
WORK SESSION MEETING
AGENDA

CITY OF CREVE COEUR
CITY COUNCIL

300 NORTH NEW BALLAS RD
SEPTEMBER 22, 2014

6:00 PM

City of Creve Coeur Page 1

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL 

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Government Center & Police Facilities Study
Summary: Review and discussion of Space Needs Analysis Final Report, 
Geotechnical Report, Task Force Recommendation, and discussion regarding 
next steps. 

Pursuant to Section 610.022 RSMo., the City Council 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.

Posted: ___________________________ posted 09/18/2014
Deborah Ryan, MPCC
City Clerk  



City Council Debbie Ryan
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Government Center & Police Facilities Study

1

Packet Pg. 2



DATE: September 17, 2014

TO: Mark C. Perkins, City Administrator

FROM: Jim Heines, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Government Center and Police Facility Study Staff Report

About a year ago, Council approved a contract with Bond Architects to perform a Government 
Center Space Needs Analysis. In addition, a task force comprised of the Mayor, several Council 
members, a number of citizens who serve on committees and commissions and staff members 
was formed.  The task force members were asked to:
 

 Tour the building 
 Review draft reports and provide feedback to the consultant  
 Provide recommendations to the Council

   
Once Bond Architects completed the study, a final report was submitted to the Government 
Center Assessment Task Force to review and provide recommendation to Council. 

A Work session field trip of the Government Center was held on Monday, June 9, 2014 for 
Council and Task Force members to tour the public areas of the building as well as the office 
spaces, storage and archive rooms.  

As part of the recommendation from the task force staff directed staff to research the storm 
water regulations that would be triggered if a new building(s) were constructed on the site.  In 
addition, they requested that we have geotechnical testing performed to make sure the site was 
capable of supporting new building(s) and a designated access road for the Police.  

The research has been completed and this work session has been scheduled to review the 
following information:

 Geotechnical Report
 Bond Architect’s final report
 Government Center Assessment Task Force Recommendations
 Discuss the next steps

Once Council provides direction as to which option or combination of options they would like to 
pursue, staff will look more specifically at the available financing options and report back to 
Council at a later date. 

       

     D E P A R T M E N T   OF P U B L I C   W O R K S
                                O F F I C E   M E M O
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SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION 
NEW POLICE STATION AND PARKING GARAGE 

CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI  
 
 

SECTION I - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The executive summary is provided solely for the purpose of overview, and a number of 
details are omitted, any one of which could be crucial to the proper application of this report.  
Parties who rely on this report must read the full report. 
  

 The project involves the design and construction of a proposed two- to three-story 
police station with a below-grade parking garage and an access road in Creve 
Coeur, Missouri. Load data were not provided; therefore, we have assumed that 
the structure will have maximum column and wall loads of 325 kips per column 
and 6 kips per lineal foot, respectively.   
 

 The stratigraphy generally consists of silty clay and high plastic clay to depths of 
5 to 20.5 feet, which is underlain by shale and limestone bedrock.  Auger or 
sampler refusal was encountered in each boring, except for B-6, at depths ranging 
from approximately 13 to 20.5 feet.   Rock core recoveries ranged from 60 to 
100 percent, rock quality designations (RQD) ranged from 10 to 65 percent.   
 

 Groundwater was not observed during drilling in the borings. 
 

 Shallow foundations may be used for lightly loaded portions of the structure (i.e., 
column loads less than 200 kips).  Strip and spread footings can be proportioned for 
net allowable bearing pressures of 2,000 and 2,500 pounds per square foot (psf), 
respectively, provided they bear on firm, low plasticity, natural soil or compacted 
engineered fill.   
 

 Rammed aggregate piers can be installed to obtain allowable bearing pressures in 
the range of 4,000 to 6,000 psf.   

 
 Spread footings bearing on shale or limestone bedrock can be used to support the 

proposed building provided column loads do not exceed 400 kips.  Spread 
footings bearing on shale or limestone can be designed using a net allowable 
bearing pressure of 5 kips per square foot (ksf).   

 
 Alternatively, the proposed building can be supported on drilled shafts bearing on 

shale or limestone bedrock and proportioned for a net allowable bearing pressure 
of 20 ksf.   
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 Based on the 2009 International Building Code, the soil profile below the building 
site can be defined as Class C, Very Dense Soil and Soft Rock Profile. 

 
 Excavations could expose high plasticity soil.  Overexcavation and replacement or 

treatment of high plasticity soil is recommended to reduce the risk of floor slab 
distress. 

 
 The basement excavation will be mostly in clay soil, hard shaley clay soil, and 

soft clayey shale bedrock.  The shale can generally be excavated using a large 
dozer equipped with a single-tooth ripper. However, hard rock excavating 
techniques such as line drilling and chipping with a hydraulic hoe-ram, might be 
required to remove massive, competent shale or hard limestone layers. 

 
 Excavation along the south side of proposed police station might require a shoring 

system adjacent to the existing parking lot for current Creve Coeur Public Works 
Department building if the excavation cannot be backsloped.  Remaining sides of 
excavations might be accomplished by backsloping the excavation sidewalls.  
Excavation and shoring design and construction recommendations are provided in 
this report. 

 
 

SECTION II - PROJECT DATA 
 
AUTHORIZATION 
 
 The services documented in this report were provided in accordance with the terms, 
conditions and scope of services described in Geotechnology’s revised proposal P023346.01 dated 
July 23, 2014.  The project was authorized by your signed acceptance of the proposal. 
 
PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
 The purpose of our services is to develop recommendations for geotechnical aspects of 
the design and construction of the project as described in our proposal.  Briefly, services 
consisted of site reconnaissance, drilling six borings, laboratory testing, engineering analyses, 
and preparation of this report.  Important information prepared by The Association of 
Engineering Firms Practicing in the Geosciences (ASFE) for studies of the type is included in 
Appendix A for your review. 
 
PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
 The project involves the design and construction of a proposed two- to three-story police 
station with a below-grade parking garage and an access road in Creve Coeur, Missouri. Load 
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data were not provided; therefore, we have assumed that the structure will have maximum 
column and wall loads of 325 kips per column and 6 kips per lineal foot, respectively.   
 
 The site is located east of New Ballas Road, just north of the existing Public Works 
Department building and is a vacant, grass- and tree-covered lot.   The site slopes down generally 
from west to east with an estimated 8 to 10 feet of vertical relief.  Design grades have not been 
finalized, however, Geotechnology assumes cuts and fills on the order of 5 feet will be needed to 
reach final design grades.  The site location and general topography of the area as per the U.S.G.S. 
map of the vicinity are shown on Plate 1.   
 
 

SECTION III - FIELD EXPLORATION AND LABORATORY TESTING 
 
FIELD EXPLORATION 
 
 The field exploration consisted of drilling six borings, designated as Borings B-1 through 
-6, at approximately the locations shown on Plate 2.  The borings were located in the field by a 
representative of Geotechnology.  If more precise data are required, a registered land surveyor 
should be retained to establish boring locations and elevations. 
   

The borings, with the exception of Boring B-6, were drilled to auger refusal using an 
ATV-mounted CME 550 rotary drill rig equipped with 3 3/4-inch hollow stem augers.  Boring B-
6 was terminated at a depth of 5 feet.  Borings B-1 and -4 were extended into the bedrock using 
NQ-rock coring techniques.  Standard penetration tests (SPTs) were performed using an 
automatic hammer.  Split-spoon and relatively undisturbed Shelby tube samples were obtained at 
the depths indicated on the boring logs presented in Appendix B.  An explanation of the terms 
and symbols used on the boring logs, as well as rock core descriptions, is also provided in 
Appendix B. 
 
 An engineer of Geotechnology provided technical direction during field exploration, 
observed drilling and sampling, assisted in obtaining samples and prepared logs of the material 
encountered.  The boring logs represent conditions observed at the time of exploration and have 
been edited to incorporate results of the laboratory tests. 
 
 Unless noted on the boring logs, the lines designating the changes between various strata 
represent approximate boundaries. The transition between materials may be gradual or may 
occur between recovered samples. The stratification given on the boring logs, or described 
herein, is for use by Geotechnology in its analyses and should not be used as the basis of design 
or construction cost estimates without realizing that there can be variation from that shown or 
described. 
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 The boring logs and related information depict subsurface conditions only at the specific 
locations and times where sampling was conducted.  The passage of time may result in changes 
in conditions, interpreted to exist, at the location where sampling was conducted. 

 
LABORATORY TESTING 
 
 Laboratory testing was performed on the soil samples to estimate pertinent engineering 
and index properties.  Moisture content and Atterberg limits tests were performed on selected 
cohesive soil samples.  Unconfined compression tests and unit weight determinations were 
performed on select Shelby tube samples.  Results of laboratory index tests are presented on the 
boring logs.   
 
 

SECTION IV - SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
STRATIGRAPHY   
  
 The general soil stratigraphy beneath the surficial grass and topsoil consists of soft to 
very stiff silty clay and high plastic clay to depths of 5 to 18 feet.  The cohesive soils in Borings 
B-1, -2 and -3 are underlain by soft shale to depths of 13 to 20.5 feet, which is underlain by 
alternating layers of shale and limestone bedrock.  The upper layer of soft shale was not present 
in Borings B-4, -5 and -6.   
 
 Auger or sampler refusal was encountered in each boring, except for B-6, at depths 
ranging from approximately 13 to 20.5 feet.   Recovered rock core in Borings B-1 and -4 
included hard, very finely crystalline, thin bedded, slightly to moderately weathered, limestone, 
and moderately hard to soft, gray and red, moderately weathered shale.  Rock core recoveries 
ranged from 60 to 100 percent, rock quality designations (RQD1) ranged from 10 to 65 percent.  
The majority of the core not recovered was in the shale beds, most likely from shale that broke 
down during the coring process.    
  
GROUNDWATER 
  
 Groundwater was not observed in the borings during drilling.   Groundwater levels may 
not have stabilized before backfilling, which is typical in less permeable, cohesive soil.  Water 
may also be trapped near the top of rock.  The lack of indicated groundwater levels may not 
represent present or future levels.  Groundwater levels may vary substantially over time due to 
the effects of seasonal variation in precipitation or other factors not evident at the time of 
exploration.  Excavations that remain open may collect water. 

                                                 
1  Rock Quality Designation (RQD) is the ratio of the sum of the pieces of core measuring 4 inches or larger to the 

total length of the cored interval, expressed as a percentage. 
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SECTION V – DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 Geotechnology should be allowed to review final foundation loads and plans to check 
that our recommendations have been properly implemented.  Depending on the final loads for 
the police station and underground parking garage, the recommendations given herein may 
require modifications, and/or additional field exploration and related analysis may be required. 
  
 Based on the results of the borings, the depth to rock varies from approximately 13 to 
20.5 feet across the proposed expansion site.  Rammed aggregate piers or rock-bearing 
foundations can be used due to the assumed relatively heavy column and wall loads.  High 
plasticity clay might be near the anticipated floor slab subgrade and will require remediation as 
discussed below.  
 
EXCAVATION AND SHORING 
 
 Excavation Slopes.  It appears that open-cut excavations could be used for a majority of 
the planned excavation.  Excavation slopes should be consistent with OSHA2 regulations.  The 
soil materials encountered during excavations for the proposed project are anticipated to consist 
of medium stiff to hard, silty clay, clay, and soft shale soils underlain by alternating layers of 
limestone and shale bedrock.  These materials can be classified as OSHA Type B soils with 
temporary slopes constructed at 1V:1H or flatter. 
 

Excavation depths and inclinations (including adjacent existing slopes) should not exceed 
those specified in local, state, or federal safety regulations (e.g., OSHA Health and Safety 
Standards for Excavations) 29 CFR Part 1926, or successor regulations.  The toe of the 
excavation slope should begin at least 5 feet beyond the outside edge of the structure.  Slope 
protection should be provided to reduce the potential for desiccation or inundation of the soils 
that could promote unstable conditions.  Desiccation could lead to cracking of the soils and 
inundation could result in erosion and/or a loss of shear strength.  Polyethylene sheeting should 
be installed over the face of the slope to reduce potential degradation from weather.  Surface 
water should be directed away from the top edges of the excavation and should not be permitted 
to flow onto the slope. 

 
 It is important to note that soils encountered in the construction excavations could vary 
across the site and that, even if the OSHA criteria are used, there is a potential for slope failure.  
If different subsurface conditions are encountered at the time of construction, Geotechnology 
recommends that we be contacted immediately to evaluate the conditions encountered and 
provide additional recommendations, if required. 
 

                                                 
2  Occupational Safety and Health Administration. 
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 Shoring.  Excavation to construct the basement level of the proposed police station might  
require temporary shoring next to the parking lot to the south.  Methods of excavation support 
include soldier piles and lagging (possibly anchored with tie-backs), soil nail walls, or tangent-
pile or secant-pile walls.  Retention systems must be designed to resist anticipated lateral earth 
pressures plus surcharge loads, if present.  Hydrostatic pressure must also be considered behind 
tangent-pile and secant-pile walls.  The retention system design must incorporate, as a minimum, 
the lateral pressures and pressure distribution as shown on Plate 3. 
 
 Project specifications should indicate the maximum permissible movement, particularly 
the lateral movement, if the retention system wall is to be used as the back form of the permanent 
wall.  The permanent wall should have increased thickness to accommodate the lateral load 
which will occur during construction. 

 
Construction site safety is the sole responsibility of the contractor, who is responsible for 

the means, methods, and sequencing of construction operations.  Temporary shoring and bracing 
must be consistent with local, state or federal safety regulations (e.g., OSHA Health and Safety 
Standards for Excavations) 29 CFR Part 1926, or successor regulations.  Great care and attention 
to details must be given for both design and installation of the retention system.  The depth and 
composition of fill and soil materials encountered in the construction excavation could vary from 
that observed in the borings.  As such, the performance of the retention system should be 
monitored by a qualified registered professional engineer. 
 
SITE GRADING 
 

Highly Plastic Clay.  Depending on final grades, highly plastic clay may be exposed at 
the below-grade floor slab subgrade.  Highly plastic clay occurring within 2 feet of lightly loaded 
footing subgrades (i.e., footings with a contact pressure of less than 1,500 psf) and within 3 feet 
of floor slab subgrade must be remediated as discussed herein.  As a measure to improve 
performance, highly plastic soil occurring in parking lots or paved-walk subgrades should also be 
remediated to a depth 12 inches. 
 

After highly plastic clay removal, the overexcavation can be backfilled with low 
plasticity soil (liquid limit less than 45 percent), minus-graded crushed limestone or excavated 
highly plastic material which is stabilized by incorporating hydrated lime such that the soil 
plasticity is reduced to a plasticity index less than 20 percent. The backfill should be placed and 
compacted as required in the Compaction Summary.  Funds should be provided in the 
construction budget for remedial treatment of high plasticity clay. 

 
The nominal method of treatment suggested above is based on generally accepted 

standards in the local engineering community.  Clay properties, including plasticity, moisture 
content, density, swell pressure, and mineralogy are extremely variable and can, in some 
instances, be conducive to more severe swell pressures and volume change potential than can be 
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mitigated by nominal treatment.  Consequently, when building or constructing pavements in an 
area where highly plastic clay is present, it should be recognized that there is an inherent risk that 
damage associated with shrink or swell of the soil can occur, even with remedial treatment of 
subgrade soil.  Alternatively, additional testing of the existing soils can be accomplished to estimate 
the minimum depth of removal and replacement of highly plastic soil required to neutralize the 
swell pressures and volume change exhibited by the clay at this site. 
 

Site Preparation.  In general, cut areas and areas to receive fill and backfill should be 
stripped of vegetation, topsoil, and pavement.  The exposed subgrade should be proofrolled.  Soft 
soil or yielding areas should be excavated and backfilled with soil or minus-graded, crushed 
limestone compacted to the minimum compaction level given in the Compaction Summary.   

 
Suitable Fill Materials.  Recommended off-site soils to be used for fill and backfill 

include low plasticity soil (liquid limit less than 45) and minus-graded, crushed rock.  The 
on-site silty clay soils are suitable for reuse as controlled fill.  The highly plastic clay may also be 
used for engineered fill, but should be restricted to a depth of at least 3 feet below planned slab 
subgrades and 1 foot below pavement subgrade. 
 
 Fill and Backfill Placement.  Fill or backfill should be placed in uniform lifts not 
exceeding 8 inches in thickness.  The fill should be systematically compacted until the minimum 
compaction given in the Compaction Summary is achieved.  The soil should be placed at a 
moisture content compatible with the required compaction.  Depending on the soil moisture at 
the time of construction, aeration or wetting may be required to achieve the required compaction.  
Deleterious material should not be included in the fill, and the fill should not be placed on soft 
materials or frozen ground. 
 

COMPACTION SUMMARY 
Category Minimum Compaction a,b 

Cohesive Soil  90% 
Minus-Graded, Crushed Rock  95% 

a Measured as a percent of the maximum dry unit weight as determined by the modified Proctor test 
(ASTM D 1557). 

b Moisture content within - 2% to + 3% of optimum moisture content. 
 

Trench Backfill.  Settlement of utility trench backfill can result in unsightly depressions.  
Settlement of trench backfill can be reduced by mechanically compacting the backfill in lifts to 
the minimum compaction levels given in the Compaction Summary.  Permeable material 
(i.e. clean rock or sand) should not be used for backfill.  Permeable backfill can promote piping 
of silty soils, can collect water and promote subgrade softening, or in the presence of potentially 
expansive soils, lead to heaving.  Project specifications should require the use of compacted, 
well-graded, crushed limestone or soil for trench backfill. 
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 Subgrade Protection.  Drainage of the construction areas should be provided to protect 
slab subgrades from the detrimental effects of weather conditions during construction.  Finished 
subgrades should be kept free of standing water.   
 
 Collection and Disposal of Site Water.  Managing of the site water is important in the 
successful performance of grade-supported systems.  Water from surface runoff and downspouts 
should be collected and discharged through a site drainage system. 
 

Control of surface runoff should be maintained in compliance with the rules and 
regulations set forth in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (1977).  Additionally, permits 
related to site grading activities and control of storm water during construction activities should 
be obtained from the applicable governmental jurisdiction(s). 
 
SHALLOW FOUNDATIONS 
 
 Soil-Supported Foundations.  Shallow foundations may be used for lightly loaded 
portions of the structure (i.e., column loads less than 200 kips).  Strip and spread footings can be 
proportioned for net allowable bearing pressures of 2,000 and 2,500 psf, respectively, provided they 
bear on firm, low plasticity, natural soil or compacted engineered fill.  The minimum lateral 
dimensions for strip and spread footings should be 18 and 24 inches, respectively.  Exterior footings 
and footings in unheated interior areas should be embedded at least 30 inches below the lowest 
adjacent exterior grade to provide protection from seasonal moisture variations and frost 
penetration.   
 
 Soft soil could be exposed at bearing levels in some footing excavations.  These excavations 
should be extended through soft zones to stiffer soil.  The overexcavation can be backfilled with 
lean concrete. 
 

Settlement.  Shallow foundations, proportioned and constructed as recommended above, 
could settle approximately 1 inch.  Differential settlement between any two adjacent footings can 
be approximately 3/4 inch.  Estimated settlement values contained in this report are based on 
index properties of the soil and our experience with similar projects. 

 
Rock-Supported Foundations. Depending on final grades, and the basement location, 

some footings may bear directly on bedrock.  Spread foundations supported on the underlying 
bedrock may be designed for a net allowable bearing pressure of 5,000 psf.  Foundations should 
be extended through the weathered rock to bear on more competent rock, which may underlie a 
few feet of weathered rock.  Rock will generally be considered competent if it cannot be 
removed by a Caterpillar 225 or larger excavator. The bearing surface of foundations should be 
observed by a registered professional engineer knowledgeable in geotechnical engineering or his 
representative to determine that the bearing surface is capable of supporting the design bearing 
pressures.   
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 Settlement of Rock-Supported Foundations.  Based on our experience with similar 
projects, the settlement of rock-supported foundations, designed and installed in accordance with 
the recommendations in this report, is expected to be less than 1/2 inch. 

 
 Spread Foundation Construction Considerations. The bottom of the excavation should 
generally be level; however, it is permissible to excavate vertical steps if required to expose 
sound bedrock.  Any vertical, soil-filled seams exposed in the bottom of the excavation should be 
hand cleaned or power-washed to remove the soil.  Loose rock and rock loosened by blasting or 
mechanical methods should be removed from all foundation excavations.   

 
Frost heave is generally not a problem for rock-supported footings; therefore, the minimum 

depth of footing embedment will be controlled as required for structural considerations.  Loose rock 
should be removed from all foundations. 

 
Lateral Resistance.  Lateral loads can be resisted by frictional resistance between the base 

of the footings and the bearing material.  Resistance to sliding can be computed assuming an 
ultimate coefficient of friction of 0.35 for soil and 0.55 for shale or limestone.  Appropriate 
safety factors should be applied to determine the allowable sliding resistance. The maximum 
resistance should be limited to 1,000 psf.   

 
Ultimate passive resistance for footings, if required, can be computed assuming an 

equivalent fluid pressure of 250 pounds per cubic foot (pcf) (soil) and 400 pcf (rock).  Safety 
factors should be applied to determine allowable sliding and passive resistances (typical factor of 
safety of 3).  Passive resistance in the top 30 inches of soil should be neglected due to seasonal 
variations in moisture and frost penetration.  Passive soil resistance for spread footings on rock 
should be neglected because of strain incompatibility between the rock and soil.  Passive 
resistance in the top 2 feet of rock should also be neglected.   

 
Uplift Resistance.  Uplift loads can be resisted with the dead weight of the footings and 

the structure, and frictional resistance between the sides of the footings and the soil and rock. An 
allowable resistance of 300 psf can be considered for frictional resistance between the sides of 
the footings and the soil, if the footings are earth-formed or compacted backfill is placed around 
them.  For footings in rock, an allowable resistance of 1,000 psf can be considered.  Frictional 
resistance in the top 30 inches of soil should be neglected due to seasonal variations in moisture 
and frost penetration.  Frictional resistance in the top 2 feet of rock should also be neglected.   

 
Specialty Ground Improvement Piers.  As an alternative to shallow foundations, ground 

improvement consisting of aggregate piers may be considered to support the proposed footings 
with loads up to 500 kips.  Conventional spread footings bearing on aggregate piers may be 
designed using a net allowable bearing pressure of 5,000 psf. 
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Aggregate piers are constructed by drilling a vertical borehole to remove a column of 
soil, typically about 30 inches in diameter, or displacing a column of soil with a mandrel.  The 
base of the excavated or displaced soil column is backfilled with clean crushed aggregate tamped 
with a mandrel/ram to create a compacted aggregate bulb.  The ground improvement element is 
built on top of the bottom bulb by placing additional thin lifts of compacted clean aggregate.  
The result is a dense column of aggregate.    

 
It should be noted that ground improvement elements are proprietary foundation systems 

designed and constructed by a ground improvement contractor.  Consequently, a ground 
improvement contractor should be contacted to determine the suitability of their system for use at 
this location as well as to confirm the bearing capacity value for the final foundation design.  The 
following ground improvement contractors are available in the St. Louis Region: Geopier 
Foundation Company Inc., Hayward Baker Inc., and Subsurface Constructors Inc.  The 
contractor should prepare its design based on the allowable design bearing pressure while 
maintaining total settlements of less than 1 inch.  Geotechnology is available to review and 
advise on specific ground improvement methods. 

 
DEEP FOUNDATIONS 
 

Axial Capacity.  Drilled shafts bearing on the underlying bedrock can be proportioned for 
an allowable end-bearing pressure of 20 kips per square foot (ksf) provided they are socketed 
approximately 1 foot into bedrock.  If higher capacities are needed, the shafts may be further 
socketed into the bedrock.  Consequently, shaft capacity could be equal to the summation of the 
following: (1) the end area of the pier multiplied by the allowable end-bearing pressure and (2) 
the competent rock socket surface area multiplied by the allowable skin friction value.  An 
allowable side frictional resistance of 15 pounds per square inch (psi) may be applied to a rock 
socket in shale or limestone.  Should structural loads require rock sockets deeper than the depth 
of the rock cores of this exploration, additional borings and rock coring should be performed.   
 
 The allowable bearing pressure of the bedrock given herein is based on the inherent 
strength of the intact rock and on the influence of jointing, fracturing, and solution features.  A 
bearing elevation can be determined prior to drilled shaft excavation by drilling foundation 
inspection holes within the footprint of each shaft.   
 

Rock socket sidewalls should be free of clay seams, soft and highly weathered rock, and 
voids.  Only the portion of the sidewall in competent rock should be relied on to provide friction 
capacity.  Consequently, the rock sockets might need to be deepened in order to provide the 
required competent rock socket surface area.  We recommend observing the excavated rock 
sockets remotely using a downhole camera prior to concrete placement. 

 
 Uplift Capacity.  Uplift resistance for drilled shafts bearing on limestone can be computed 
considering the following: (1) bouyant weight of concrete, (2) skin friction between concrete and 
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the soil.  Allowable skin friction can be applied at a rate of 250 psf for the natural soil and 
compacted fill. Resistance in the upper 30 inches of the shaft should be neglected due to seasonal 
variations in moisture content and frost penetration. If higher uplift capacities are needed, the 
shaft can be socketed into the bedrock.  In lieu of soil skin friction, allowable skin friction in 
shale or limestone can be applied at a rate of 10 psi. 
 
 Settlement.  Based on our experience, settlement of drilled shaft foundations, designed 
and constructed in accordance with the recommendations in this report, is expected to be about 
1/2 inch or less.  Elastic compression of the piers, however, should be evaluated by the structural 
engineer. 

 
Lateral Resistance.  Lateral capacity of drilled shafts for various lateral deflections could 

be determined by using the computer program LPILE.  If requested, Geotechnology could 
evaluate the lateral capacity of drilled shafts.  Please note that the LPILE inputs are ultimate 
values and the resulting calculated loads and deflections should have an appropriate factor of 
safety applied.  Based on the laboratory results and our experience, soil parameters for use in the 
lateral load analysis program LPILE are given in the following table. 
 

SOIL PARAMETERS FOR LATERAL LOAD ANALYSIS 

Soil Type Soil Model 

Angle of 
Internal 
Friction 
(degrees) 

Undrained 
Shear 

Strength 
(psf) 

Static 
Soil 

Modulus, 
k (pci) 

Strain 
Parameter 

E50 

Effective 
Unit 

Weight 
(pcf) 

Moist 
Unit 

Weight
(pcf) 

Silty Clay, 
Clay, Soft 

Shale 
Stiff Clay n/a 1,500 n/a 0.005 63 125 

 

ROCK PARAMETERS FOR STATIC LATERAL LOAD ANALYSIS 

Rock Type 
Soil 

Model 

Effective 
Unit 

Weight 
(pcf) 

Moist 
Unit 

Weight 
(pcf) 

Young’s 
Modulus,

Er 
(psi) 

Uniaxial 
Compressive 

Strength 
(psi) 

RQD 
(Percent)

krm 

Strong Rock, 
Slightly Weathered 
to Fresh Limestone 

Strong 
Rock 

97 160 n/a 2,500* n/a n/a 

 *Maximum value allowable by LPILE ver 6.0 
 

Construction Considerations.  Drill rigs should be capable of exerting a minimum torque of 
50,000 foot-pounds and a positive crowd force of at least 35,000 pounds.  Flat-plate augers should 
not be permitted.  Augers should have carbide cutting teeth. 
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The drilling contractor should be prepared to use temporary, single or double casing to 
reduce water inflow and/or sidewall collapse into the shaft.  The drilled piers should have less than 
1/2 inch of accumulated sediment at the base, prior to concrete placement.  Additionally, the 
piers should be dewatered prior to the placement of concrete.  If the piers cannot be dewatered 
such that no more than 2 inches of water is present prior to concrete placement, then concrete 
should be placed using an approved wet placement method.   
  
FLOOR SLABS 
 

A slab-on-grade floor can be used for the proposed building.  The high plastic clay must 
be remediated, as previously discussed.  The floor slab should be underlain by a minimum 6-inch 
thick layer of well-graded crushed rock and compacted as indicated in the Compaction Summary.  
A 6-mil or thicker plastic sheet should be placed below the floor to reduce the potential for 
moisture to permeate the slab and the potential for mold growth within habitable sections of the 
building.  Notwithstanding other structural considerations, slab-on-grade floors should be 
designed to allow for differential movements that normally occur between the floor slab, 
columns, and foundation walls. 

 
LATERAL EARTH PRESSURES  
 

Below grade walls should be designed to withstand lateral earth pressures caused by the 
adjacent soil.  Design lateral pressures from surcharge loads should be added to the lateral earth 
pressure load.  Lateral earth pressures can vary with wall restraint conditions, type of backfill, 
slope of ground surface behind the wall and method of backfill compaction.  Highly plastic soil 
should not be used as wall backfill since considerable lateral loads can develop with these 
potentially expansive soils.   
  
 Design values are provided in the following table for soil lateral loads on walls with 
horizontal backfill, subject to active and at-rest conditions.  For below grade walls in which 
tilting or deflection is not tolerable at-rest lateral earth pressure conditions should be assumed.   
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At-Rest and Active Lateral Earth Pressure Values 
On Below Grade Walls with Horizontal Backfill 

Description of Backfill 
Design soil lateral load (psf per foot of depth) 

At-rest Active 
Inorganic clays of low to medium 
plasticity; e.g., silty clay (CL) 

65h + 0.55q 50h + 0.40q 

Well-graded crushed rock;  
e.g., 3/4-inch minus (GW-GM) 

50h + 0.40q 30h + 0.30q 

 
Where: 

 h = depth below adjacent grade, feet 
 q = surcharge load, psf 
 

 In giving these values, it is assumed that hydrostatic pressures will not develop behind 
walls and that the wall backfill will be compacted as recommended in the Site Grading section of 
this report.  Therefore, the walls should be provided with a drain system to allow for dissipation 
of water.  Undrained walls can be subjected to additional pressures from groundwater, perched 
water, pipe leakage or surface water infiltration.   
 
 For the above equations to be valid for sand or gravel backfill, the backfill should be 
placed in a wedge extending upward and away from the edge of the wall footing at a 45-degree 
angle or flatter.  If sand and gravel are to be placed within a steeper wedge, the values for low 
plasticity soil given above should be used.  Further, soft uncompacted soil on the excavation 
slope should be removed prior to placement of backfill.  Design drawings should reflect this 
requirement. 
 
SUBSURFACE DRAINAGE 
 
 Although groundwater was not observed in the borings, infiltration and collection of sur-
face water behind below-grade walls could occur.  Geotechnology recommends constructing a 
subsurface drainage system, as shown on Plate 4, around the perimeter of below-grade walls.  
The subsurface drainage system can consist of 6-inch PVC or equivalent pipe with 1/4- or 
3/8-inch perforations; the pipe must be laid with the perforations down and enveloped with drain 
filter having a gradation in the range shown on Plate 4.  The drainage filter must be surrounded 
with Mirafi 140 filter cloth or equivalent.  The drainage system should be routed to a sump for 
collection and disposal to the sewer system. 
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SEISMICITY 
 
 Per the general procedures of Section 1613.5 of 2009 International Building Code (IBC), the 
soil profile at the project site can be defined as Class C, Very Dense Soil and Soft Rock.  The 
assessment of the soil and/or rock properties below the boring termination depth is based on our 
professional opinion in accordance with Section 1613 of IBC 2009.  Spectral response acceleration 
at short periods (Ss) and at 1-second periods (S1) of 0.52 g and 0.16 g, respectively, can be used. 
 
PAVEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

 
The durability of any pavement section depends significantly on good maintenance and on 

sufficient subgrade and surface drainage.  Pavement section service life can decrease substantially 
if the pavement is constructed on a poor subgrade, uncontrolled fill, if the pavement has poor 
surface or subsurface drainage, and/or if the pavement is not maintained.  Periodic maintenance, 
such as crack filling and sealing, is also required for pavement sections to achieve their design life.  

 
Pavement Considerations.  A detailed pavement design and analysis was beyond the scope 

of our services.  Standard asphalt concrete pavement design for a given service life requires 
evaluation of the soil by CBR tests or other methods, estimates of daily traffic volumes and axle 
weights.  For this project, concrete pavements may be designed assuming a vertical subgrade 
modulus of 150 pci or less.  The asphalt pavements may be designed assuming a CBR value of 3 or 
less. 

 
 Based on our experience of typical pavement sections constructed in this area, a 10-inch 
crushed rock base with a 4-inch asphalt section is often used in high traffic areas, and an 8-inch 
base with a 3-inch asphalt pavement section is often used in parking areas.  Where heavy 
channelized wheel loads are concentrated, particularly in front of trash dumpsters, loading docks, 
etc., a 7-inch concrete section underlain by 4-inches of base course is often used.  Proper joint 
reinforcing should be provided at concrete pavement joints. 

 
Pavement sections thinner than those determined from design methods are frequently used 

and often perform adequately.  Maintenance or an overlay is generally required sooner with 
reduced thickness sections than would be required for a designed section.  Regardless of the 
pavement section selected, the top 12 inches of subgrade should be compacted to the density and 
moisture content presented in the Compaction Summary given in the Site Grading section of this 
report.     
  
 If pavements are not constructed immediately after grading, the subgrade should be shaped 
to prevent ponding.  Minor ponding, of even short duration, can cause softening of a soil subgrade 
to a significant depth.  If there is substantial lapse of time between grading and paving, or if the 
subgrade is disturbed by construction activities, the subgrade should be proofrolled with a loaded, 
tandem-axle dump truck or equivalent equipment.  Soft spots observed during initial construction or 
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proofrolling should be removed and replaced with compacted soil or rock, possibly combined with a 
geotextile or geogrid.  The rock base course and soil subgrade should be compacted as 
recommended in the Site Grading section of this report. 
 
 Depending on when the pavement is constructed, the subgrade may not support construction 
equipment such as rock trucks or asphalt trucks, which have substantially heavier axle loads than 
those vehicles, which the pavement section is designed to support.  Such conditions will be more 
apparent during wetter periods of the year.  Excavation of soft subgrade and placement of additional 
base course and/or geogrid may be required to construct the pavement during these periods. 
 
 

SECTION VI - RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL SERVICES 
 

The conclusions and recommendations given in this report are based on interpretation of 
exploration data and Geotechnology’s experience.  The client must recognize that variations 
might occur from conditions observed in the boring. Design recommendations are based on data 
from the boring and sampling procedures.  Actual subsurface conditions might vary from the 
boring location.  Therefore, design recommendations are subject to adjustment in the field, based 
on subsurface conditions encountered during construction.  Since the intent of the design 
recommendations is best understood by Geotechnology it is imperative to involve 
Geotechnology in the final design and construction process.  Observation services are viewed as 
a continuation of the design process.  Geotechnology will not be responsible for improper use of 
recommendations or failure by others to recognize conditions that might be detrimental to the 
successful completion of the project, or its performance. 
 
 Foundation plans should be reviewed by Geotechnology as part of construction services 
to observe that recommendations have been correctly implemented.  On-site services are 
required during foundation construction and site grading since placement techniques can 
significantly impact the completed project.  Subgrades in foundations should be observed prior to 
placement of concrete to establish that the soil conditions are consistent with the conditions 
encountered during the field explorations. Of particular concern is the presence of uncontrolled 
fill below new foundations and floor slabs. 
 
 Construction observation is intended to enhance compliance with project plans and 
specifications.  It is not insurance, nor does it constitute a warranty or guarantee of any type. In 
all cases, contractors et. al. should be held responsible for the quality of their work and for 
adhering to plans and specifications. 
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SECTION VII - LIMITATIONS OF REPORT 
 

This report has been prepared on behalf of and for the exclusive use of the client for 
specific application to the named project as described herein.  If this report is provided to 
prospective contractors, the client should make it clear that the information is provided for factual 
data only and not as a warranty of subsurface conditions included in this report.  Unanticipated soil 
or rock conditions may require the expenditure of additional funds to attain a properly constructed 
project.  Therefore, some contingency fund is recommended to accommodate such potential extra 
costs. 

 
Geotechnology has attempted to conduct the services reported herein in a manner consistent 

with that level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by members of the profession currently 
practicing in the same locality and under similar conditions.  The recommendations and conclusions 
contained in this report are professional opinions.  No other representation, expressed or implied, is 
included or intended. 

 
Unless specifically stated in our proposal or this report, the scope of our services for this 

phase of the project did not include any environmental assessment or investigation for the presence 
or absence of wetlands or hazardous or toxic material in the soil, surface water, groundwater or air, 
on or below or around this site.  Any statements in this report or on the boring logs regarding odors 
noted or unusual or suspicious items or conditions observed are strictly for the information of our 
client.  Our scope did not include any services to investigate or detect the presence of mold or any 
other biological contaminants (such as spores, fungus, bacteria, viruses, and the by-products of such 
organisms) on and around the site, or any services designed or intended to prevent or lower the risk 
of the occurrence of an infestation of mold or other biological contaminants. 

 
The analyses, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report are based on the 

data obtained from the subsurface exploration.  The field exploration methods used indicate 
subsurface conditions only at the specific locations where samples were obtained, only at the time 
they were obtained, and only to the depths penetrated.  Discrete sampling cannot be relied on to 
accurately reflect natural variations in stratigraphy that may exist between sample locations and/or 
intervals.  Unless specifically noted, the scope of our services did not include an assessment of the 
effects of flooding and natural erosion of adjacent creeks or rivers on the project site. 

 
The recommendations included in this report have been based in part on assumptions about 

natural variations in site stratigraphy that may only be completely evaluated during earthwork and 
foundation construction.  Accordingly, Geotechnology should be retained to perform construction 
observation and complete its geotechnical engineering service using observational methods.  
Geotechnology cannot assume liability for the adequacy of its recommendations when they are used 
in the field without Geotechnology being retained to observe construction. 
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The conclusions or recommendations presented in this report should not be used if the 
nature, design, or location of the facilities is changed or if there is a substantial lapse in time 
between the submittal of this report and the start of work at the site.  If changes are contemplated, 
Geotechnology must review them to assess their impact on findings, conclusions, and/or design 
recommendations given in this report.  Geotechnology will not be responsible for any claims, 
damages, or liability associated with any other party’s interpretations of the subsurface data or reuse 
of the subsurface data or engineering analyses in this report without our express written 
authorization. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR 
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT 
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APPENDIX B 
 

LOGS OF BORINGS B-1 THROUGH -6 
BORING LOG:  TERMS AND SYMBOLS 

ROCK CORE DESCRIPTIONS
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ROCK CORE PHOTOGRAPH
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BORING B-1 

 RUN DEPTH, FT RECOVERY, % RQD, % 
 1 13-14 100 0 
 2 14-19 100 10 
 3 19-23 60 19 

J023346.01             New Police Station and Parking Garage       B-1 
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BORING B-4 

 RUN DEPTH, FT RECOVERY, % RQD, % 
 1 18-19.5 67 28 
 2 19.5-24.5 83 65 
 3 24.5-29.5 73 43 
 

 
BORING B-4 

 RUN DEPTH, FT RECOVERY, % RQD, % 
 3 24.5-29.5 73 43 
 4 29.5-33.0 100 57 
 

J023346.01             New Police Station and Parking Garage       B-4 

J023346.01             New Police Station and Parking Garage       B-4 
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Page 1 of 4

MEETING MINUTES

GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 23, 2014

CITY OF CREVE COEUR MULITIPURPOSE ROOM
300 N NEW BALLAS ROAD, CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 63141

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Task Force Chair Ken Balk called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  

Task Force members present: Ken Balk, Chair
Al Schopp, Vice-Chair
Dick Kutta, 
James Faron, 
Jeff Rosenthal, 
Beth Kistner, 
Barry Glantz, Mayor, Ex - Officio
Dr. Bob Hoffman, Council Liaison

Absent members:  Kevin Rejent 
Fran Cantor 

With (5) members in attendance, a quorum was present.

Staff member present: Mark Perkins, City Administrator
Jeff Hartman, Police Sergeant  
Jim Heines, Director of Public Works
Paul Langdon, AICP, Director of Community Dev.
George Seifried, Project Manager

Also Present:  Art Bond and Sue Pruchnicki, Bond Architects.

II. MEETING MINUTES

1. Election of Chair And Vice Chair
Mark Perkins opened with stating the Task Force needs to elect a Chair and Vice Chair.  
The Chair will run the meetings, but in his absence the Vice Chair will fill in for the Chair.

Dick Kutta nominated Ken Balk for Chair.  The motion was seconded and unanimously 
approved.   
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 23, 2014

Page 2 of 4

Al Shopp volunteered for the Vice Chair position.  A motion was made to appoint Mr. 
Schopp as Vice Chair and unanimously approved.

Mr. Perkins turned the meeting over to the Mr. Balk.   

Ken Balk states it’s his understanding we are going to hear a presentation from the 
Architect.

2. Discussion/Review of March 26 Building Tour  

Mr. Perkins asked for any comments in reaction to the tour provided to the Task Force members 
on March 26.   

 Ken Balk States the building is a mess, and someone could get lost in here.

 Beth Kistner stated the building is far worse than she had imagined. 

Mr. Kutta stated he is looking forward to hearing the Architect’s comments.  He made a list of 
technical items he has questions about, but he suspects the Architects will cover them.

Sue Pruchnicki, Bond Architects states they will cover most of the items and open up for 
questions.

3. Presentation – Bond Architects

Art Bond and Sue Pruchnicki with Bond Architects.

Mr. Bond explains background information for Bond Architects.

Mr. Bond explained the system they used in proposing changes to the building to allow 
it to function better from an employee and a visitor’s point of view.

Mr. Bond discussed settlement issues.  The building is masonry construction and is not 
designed for high winds and seismic events.  They did not explore retrofitting the 
building for this because it would not be cost feasible.

Ms. Pruchnicki discussed the overall deficiencies with the building and areas which 
need improvements.

Ms. Pruchnicki presented solutions that can be made to correct the building 
deficiencies.  Solutions include Option 1A: Renovation to existing building without 
upgrading major building systems and adding a second drive to the rear of the parking 
lot.   Option 1:  Is the same as option 1A but also includes upgrading to major building 
systems. 

Mr. Kutta discusses his thoughts on the energy efficiency of the HVAC System and how 
well it performs considering the age of the systems.

Ms. Pruchnicki continues presentation and discussion of options 1 and 1A.

Mr. Balk stated in these options we have taken roughly 6 areas and made corrections 
while the rest of the building is still chaos.
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 23, 2014

Page 3 of 4

Ms. Kistner stated she thinks taking file storage off site would be helpful.

Mr. Perkins stated it is something we have looked at and it is being worked on and 
converting files to electronic is also being investigated.

Mr. Balk stated we need a document management solution for every department and a 
document clerk to manage it.

Ms. Pruchnicki reviewed Option 2: This option involves locating the Community Center 
functions off site.  This option would rearrange most of the departments and give them 
additional space.  All police functions will be on one level.

Mr. Perkins states we want to consider space for the West Central Dispatch Center, 
which is likely to need additional space in the future as a result of expansion. The 
current facility is small and does not allow for an area to grow.  

Ms. Pruchnicki reviewed Option 3:  Addresses improvements we already discussed 
including relocating community center offsite.  The back wing would be removed, which 
is causing a lot of problems with the levels matching up, and then build a new police 
station onsite.  The sally port would become a public works garage; the gun range 
would remain where it is located now.  

Ms. Prunchnicki reviewed Option 4:  A completely new building would be built on site, 
existing building will be demolished.  Everyone would have to move out and temporary 
relocate during construction.

Ms. Kistner ask if the community center functions would move off site.

Ms. Prunchniki states the community center functions preferably would move off site, 
because of a lack of parking.

Mayor Glantz asked if the vision of a new GC would be the same size.

Mr. Bond states the new GC would be larger because several areas would be enlarged 
to accommodate the request staff made for additional space needs.  

Ms. Prunchniki reviewed Options 5 & 6:  Idea of a GC located on a different site, either 
building a new building or reusing an existing building and remodeling it to suit the City’s 
Needs.

Mr. Perkins stated that most of our office space can function in a general office space 
and there is plenty of office space available in town.  Therefore, an option would be to 
relocate the general office functions to another existing office building in the city and 
keep police on this site and renovate the building to suit their needs.

Ms. Kistner says she does not feel we should split up city functions.

Mr. Bond states the department heads echoed city functions should stay together in one 
building or at least on the same site.

Ms. Kisnter asked if we have any buildings in mind for options 5 &6.
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 23, 2014

Page 4 of 4

Mr. Perkins states he feels if we keep all the functions together,  it will be tough to find a 
space large and diverse enough to meet our needs.    

Dr. Hoffman is in favor to build a separate police building and then renovate this building 
for the GC.  

Mr. Faron asked how often the shooting range is used.

Sgt. Hartman stated the range is used on a daily bases, and we allow other agencies to 
use it.  The range is a relationship builder and no fee is charged.

Dr. Hoffman stated if we are going to build a new building then he feels we should 
definitely include enough space to include the dispatch center.

Ms. Prunchniki stated no abatement or new furniture or fixtures have been figured for 
any of the options.    

Mr. Heines stated we spent $1 million when the City purchased the building and 
renovated it.  This did not include any abatement in the unfinished wing.

Mr. Balk stated we need to address any future annexation the city may have and make 
sure the design of the GC will be large enough to accommodate City expansion.

The Task Force continued a general discussion of all the options and kicking around 
different scenarios for options 3 and 4.  Options 3 and 4 are the most desirable and the 
preferred way to progress with the Space Analysis Study.   

III. NEXT SCHEULED MEETING
Wednesday, May 7, 2014 – 5:30 PM 

IV. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 7:40 pm
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Page 1 of 8

MEETING MINUTES

GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2014

CITY OF CREVE COEUR MULITIPURPOSE ROOM
300 N NEW BALLAS ROAD, CREVE COEUR, MISSOURI 63141

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

Task Force Chair Ken Balk called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.  

Task Force members present: Ken Balk, Chair
Al Schopp, Vice-Chair
Dick Kutta, 
James Faron, 
Jeff Rosenthal, 
Beth Kistner, 
Barry Glantz, Mayor, Ex - Officio
Dr. Bob Hoffman, Council Liaison
Kevin Rejent 
Fran Cantor 

With (5) members in attendance, a quorum was present.

Staff member present: Mark Perkins, City Administrator
Jeff Hartman, Police Sergeant  
Jim Heines, Director of Public Works
George Seifried, Project Manager

Absent Staff:  Paul Langdon, AICP, Director of Community Dev.
Glenn Eidman, Chief of Police

Also Present:  Art Bond and Sue Pruchnicki, Bond Architects.

II. MEETING MINUTES

1. Call to Order
Ken Balk called the meeting to order.  Mr. Balk asked everyone to introduce 
themselves, speak loud and clearly so the meeting minutes could be transcribed.

2. Wednesday, April 23, 2014 Meeting Summery
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2014

Page 2 of 8

Mr. Balk asked if anyone had comments regardingwith respect to April 23, 2014 
meeting minutes.

Dick Kutta asked about the last minute changes to the minutes.

George Seifried stated the changes to the minutes were request by Mr. Balk.  The 
cChanges were Mr. Balk stated we need a document management solution for every 
department and a document clerk to manage it.  Mr. Balk also stated we need to 
address any future annexation the city may have and make sure the design of the 
Government Center (GC) will be large enough to accommodate City expansion.

Task Force continued a general discussion of annexation.

Beth Kistner stated to Mark Perkins she did not think the City had plans for annexation.  
If annexation is raised then the balancing point should be taken into account.

Mr. Balk asked what she means by balancing point taken into account.

Beth Kisnter stated that annexation is not anticipated at this time for purposes of review 
options there are no annexation plans to take into account.

Mr. Balk stated he feels there are two schools of thought whether you should plan for 
the future.  One is you plan for the future you put in provisions for growth and instead of 
growing to the right, you grow to the left, then whatever you did on the right side is 
wasted.  You do what you have to do and if it cost you a little more in the long run at 
least you don’t waste anything by having redundancy.  The second thought is perhaps it 
could be done in a short form using a map, outline an area we may consider 
annexation.  Then using the density do a rough approximation of residential and 
commercial population then the Police Department could figure out what it would cost to 
cover that area and then an estimation of how much revenue would be generated from 
taxes.  Using this information if this is going to add 5 more employees and 20 more 
cars, we may not do anything.  Suggest getting some insight, a gut feeling for it and 
then move on.  

James Faron asked if we had to provide a speculation approach to annexation and are 
we obligated.

Mr. Perkins stated we are not obligated unless you want to leave open a possibility for 
annexation.  We have done this every 5 years it is essentially a map plan submitted to 
St. Louis Boundary Commission.  We have submitted consistently and the only area 
available for annexation is to our north in unincorporated area in the range of 12-15,000.  
If you look long range it absolutely is a possibility for the City.  Is it likely, not in today’s 
environment; the economics don’t point toward annexation for example there are some 
commercial areas to the north, which would provide tax revenue, but its pool tax dollars 
not point of sale.  The Boundary Commission would require we take a certain amount of 
residential homes as part of the annexation which would equate back to our service 
levels such as back door trash services, leaf and limb pickup.  So the economics are not 
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2014

Page 3 of 8

real positive toward annexation, but things could change in the future because maybe 
the sales tax formula changes, maybe St. Louis County tries to make it more attractive 
for Cities to annex.  All those things can change, but they have been pretty consistent 
for the last 20 years.  It is difficult to speculate, and it is not very likely.

Mr. Kutta asked when the annexation documents were done last.

Mr. Perkins stated the map plan does not have a detail analysis of a particular area 
annexation area.  A detailed analysis would be perused if we thought there would be 
some resalable benefits to the City.   

Mr. Kutta stated we are trying to get an idea of how big this grape fruit is.  Is it 5 more 
people and a police car, or is it 20 more people, if this were to occur and if it were to 
occur would it change our space plan?  

Mr. Perkins stated we can certainly provide the service area and what the population of 
the area is and its substantial, its 12-15,000 and we are 18,000 now.  We can pull that 
kind of data together.

Mr. Balk asked if the annex commission require us to take the whole thing, or just part.

Mr. Perkins stated as long as there are some reasonable breaks they would allow a 
partial annexation.

Jim Heines stated it could overlap with Maryland heights, what we are looking at to the 
north; they may be looking at to the south. 

Mr. Perkins stated it could be, but plans submitted in the past there has not been 
overlap.  The residences in the past are pretty happy being independent and if there is 
any lean they seem to be partial toward Creve Coeur.  Maryland Heights doesn’t seem 
to show any interest.

Sue Pruchnicki stated they did take in to account as the economy improves some 
additional staff; a plan reviewer and a building inspector.

Mr. Balk asked if there are any more comments on annexation. 

Mr. Balk stated his general consensus was to stay at this site, have a separate building 
for the police and GC, police parking would be in an underground garage, and main 
building would be GC, which would beand Administration and Community Center 
Functions. The circulation of the site is important and we would consider adding a data 
management study to tie down a use for dead archive and discard old records.  The 
data management study is a priority so it is can be tied into the master plan.  

Mr. Balk stated he thought we could move the shooting range to the new building by 
sawing it into sections and using a building relocation contractor., pick it up on truck and 
move it.
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GOVERNMENT CENTER ASSESSMENT TASK FORCE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 7, 2014

Page 4 of 8

Ms. Kistner stated the draft report addresses the items Mr. Balk outlined above.

Mr. Kutta stated he feels the draft report was conclusive that we should about demoing 
the existing building and he is not 100% sure that needs to happen.  A; at least a portion 
of the building is worth recovering. 

Ms. Pruchnicki stated our originally it was there opinion was a smaller step would be 
taken to renovate the existing building; it wasn’t until after the hearing Task Force 
Committee comments at the last meeting the opinion was givenperception for a larger 
solution was desired.  We have to keep in mind the most important component is how 
the community will perceive the project.One of the most important steps to take is how 
much the community may be willing to spend on the project.

Mr. Faron asked if the only difference in options 3 and 4 are is obliterating the GC.
completely tearing down the government center.

Art Bond stated option 3 takes in to account a large remodel to the existing GC of for 
the portion that would remain after the demodemolition.

Mr. Bond stated if you will look at the schedule wethey provided the length of time 
legthn to do option 3 is about 10 months longer, because you have to shuffle staff 
around during construction.  In option 4 staff willould be moved temporarily moved off 
site.  

Ms. Pruchnicki stated the police would stay in the existing GC until the new building 
Police Station isfor them was built, then they would move relocate to the new building.  
After the police move out then demolition and remodeling the GC would 
startcommence.

Kevin Rejent asked if option 3 includes a newthe gym would be rebuilt as part of the 
renovationsGC remodel.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated in option 3 the gym would not be rebuilt, but we could find another 
place to put it.option 3 includes the cost to build a new recreational facility on another 
piece of ground the city already owns.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated it is there understanding the committee had a strong desire to 
keep the GC functionsrecreational facility functions onsite.

Mr. Perkins stated keeping the multipurpose room and meeting rooms would be 
available to the public, but you would lose the gym.  It would not make sense to tear 
down an elementary school size gym and building another elementary school size gym.  
The project cost start to increase with adding a full size gym and most people are not 
going to want the gym by itself, they will want other amenities with it.  Building a 
recreation center is a different project itself and has come up over the years.
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Mr. Rejent stated if we go down that path then we need to figure out how to allow Parks 
and Rec. to have a larger budget to deal with the deficit created from larger facilities.

Mr. Kutta asked Ms. Pruchnicki why she feels the gym needs to go away.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated the arrangement of the facility and a lack of parking on the site 
causes a conflict.  Building a gym onsite to the current standards does not allow for 
enough parking spaces to meet city ordinances.

Ms. Pruchnicki asked if the committee understands its purpose, because Bond 
Architects is not sure what our role is here. the roll the group will pay in figuring the 
financial side of the project.  Is are main purpose to make a recommendation based on 
what we feel is the best solution regarding the existing needs for the facility or do we 
factor in for the financial feasibility.  We are not sure what our role is here.

Mr. Perkins stated that is a great question for the Mayor and Council Lesson.

Mr. Balk stated we have two options.  Option 1One this is what we are going to spend 
and that’s it,; you get what you can get for that amount of money, or option 2second you 
decide this is what are needs are and then decide how you are going to pay for it.  Now 
if you cannot’t raise the money to pay for it, then you have to go back and lower your 
expectations.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated she was hoping this was the approach we wouldwanted to take.

Mr. Perkins statedrecapped on the reason Bond Architects was hired isto tell us what 
ourwe needs are,. tThen helping us withfigure out the financials position after the needs 
assessment study is complete. 

Fran Cantor stated she wants to know how we are going to handle the politics.  Will the 
project need to come to P&Z, and then go to council; are we going to have all these 
neighbors organizing and coming in masses to protest.  How are we going to handle it.

Al ShoppSchopp asked if we agree a standalone police station is the desire so we can 
agree on this and move on to the next other things.

Dr. Bob Hoffman stated he is getting thehat impression a standalone Police Station is 
desired.  Politices are important Fran, but I think those issues are the councils problem, 
not this committees concern.  Our goal is to present the best facility that we think we 
need.

Mr. Kutta stated it helps to know how big the ballpark is, if it’s unrealistic to spend $25 
Million, then what the number is.  We need to give our architect an idea of which 
direction to go.

Mr. Perkins stated one of the agenda items is a financial discussion.
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Mr. ShoppSchopp asked again if everyone will agree to a standalone police station on 
this site.

Dr. Hoffman asked for a show of hands for who is in favorsupport of a standalone 
Ppolice Sstation.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated a standalone Ppolice Sstation falls into options 3 and 4.
       
Mayor Barry Glantz stated the best approach is to start eliminating some of these 
options and work our way to a solution.  Whatever solutions we come up with we get 
broad community support.  For any project with this broad scope we will need 
community support.

Dr. Hoffman stated Mr. Shopp’s question was are we all in agreement on a standalone 
police station on the north end.
     
Al ShoppSchopp stated so we are all in agreement for a standalone police station.  A 
show of hands showed the majority rules.

Mayor Glantz stated to play devil’s advocate the residence of Magnacarta and 
Runnymead are going to be fairly vocal in opposition to having access on Magnacarta.

Mr. Rejent stated he is a trustee for the subdivision and he agrees the residences are 
going to be very vocal.

Mr. Balk asked if there are other options to using Magnacarta as street access.  They 
don’t need to be figured out now, but possibly down the road a solution will present 
itself.

Ms. Pruchnicki suggested a traffic study be done on Magnacarta.

Mr. Balk agreed with Ms. Pruchnicki.

3. Conception Financing Discussion 

Mr. Perkins stated he had some information on this topic to review.  We looked at the 
worst case scenario borrowing 20-25 Million, because we can always borrow less. we 
can always work down from there, but what are our financing options.  Local 
government we are fairly limited to capital funding sources.  The city approved in 1997 
½ cent sales tax for capital improvements.  Pending voter approval we have a ½ cent 
parks and storm water sales tax, but it could not be used for this project.  We don’t have 
any other sales tax sources available to use toward funding.  

Mr. Perkins stated option 1one of our options is a 20 year bond, which is about 1.9 
Million a year for the next 20 years.  Option 2 is aA special obligation bond would be for 
30 years, which it carries a higher interest rate, but would allow the yearly payment to 
be around reduced to 1.6 Million.  A property tax increase pending voter approval could  
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be used to repay the debt service; these are the twois is the most likely options.  Based 
on an average home cost of $350,000 home this would calculate to an additional this 
would increase annual property tax by $160.00 per residence.additional property tax 
annually. Currently the annual property tax rate for a $350,000 home is around $50.00.  
So tThe total property tax assessment increasegoing to the City would total $210.00 
annually.

Dr. Hoffman asked for comparison how much the Ffire Ddepartment wasget recently 
approved to build their new fire house.

Mr. Perkins stated .25 cents.

Dr. Hoffman stated we are asking for .24 cents, so about the same amount.

Dr. Hoffman stated the finances should be a separate issue from this committee.

The Task Force continued to discuss different options, designs for the building and 
ways to integrate one option with a different option.  

4. Other Business
Ms. Pruchnicki passed out the project timeline for option 3 and 4, which also included 
the Next Steps Procedures.  

Ms. Pruchnicki reviewed the documents with the committee. then began discussed 
phasing, also passed out was a next steps report.

Ms. Kistner asked what it would take to commission the site survey outlined in the Next 
Steps Procedures.

Mr. Perkins stated staff would need to get together with Bond Architect to determine 
where the current scope of their work ends and a new scope of work would begin.

Ms. Kistner asked if the council would support doing the site survey.

Mr. Perkins stated we would defiantly keep the council involved in the process as we 
move forward.

Ms. Pruchnicki explains the next steps report and the process we could take to move 
forward after the Space Analysis is complete. 

The Task Force continued a general discussion about the nNext Ssteps 
Proceduresreport.

Mayor Glantz stated he does not want the project to be piecemealed together.

Mr. Balk asked Mayor Glantz to explain.
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Mayor Glantz stated he felt getting the task force together was going to give us direction 
on how we want to go.  The next steps are logical and they make sense, but where do 
we start and where do we stop.

Mr. Faron stated he doesn’t understand the committee’s role.  He feels the committee is 
getting into more details then they were setup to do.

Dr. Hoffmann stated he thought we needed to at least do the site survey to get a 
preliminary review to find out if we can build on the north side.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated that is correct.

Ms. Cantor motioned to move forward with the site survey pending Mr. Perkins 
negotiations with Bond Architects.

Mayor Glantz asked Bond Architects where they are in the scope of work.

Ms. Pruchnicki stated they are almost finished with our scope of work.completed.  We 
have given you reports based on the information we collected and the committee 
suggestions, we supplied a timeline, phasing, and how much it will cost.

Task Force hadcontinued a general discussion on the site survey.     

III. ADJOURNMENT 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:45 pm
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