (TYPICAL)

FLUSH POINT (TYPICAL)

PERIMETER OF AREA

PERIMETER DRIPLINE PIPE

 TO BE INSTALLED 2"-4"

ON-SURFACE DRIPLINE:

     POTABLE: XFD DRIPLINE

     NON-POTABLE: XFDP DRIPLINE

PVC SUPPLY HEADER

PVC DRIP MANIFOLD CONTROL 

LATERAL FLOW DEMAND)

PVC SCH 40 RISER PIPE

2

6

7

1 3

6

2"-4"

9

255

291

396

434

194

220

357

614

273

313

378

448

514

705

343

394

541

0.9

Nominal Flow (GPH) Nominal Flow (GPH) Nominal Flow (GPH)

12" Spacing 24" Spacing

Dripline Maximum Lateral Lengths (Feet)

Inlet Pressure

928

10

4

PVC DRIP MANIFOLD PIPE

PVC SCH 40 TEE OR EL

1

2

" POLYETHYLENE TUBING:

BARB TEE INSERT FITTING:

NON-POTABLE: DRIPLINE  PLACE AS

SHOWN (LENGTH AS REQUIRED)

ROOT BALL

  SEE NOTES 2-3 BELOW)

1

3

5

2 3 4

7

8

9

7

8

9

NOTES:

1. DISTANCE BETWEEN LATERAL RINGS AND EMITTER SPACING TO BE BASED ON   SOIL TYPE, AND TREE CANOPY.

2. PLACE TIE DOWN STAKES EVERY THREE FEET IN SAND, F0UR FEET IN LOAM, AND FIVE FEET IN CLAY.

3. AT FITTINGS WHERE THERE IS A CHANGE OF DIRECTION SUCH AS TEES OR ELBOWS, USE TIE-DOWN STAKES ON

EACH LEG OF THE CHANGE OF DIRECTION.

4

5

2

FINISH GRADE

SUBTERRANEAN EMITTER BOX:

AIR/VACUUM RELIEF VALVE KIT:

  TO BE INSTALLED AT HIGH POINT IN

PVC HEADER PIPE

BRICK (1 OF 2)

2

6

3

6

8

8

7

5

4

2

FINISH GRADE

PVC DRIP MANIFOLD PIPE

PVC 1" X 

3

3-INCH MINIMUM DEPTH OF

3

"

1 3 4

7

MODULAR CONTROLLER SYSTEM (INDOOR)A ELECTRIC REMOTE-CONTROL VALVE
SCALE:  N.T.S.SCALE:  N.T.S.B QUICK COUPLING VALVED

SCALE:  N.T.S.HPOP-UP SPRAY SPRINKLER WITH SWING JOINT
SCALE:  N.T.S.GROTOR POP-UP SPRINKLER WITH SWING JOINT

SCALE:  N.T.S.FE

ON-SURFACE DRIPLINE END FEED LAYOUTON-SURFACE DRIPLINE AROUND TREE
SCALE:  N.T.S.

SUB-SURFACE DRIPLINE FLUSH POINT WITH BALL VALVE

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

LEGEND

 ZONE VALVE KIT (SIZED TO MEET
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LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT, LA2009014766

SWT DESIGN, INC.

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
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confidential information that is the intellectual
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No. Description Date

7722 BIG BEND BLVD.

SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119

PHONE 314.644.5700

FAX 314.644.6378

PERMIT SET 06/07/2013

IRRIGATION

DETAILS

L3-2.1

Call Before you DIG

TOLL FREE

1-800-344-7483

MISSOURI ONE-CALL SYSTEM INC.

MODOT  (314) 340-4100

NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT IMMEDIATELY IN EVENTS OF

DISCREPANCIES, OMISSIONS, AND/OR CONFLICTS IN THE DRAWINGS OR

SPECIFICATIONS. THE CONTRACTOR IS NOT AUTHORIZED TO SCALE THE

DRAWINGS. ALL QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

SHALL BE IMMEDIATELY DIRECTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

* LOCATE IN BASEMENT LEVEL MECHANICAL ROOM,

SEE MEP DRAWINGS FOR LOCATION
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TO PANEL LBA-21
(VIA CONTACTOR)

TO PANEL LBA-20
(VIA CONTACTOR)

EXISTING BUILDING
(EDWARDS HALL
COMMUNITY CENTER)

1 TYPICAL
3

TYPICAL

2 TYPICAL WP

WP

EXISTING TENT

EXISTING
SHED

EXISTING
SHED

EXISTING TENT

8

18

EXISTING
MAINTENANCE
BUILDING

17

17

EXISTING 230V, 3 PHASE (B-PHASE CORNER
GROUNDED DELTA) UTILITY TRANSFORMER
ON POLE TO BE REPLACED WITH NEW
TRANSFORMER BY UTILITY COMPANY.

EXISTING UTILITY
POWER POLE TO REMAIN

EXISTING
BUILDING

5

7

16

EXISTING BUILDING
(BOOK STORE)

16

14

10

17

EXISTING UTILITY POWER POLE WITH
120/240V, 1 PHASE TRANSFORMER TO
REMAIN. (SERVES PANELS 'A', 'B', 'MPA'
& 'MPB')

EXISTING UTILITY
POWER POLE

EXISTING UTILITY
POWER POLE TO REMAIN

EXISTING BUILDING
(EDWARDS HALL)

3TYPICAL

17

14

WP

12

13

13

19

19

19

EXISTING
BASKETBALL
COURT

WP
WP

WP WP

6
6

6

17

17

9

15

LBA-23

LBA-23

LBA-23

LBA-23

LBA-22 LBA-22

LBA-22

LBA-22

4

20

LANDSCAPING AREA - PHASE 1
(ALTERNATE 3A)

LANDSCAPING AREA - PHASE 2
(ALTERNATE 1B)

NOTE: PHASE 1 AND 2 OF LANDSCAPING
ARE ALTERNATES. SEE C-1.

EXISTING DISCONNECT
SWITCH FOR SERVICE TO
PANEL 'MPB'

EXISTING SERVICE TO
BASEMENT PANELS 'A' & 'B'
AND PANEL 'MPA'

17

EXISTING
SERVICE TO
'MPB'

EXISTING SERVICE TO
'MPA'

21

20

ALTERNATE #3: PROVIDE DEDUCT
FOR DELETION OF SITE LIGHTING
(BOLLARDS & TREE UP-LIGHTING
FIXTURES).

ALTERNATE #3: PROVIDE DEDUCT
FOR DELETION OF SITE LIGHTING
(BOLLARDS & TREE UP-LIGHTING
FIXTURES).

Trivers Associates, Inc. 2012
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GENERAL SHEET NOTES :

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL EXISTING
UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO AVOID CONFLICTS
AND INTERRUPTIONS OF SERVICE. ANY DAMAGE
TO EXISTING UTILITIES SHALL BE REPAIRED BY
CONTRACTOR AT NO EXPENSE TO OWNER.

KEYNOTES:

1. SOLAR POWERED BOLLARD. REF. 1/ E-501.
2. TREE UPLIGHTING FLOODLIGHT. REF.5/E50.

VERIFY FINAL LOCATION OF TREES AND
LOCATE FIXTURES ACCORDINGLY.

3. LOCATION OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND
UTILITIES SHALL BE VERIFIED TO AVOID
CONFLICTS.

4. EXISTING 230V SERVICE DISCONNECTED AND
CONDUCTORS INTO PIT TO BE REMOVED.

5. 230V, 3 PHASE SECONDARY SERVICE FEEDER.
SEE DETAIL ON E-501. FOLLOW ROUTE OF
EXISTING SERVICE FEEDER WHERE POSSIBLE.
LOCATE AND COORDINATE ALL OTHER
UTILITIES IN AREAS OF NEW FEEDER ROUTE.

6. DUPLEX RECEPTACLE MOUNTED IN LANDSCAPE
AREA. SEE DETAIL ON E-501.

7. EXISTING 230V, 3 PHASE SERVICE
CONDUCTORS TO BE REMOVED AND CONDUIT
ABANDONED.

8. EXISTING METER AND DISCONNECT SWITCHES
TO REMAIN.

9. TERMINATE NEW SECONDARY FEEDER AND
CONDUIT UP POLE TO NEW TRANSFORMER AS
PER UTILITY COMPANY REQUIREMENTS.

10. EXISTING SERVICE METER ON WALL TO BE
REINSTALLED ON NEW WALL AND
RECONNECTED. SEE E-101.

11. EXISTING POLE MOUNTED UTILITY CO.
TRANSFORMER TO BE REPLACED BY UTILITY
COMPANY.

12. ATTACH RECEPTACLE AT BOTTOM OF ARBOR,
COORDINATE EXACT LOCATION.

13. RECEPTACLE LOCATED AT FLOODLIGHT. SEE
FLOODLIGHT MOUNTING DETAIL ON E-501.

14. EXISTING 230V, 3 PHASE CONDENSING UNITS
TO REMAIN.

15. CONDENSING UNITS CU-1 AND CU-2. SEE E-101.
16. EXISTING POLE MOUNTED LIGHT FIXTURE TO

REMAIN.
17. EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES TO

REMAIN.
18. EXISTING 120/240V, 1 PHASE SERVICE

CONDUCTORS TO REMAIN.
19. EXISTING OVERHEAD UTILITY LINES TO REMAIN.
20. ROUTE NEW SECONDARY FEEDER TO NEW

METER, THEN INTO PANEL IN BASEMENT.
COORDINATE REQUIREMENTS WITH UTILITY
COMPANY AND VERIFY EXACT METER
LOCATION. BRING CONCRETE ENCASEMENT AS
CLOSE TO EXISTING BUILDING AS POSSIBLE.
PROVIDE FITTINGS, ELBOWS, ETC. AS
REQUIRED TO ROUTE FEEDER TO METER AND
INTO BASEMENT. AVOID FEEDER TO EXISTING
POLE MOUNTED LIGHT FIXTURE, IF POSSIBLE. IF
CONFLICT EXISTS, RE-ROUTE AND RE-
CONNECT FEEDER TO LIGHT FIXTURE AS
REQUIRED.

21. ENTRANCE POINT OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND
SERVICE TO BASEMENT PANEL ‘MPA’.  SEE E-
101.

#

TM

314.645.1132  FAX: 314.645.1173
www.kjww.com

#15 SUNNEN DRIVE, SUITE 104
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 63143

KJWW ENGINEERING RESERVES PROPRIETARY RIGHTS, INCLUDING COPYRIGHTS,

BE USED OR REPRODUCED FOR ANY OTHER PROJECT WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN

APPROVAL AND PARTICIPATION OF KJWW ENGINEERING.        © 2013 KJWW, P.C.

REFERENCE SCALE IN INCHES

DATA ARE THE EXCLUSIVE PROPERTY OF KJWW ENGINEERING AND SHALL NOT

TO THIS DRAWING AND THE DATA SHOWN THEREON.  SAID DRAWING AND/OR

0 1 2 3

ENGINEERING
CONSULTANTS
Experience you can build on.
Missouri State Certificate of Authority #2003008820

PROJECT # 12.0485.00
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EcoSense Lighting Inc.
80 Broad Street
5th Floor
New York, NY 10004

Phone 212-228-8118
Fax 212-228-9113
Toll Free 855.632.6736
 855.6.ECOSEN

www.ecosenselighting.com

(V. 5.0-2012)

www.ecosenselighting.com

®

Features

Flicker-Free
Long Life
Instant On
RoHS Compliant
Lead Free
Mercury Free
No UV

DATE:

PROJECT:

FIRM :

TYPE:

EcoSpec®

Landscape Accent
EcoSense® EcoSpec®

for creating a variety of effects indoors and out. Use these line or 

interest or draw attention to any project.

Leveraging years of lighting experience, this robust aluminum 
-

sion constant current circuits for long-life applications.

With smart power technology, EcoSpec® Landscape Accent con-
nects directly to AC (or DC) power; simplifying installation and 

-
selves in energy savings and maintenance costs, providing sub-
stantial savings over the 50,000 hour life of the lamp.

The glare shield / snoot rotates a full 358 degrees - locking into 
place, and accepts up to three (3) lens or louver accessories (by 
others).

Restriction of Hazardous Substances Directive (RoHS) implements EU Directive 2002/95 which bans placing electrical and hazardous equipment that contains more than 
agreed levels of hazardous substances on the EU market. For a list of these substances visit www.rohs.gov.uk.

Rated Life   50,000 hours

Beam Angle   22°

Power Consumption (Max) 120VAC - 7.1W
    220VAC - 7.7W
    12VDC/VAC – 7.1W

Housing   Aluminum; Clear Glass

Warranty   5 Years

Operating Temperature  -4°F to 104°F (-20°C to 40°C)

Operating Voltage  100-120VAC, 220-240VAC, 50-60Hz
    12VAC/VDC

Weight    16 oz (453g) - 07AC 
    12 oz (340g) - 07AC/DC

Lumen Output
 Warm White  223 lm
 Neutral White  243 lm

Color Temperature
 Warm White  2700K 
 Neutral White  3500K 

Color Rendering Index
 Warm White  80
 Neutral White  80

Rating    
    

RoHS
COMPLIANT

301
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© 2012 EcoSense  Lighting Inc. All rights reserved.
Specifications subject to change without notice.
Visit www.ecosenselighting.com for the most current specifications.
EcoSense, the EcoSense logo, and EcoSpec are registered trademark of EcoSense Lighting Inc.
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www.ecosenselighting.com

®

®

DATE:

PROJECT:

FIRM :

TYPE:

EcoSpec®

Landscape Accent
Ordering Information Choose the option that best suits your needs and write its corresponding code on the appropriate line to form the product code.

EXAMPLE: 07ACDC-27-12-22-BK

EXAMPLE: 07AC-35-120-22-WH

MODEL

07AC

07AC
Line Voltage

MODEL

07ACDC
Low Voltage

07ACDC

COLOR

27 - 2700K
35 - 3500K 

COLOR

27 - 2700K
35 - 3500K 

OPTIC

22 - 22° x 22°

22

OPTIC

22 - 22° x 22°

22

FINISH

WH - White
BK - Black

MOUNTING

(Blank) - 1/2”NPT
CE - 20mm

FINISH

WH - White
BK - Black

VOLTAGE*

120 - 100-120VAC
220 - 220-240VAC

VOLTAGE

12 - 12VDC

12

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

* 120 - Includes 1/2”NPT Mounting Threads
   220 - Includes 20mm Mounting Threads
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DATE:

PROJECT:

FIRM :

TYPE:

2.2
57

3.3
83.5

1.6
41.5

2.9
72.5

3.
4

87
7.4

187.5

7.9
199.5

2.
3

58
.5

2.5
63.7

2.2
57

1.6
41.5

3.3
83.5

2.9
72.5

3.
4

87

6.2
158

5.7
146

2.
3

58
.5

2.5
63.7

EcoSpec®

Landscape Accent
Dimension and Mounting

Line Voltage
– AC Accent

Low Voltage
– DC Accent

For complete dimensional submittal drawings and full scale CAD drawings, please visit ecosenselighting.com.

DIMENSION IN

INCHES / [MM]
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DATE:

PROJECT:

FIRM :

TYPE:

EcoSpec®

Landscape Accent
Photometry Characteristics
Characteristics

Total Rated Fixture Lumens	 223 Angle In Degrees Average 0°

RC

Average 45° Average 90°

50 30 10 0

Total Luminaire Efficiency	 100% 0

RW  0.00 10 30 50 10 30 50 10 30 50

5 0.890.900.910.930.900.920.950.910.930.96

164612 164612164612

45

0 1.001.021.021.021.061.061.061.111.111.11

6 0.870.880.900.920.880.900.930.890.910.94

936 0936Total Input Watts		  5.25W

55

1 0.980.991.001.001.021.031.041.051.061.07

7 0.850.860.880.900.860.880.910.870.890.92

0 00Horizontal Beam Angle	 (50%)	 23

65

2 0.950.970.980.990.991.001.011.011.021.04

8 0.830.840.860.880.840.860.890.850.870.90

0 00Vertical Beam Angle (50%)	 22.2

75

3 0.930.940.950.970.960.970.990.970.991.01

9 0.820.820.840.870.830.850.870.830.850.88

0 00Horizontal Field Angle (10%)	 37.4

Vertical Field  Angle (10%)	 37.4 85

4 0.910.920.930.950.930.950.970.940.960.99

10 0.80 0.810.830.850.810.830.860.810.830.86

0 00

Candela Distribution

Luminance Data (cd/sq. m)

Coefficients of Utilization
80 70

 10 30 50 10 30 50

0.920.940.980.920.950.99

1.161.161.161.191.191.19

0.890.920.950.900.920.96

1.081.101.111.101.121.14

0.870.900.930.870.900.94

1.031.051.071.041.061.09

0.850.870.910.850.880.91

0.981.011.040.991.021.05

0.830.850.890.830.860.89

0.950.971.010.950.981.02

0.810.840.870.820.840.87

Fixture: 07ACDC-27-12-22-BK

Photometrics by an independant lab in accordance with current IES published Procedures.

Lumen measurements comply with IES LM-79-08. 

IES data is available at www.ecosenselighting.com
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General

Size SP-010 : Ø 5.9" x 33.5" 

 SP-012 : Ø 5.9" x 13"

Housing Extruded aluminum

Finish Black, Dark Bronze, Platinum Silver

 Fluoropolymer FEVE coating 

Lens One-piece 0.45" Thickness Glass

Optics Optimized and Internal Fluted Glass

Anchorage Embedded (AK-E), surface mounted (AK-S)

Protection Class IP66

Operational

* To maintain function, unit requires 4 hours (sunny) to 8 hours (overcast/rainy) of UV exposure. Extra charge will be stored 
 for next day use. Fully charged, the unit can last 5 rainy days.

Average Sunlight Exposure 
* 4 hours (sunny) to 8 hours (overcast or rainy)

to Maintain Function

Average Operation Time Minimum 12 hrs

Solar Deprivation Limit * 5 days

Switch Light sensitive auto on/off

On / Off Level 30 lux / 60 lux

Storage Temperature  -40ºF to 176ºF

Operation Temperature -13ºF to 131ºF

Solar LED Specifications

Solar Panel Mono-crystalline silicon

Lifespan of Solar Panel 20yrs

Illumination Technology 16 pcs CREE LED 

Available LED Colors White (5700K), Natural White (4000K), Blue

Light Visibility Distance 400yd (varies according to weather conditions)

Power Storage Lithium iron phosphate battery (Li-Fe)

ILOS Corp. 218 Machlin CT., Walnut, CA 91789    P: 213.255.2060    F: 213.596.3704    www.meteor-lighting.com

Type :

Project :

Quantity:

Note :

SP-010 / SP-012Way Finding Bollard

Model# LED Color Finish Anchorage

SP-010 - Ø 5.9" x 33.5"

SP-012 - Ø 5.9" x 13"

W - White (5700K)

NW - Natural White (4000K)

B - Blue

B   - Black

Bz - Bronze

P   - Platinum Silver    

AK-E - Embedded
AK-S - Surface Mounted  

Ordering Information

5.9”

33.5”

13”

5.9”

REV.I - 20120328
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October 30, 2012Covenant Seminary Community Center Renovation  |  Creve Coeur, MO
Perspective Rendering
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F14
F14
F14

F14
F14

F14 F14F14
F14

F14
F14

EXISTING BUILDING
(EDWARDS HALL
COMMUNITY CENTER)

TYPICAL

EXISTING TENT

EXISTING
SHED

EXISTING
SHED

EXISTING TENT

EXISTING
MAINTENANCE
BUILDING

EXISTING
BUILDING

EXISTING BUILDING
(BOOK STORE)

EXISTING BUILDING
(EDWARDS HALL)

EXISTING
BASKETBALL
COURT

LBA-23

LBA-23

LBA-22

LANDSCAPING AREA - PHASE 1
(ALTERNATE 3A)

LANDSCAPING AREA - PHASE 2
(ALTERNATE 3B)

WP

WPWP

WP WP

COVENANT SEMINARY SITE PLAN LIGHTING

F14F14 F14F14 F14F14

F14F14 F14F14 F14F14
F14

F14
F14

F14

F14F14F14
F14
F14

F14

F9

F9

F9

F9

F9

F9

F9

F15

F15

F15

F15

F15

F15
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

22 F14 SINGLE N.A. 0.850 07ACDC-27-12-22-BK

6 F15 SINGLE 1.15 0.850 SOLAR LED BOLLARD

Luminaire Schedule

Symbol Qty Label Arrangement Total Lamp Lumens LLF Description

N.A. 0.850 DSXW1 LED 10C 700 40K TFTM MVOLT ELCW7 F9 SINGLE

0.0

Calculation Summary

Label CalcType Units Avg Max Min

Ground_Top Illuminance Fc 0.04 1.0
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #:13-034. Mercy Westside Campus Fence 
September 3, 2013  Page 2 
 
FENCE PLACEMENT AND DESIGN 
In February of 2013, a patient walked out of the emergency room of the hospital and on to I-270.  
Mercy is seeking approval for the location of the fence between the access drive and the right-of-
way of I-270 as a safety barrier.  The proposed fence is a six-foot, black wrought iron open 
slatted fence that would run along the western property line from the existing fence to the Cancer 
Center building at the north west corner of the property for approximately 370 feet.  Below is a 
close up of the site plan with the fence placement indicated in yellow: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The site plan indicates that the fence would be 
along the west slope of the landscape berm and 
will require the removal of three trees. However, 
while visiting the site, Staff noticed that the 
flags marking the location of the fence were 
located at the high point of the berm which does 
not correspond to the drawings.  
 
 
 
 
 

Photo of the existing fence to the south of proposed fence. 

Photo of location of proposed fence.  Note that the flags and cone mark 
the fence location at the high point of the landscape berm. 

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

Direction Use Zoning District Separated by 
North Single-family residences "A" Single-family Residential N/A 
South Professional offices St. Louis County zoning N/A 
East Single-family residences Westwood residential New Ballas Road 
West Single-family residences/ 

Covenant Theological 
Seminary 

"A" Single-family Residential/ 
“HE” Higher Education 

Interstate 270 

  
ANALYSIS 
The Zoning Code does not provide guidance in evaluating requests for fences within the setback, 
except that no fence shall exceed six feet in height.    
 
The Comprehensive Plan and Design Guidelines provide some direction for review of fences 
with the following: 
 

Comprehensive Plan:  Residential Preservation and Economic Development 
2. Encourage the continued preservation of the suburban landscape character of the 

area, its open green spaces, and stream corridors.  New development or 
redevelopment should protect and enhance stream channels, preserving remaining 
riparian corridors, preserve trees and encourage re-establishment of natural streams, 
where feasible.  The use of pervious paving materials and vegetated swales to 
manage storm water in new development and redeveloping areas is encouraged.  

 
6. Require that new development or redevelopment be compatible with the character of 

the surrounding neighborhood with regard to lot frontage, building setbacks, building 
lines, building scale, and lot coverage. (p.44-45). 

 
 

Design Review Guidelines:  F. Screening (Fences and Walls) 
 

1. All new sound walls, masonry walls or fences are to be designed to minimize visual 
monotony through changes in plane, height, material, texture or significant landscape 
massing. 

 
2. The design of fencing, sound walls, trash enclosures, and similar site elements is to 

be compatible with the architecture of the main buildings and should use similar 
materials. 

 
3 All fencing should be designed as an integrated part of the site, rather than as a 

separate fence, such as a planter wall or continuation of an architectural wall feature. 
 
5. In highly visible public areas where fencing is needed, decorative fencing is 

encouraged. (p.18-19). 
 
The current request is to locate the fence along the west property line at the top of the berm to 
prevent a safety barrier between I-270 and the Hospital, with a decorative fence that is consistent 
with the existing fence just to the south of the proposed location at the low point of the grading.  
Mercy is not requesting extending the fence south along I-270 to Conway Road.  However, Staff 
recommends including approval of a fence  to extend the length of the property line along I-270 
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Planning and Zoning Commission  Application #:13-034. Mercy Westside Campus Fence 
September 3, 2013  Page 4 
 
should the Applicant wish to continue the fence southward at some point in the future.  Staff, 
also recommends that the fence be located as far west of the berm as possible without 
encroaching on the interstate right-of-way, or creating a hazard to underground utilities or trees.  
By doing so, the existing landscaping and berm hides the fencing from views which is consistent 
with the Design Guidelines and Comprehensive Plan.   
 
CONCLUSION 
If the members of the Planning Commission find the applicant’s fence design and purpose 
sufficiently compelling, they can approve the location of the six-foot fence within the setback of 
I-270 and the Mercy Hospital on the west side of the property. Action by the City Council is not 
required.  Recommended conditions discussed in the Staff Report are listed below: 
 

• The approval is for a six-foot, open slatted, black metal fence along the western property 
line, parallel to Interstate-270. 

• The Applicant shall obtain a building permit for the fence, as well as any future 
expansion of the fence. 

• The fence shall be located as far west of the berm as possible without encroaching on 
the interstate right-of-way, or creating a hazard to underground utilities or trees. 

 
ACTION AND MOTION 
Action by the Planning Commission should be a vote on a motion for approval, approval with 
conditions, or deferral.  The following is an example motion for this application: 
 
“I move to approve the site plan for the, six-foot fence within the setback of Interstate 270 along 
the west property line for Mercy Medical Center Campus, subject to the conditions listed in the 
Staff Report for the meeting of September 3, 2013” (conditions may be added and/eliminated by 
separate motion). 
 
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 PHOTO 
 
 
 
 
 
  Mercy Medical Center 

West Side Medical Campus Fence 
Location 
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APPENDIX 4:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS Photo Date: 08/29/2013 
  

 
 
 

Description: View of 
the existing fence from 
the parking lot of the 
Emergency Room 
entrance looking 
southwest. 

 

Description:  View 
looking northwest to 
the proposed fence 
location and the 
landscape berm from 
the Emergency Room 
parking lot. 

 
Description:  View 
looking North along the 
fence location at the top 
of the berm.  Note that 
staff recommends that 
the Applicant locate the 
fence on the west, 
downslope of the berm 
to minimize the 
appearance of the fence 
with the green 
landscaping as a 
backdrop. 
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September 3, 2013  Page 7 
 

 
 
 
 

Description:  View of 
the existing fence 
looking southeast from 
the I-270 right-of-way. 

 
 
 

Description: View of 
the proposed location of 
the fence looking 
southeast from the I-
270 right-of-way with 
the Cancer Center in 
the background. 

 Description: View of 
the end of the existing 
fence at the low point 
of the berm.  Staff 
recommends that the 
approval of the fence 
allow for the future 
continuation southward 
along I-270, should 
Mercy determine that 
one is necessary. 
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