
 
 

A.    MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
 
B. ROLL CALL 
 
C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
D. PROCLAMATIONS  

1. Honoring Arts and Letters Returning Artist – Christopher J. Watkins 
2. Celebrating Small Business Saturday 
  

E. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
1. October 14, 2019 Joint Study Session Meeting Minutes – Senior Commission 
2. October 28, 2019 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 

F. APPOINTMENTS to BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 
 

G. SWEARING IN to BOARDS & COMMISSIONS  
 
H. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION (Total of 15 minutes allowed) 
 
I. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
J. CONSENT AGENDA – Vote Required 

1. Purchase (2) Zoll Cardiac Monitors 
2. Lease Listing Agreement with CBRE for City-Owned Property at 6321-6325 Delmar Blvd. 
  

K. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
1. Presentation - i5 Group RE:  Economic Development Strategic Plan 
2. Conditional Use Permit (CUP) – 7547 Olive - PC 19-08 – Upgrading of equipment at their 

existing telecommunications monopole facility 
3. Conditional Use Permit (CUP) – 8550 Olive - PC 19-06 – Establishment and operation of a 

Vehicle Service Facility With Used Vehicle Sales 
4. Olive/170 Project Update 

 
L. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
M. NEW BUSINESS 

RESOLUTIONS 
 
 BILLS  
 
N. COUNCIL REPORTS/BUSINESS 

1. Boards and Commission appointments needed 
2. Council liaison reports on Boards and Commissions 
3. Boards, Commissions and Task Force minutes 
4. Other Discussions/Business 

 
O. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION (continued if needed) 

MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY HALL, Fifth Floor 

 6801 Delmar Blvd. 
University City, Missouri 63130 
Monday, November 11, 2019  

6:30 p.m. 



 
P. COUNCIL COMMENTS 

 
Q. Motion to go into a Closed Session according to Missouri Revised Statutes 610.021 (1) Legal actions, 

causes of action or litigation involving a public governmental body and any confidential or privileged 
communications between a public governmental body or its representatives or attorneys and (3) Hiring, 
firing, disciplining or promoting of particular employees by a public governmental body when personal 
information about the employee is discussed or recorded, and (13) Individually identifiable personnel 
records, performance ratings or records pertaining to employees. 

 
R. ADJOURNMENT  



WHEREAS; Christopher J. Watkins is a noted music director and composer and the proud father of two sons, 
Christopher JaVon Watkins (C.J.) and Jaylen Derek Watkins; and 

WHEREAS; under the leadership of his mother, Anita Watkins-Stevens, also a noted director and composer, 
Christopher J. Watkins began playing the piano and organ at church in his early teens; and 

WHEREAS; Christopher J. Watkins received his formal education through the University City School District, then 
through Webster University in St. Louis; and 

WHEREAS; on any given Sunday some of Christopher J. Watkins’s most noted compositions are being played in 
churches across the country including; "Because of the Blood," “God Is Truly Amazing”,” and “No One Like You”; and 

WHEREAS; Christopher J. Watkins along with best friend, Kyle Kelley, formed “Chris and Kyle with True Spirit”, and 
released their debut CD, “COMIN’ OUT FROM UNDER” (Ashanti Music Group/Crystal Rose Records); and 

WHEREAS; their sophomore release, entitled “HEAL ME” (True Heart/Emtro Gospel), which debuted at #22 on the 
Billboard Gospel Charts and garnered two Rhythm of Gospel Awards, and a final ballot Stellar Award nomination; and 

WHEREAS; Christopher J. Watkins has also written for and worked with other noted artists such Ricky Dillard, LEDISI, 
Bebe Winans, Bishop Paul Morton and Full Gospel Baptist Fellowship, Earl Bynum, Arkansas Mass Choir, Potter’s 
House (Denver), Rudolph McKissick, Hampton’s Ministers Conference, GMWA, NCGCC, Edwin Hawkins Music and 
Arts Seminar and Wilmington Chester Mass Choir; and 

WHEREAS; Christopher J. Watkins has served in numerous leadership roles locally and nationally and currently 
serves as Minister of Music and Creative Arts at the historic Central Baptist Church of St. Louis and continues to 
conduct music seminars and workshops across the country, inspiring and equipping others through music; and 

WHEREAS; on November 13, 2019 the University City Municipal Commission on Arts and Letters’ Returning Artist, a 
program which brings back artistically-renowned graduates of University City High School to work with the University 
City students of today, will honor Christopher J. Watkins as their 2019 honoree.  

NOW, THEREFORE, The City Council of University City in the State of Missouri on behalf of the people of University 
City, recognize and acknowledge Christopher J. Watkins for his many professional accomplishments upon his return to 
the City of University City as a guest of the Municipal Commission on Arts and Letters’ Returning Artist Series. 

WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands and caused the Seal of the City of University City to be affixed this 11th 
day of November in the year Two Thousand and Nineteen. 

SEAL 

Councilmember Paulette Carr Councilmember Steve McMahon 

Councilmember Jeff Hales Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 

Councilmember Tim Cusick Mayor Terry Crow 

Councilmember Stacy Clay ATTEST City Clerk, LaRette Reese 

PROCLAMATION 
OF THE 

CITY OF UNIVERSITY CITY 
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WHEREAS; the government of the City of University City, Missouri celebrates our local small businesses and the 
contributions they make to our local economy and community; according to the United States Small Business 
Administration, there are currently 30.7 million small businesses in the United States, they represent 99.7 percent of 
American employer firms with paid employees in the United States, are responsible for 64.9 percent of the new jobs 
created from 2000 to 2018; and 

WHEREAS; small businesses employ 47.3 percent of the employees in the private sector in the United States; and 

WHEREAS; 94% of consumers in the United States value the contributions small businesses make in their community 
and 

WHEREAS; 96% of consumers who plan to shop on Small Business Saturday® said the day inspires them to go to 
small, independently-owned retailers or restaurants that they have not been to before, or would not have otherwise 
tried and 

WHEREAS; 92% of companies planning promotions on Small Business Saturday said the day helps their business 
stand out during the busy holiday shopping season and 

WHEREAS; 59% of small business owners said Small Business Saturday contributes significantly to their holiday 
sales each year; and 

WHEREAS; the City of University City, Missouri supports our local businesses that create jobs, boost our local 
economy and preserve our communities; and 

Whereas; advocacy groups, as well as public and private organizations, across the country have endorsed the 
Saturday after Thanksgiving as Small Business Saturday. 

NOW, THEREFORE, The City Council of University City in the State of Missouri on behalf of the people of University 
City, do hereby proclaim, November 30, 2019 as: 

SMALL BUSINESS SATURDAY 
And urge the residents of our community, and communities across the country, to support small businesses and 
merchants on Small Business Saturday and throughout the year. 

WHEREOF, we have hereunto set our hands and caused the Seal of the City of University City to be affixed this 11th 
day of November in the year Two Thousand and Nineteen. 

SEAL 

Councilmember Paulette Carr Councilmember Steve McMahon 

Councilmember Jeff Hales Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 

Councilmember Tim Cusick Mayor Terry Crow 

Councilmember Stacy Clay ATTEST City Clerk, LaRette Reese 

PROCLAMATION 
OF THE 

CITY OF UNIVERSITY CITY 
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JOINT STUDY SESSION 
OF THE UNIVERSITY CITY COUNCIL  

AND THE 
SENIOR COMMISSION AND INFILL REVIEW BOARD 

5th Floor City Hall 
6801 Delmar Blvd. 
October 14, 2019 

AGENDA 
Requested by the City Manager 

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
The Joint City Council Study Session was held on the fifth floor or City Hall, on Monday, September 
23, 2019.  Mayor Terry Crow called the Study Session to order at 6:33 p.m.  

In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council and the Senior Commission were present: 

Councilmember Paulette Carr 
Councilmember Steven McMahon 
Councilmember Jeffrey Hales 
Councilmember Tim Cusick 
Councilmember Stacy Clay 
Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 

Senior Coordinator Marcia Mermelstein 
Commissioner Wayne Flesh 
Commissioner Karl Reid 
Commissioner Gloria Nickerson  
Commissioner Kathy Straatmann  
Commissioner Elaine Henton  

Also, in attendance was City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan Jr., Director of 
Parks, Recreation and Forestry, Darren Dunkle, Deputy Director Parks, Recreation and Forestry, 
Lynda Euell-Taylor and Senior Coordinator Marcia Mermelstein. 

Mr. Rose asked Council to move item J2 on the regular agenda to the City Managers Report. 

Mr. Rose stated that there were two items on the agenda; the first item regarding that Infill Review 
Board’s (IRB) operations will be conducted by the Planning and Development Director Clifford 
Cross. 

Mr. Cross stated that the IRB is not a true Architectural Review Board (ARB).  As part of the 
Comprehensive Plan staff will review the ARB processes.  Tonight, we will review the background of 
the IRB. 

Background: 
 Established January 30, 2006 (Ordinance 6617 – Bill 8851)
 Created primarily to address inability to enforce design standards,

specifically the standard of the HOA’s
 Comprised of 10 members; 7 members appointed by City Council and 3

can be appointed by the Planning Commission
 3 Year Terms
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 The goal is to have one Architect and one Landscape Architect if possible
 They field concerns of neighboring properties to ensure conformity for the

neighborhood in which a development is going to happen.  They are
primarily there to address residential development.  As the Ordinance
reflects that they are not there to address any commercial developments.

 IRB act’s as an Advisory Committee (Ordinance Clarifies), they have no
regulatory authority.  They act as liaison when there’s a development
within an area of the City that is not regulated by the Historic Preservation
District or part of a site review.

What is reviewed as part of the process? 
 Examine applications for residential subdivisions and permits associated

with building construction
 Achieve general conformity with neighborhood, like the Historic

Preservation with the exception that they have no regulatory authority.
They hear the concerns of the neighbors to ensure consistency with the
neighborhood

 Review subdivision (division, consolidation, reconfiguration)
 Review new construction that is associated with a demolished home

including any verified demolished within a 3-year timeframe
 Factors considered are: Roof Geometry, Materials, Façade, Fenestration

and Landscape. These are all types of architectural standards seen as
part of a HOA’s adopted indentures that the Trustee will review as part of
the process

What is the process for Case/Hearing? 
Not every application will need to go before the IRB. 

 Zoning Administrator reviews application and determines if it meets the
notice requirements of the IRB; if so then:

 Notices to property owners where the following is the case:
 300 feet with street frontage on same street (along the street)
 150 feet within subject property (in front and behind within 150

feet)
 If all property owners are noticed and If 60 % of the owners submit a

petition within 10 days of receipt of the letter; the zoning administrator will
then schedule the IRB meeting to allow for a public hearing.  This gives
the neighbors the opportunity to come before the IRB to identify their
concerns and thoughts for ensuring conformity with their neighborhood
standards.

 Upon completion of meeting, the IRB forwards recommendations to City
Manager and City Council

Mr. Cross stressed that the IRB is not a regulatory board nor is it an ARB.  They serve as an 
advisory committee to staff for any development that is petitioned by the neighborhood. 

Q. Councilmember Hales asked if Council was being asked for feedback on the current process
and/or how we would like to see it modified?
A. Mr. Cross stated that was correct.  In planning for the comprehensive plan, the question is
whether to have an architectural review board.  In order to develop an ARB, you must have a design
standard to follow to ensure consistency.  This can only happen as part of the comprehensive plan
process where they develop form-based codes and design standards for character area (so to
speak).
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Mr. Cross clarified that yes Council is being asking for their feedback now and in the future; on 
whether to disband the IRB and move forward with consideration of an ARB in the future or if we 
should continue with IRB while we develop the new process?  He stated the IRB has not met in (7) 
years, the board would need to be re-established if we want to continue.  In the interim, if we get a 
petition with the 60% response requirement, we plan to take it before the Plan Commission.  We had 
one case where notices were sent out but did not receive the 60% responses.  
 
Councilmember Hales stated that the way it was set up in the beginning was reactionary and 
requires the residents to get together.  He would like to see the process more proactive and setting a 
requirement for the hearings to take place without the requirement of the residents to petition.  In his 
neighborhood, residents have been upset with some of the developments that have gone in.  He 
would like to see an ARB in the future.  He also thinks broadening the scope of notice might be a 
good idea.     
 
Mayor Crow stated that the burden needs to be shifted from the neighbors back to the developer.  
Asking the neighbors to get together to get the 60%, it is almost like asking them to beg their 
neighbors for signatures.  He agrees with Mr. Hales, as they live reverentially close to each other, 
some of the building that has happened on the vacant lots in the First Ward is not conducive to the 
neighborhood in the slightest; from building materials, to taking over the entire lot, to not matching 
the housing around them.   He stated if we asked if notices were really sent out on some of the 
homes (before this staff was in place), he couldn’t imagine that the neighbors wouldn’t have said 
there is a problem.  But really, it’s not the neighbor’s obligation to organize a petition; it should be the 
developer, who has bought a home, tore down a home or put up a home that asks how does this 
work?  If it’s a process to get to an ARB; so be it. 
 
Councilmember Hales stated that he thinks we should consider additions to homes to go through the 
process.  He knows of a few additions in his neighborhood that had some people pretty worked up.  
Some where they increased the size of the home by 60% and virtually the entire lot is a home, the 
materials don’t match.  So maybe we look at how large of an addition will be added.  When you’re 
taking up 75% of the lot with giant home next to homes that are of a different scale; it’s a problem. 
 
Mr. Cross stated there are some simple fixes to that issue by amending the zoning Ordinance and 
reducing the FARs’ (floor area ratios) to fit the lot sizes.  There are things that can be addressed as 
part of a form-based code.  We can look at some text amendments to get more regulatory control 
over FARs’ and impervious ratios. 
 
Q. Commissioner Flesh asked if there was any responsibility for accessibility; primarily for older 
adults and folks with disabilities, either in the home and the neighborhood (sidewalks)? 
A. Mr. Cross stated the only thing that would control accessibility standards are the accessibility 
codes in ADA standard that are associated primarily with commercial and federally funded type 
projects.  On individual family homes, outside of the sidewalks that are in the public rights-of-way, 
we do not have a lot control.  The board does not have control, nor does staff where most of the 
administrative reviews address ADA standards 
 
Q.  Councilmember McMahon stated that his understanding of why no issues have been brought 
to the board is because neighbors were not responding so the board had nothing to do.  Members 
just stopped showing up to meetings and reappointments were never made so it became a Board 
that didn’t have anything going on.  He is hoping that we move in the direction of getting something 
done.  He’s heard that neighbor’s find about a new development when ground is broken, and fence 
goes up and then they see it; which is much too late.  It needs to flip as was discussed tonight.  
Moving forward; what is the timeframe for getting the IRB moving and having teeth or having an 
ARB?  We are already (7) years past where this has been done, if it’s (2) years then we’re talking (9) 
years before anything is done with this? 
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Mr. Cross stated that if we want to give the IRB teeth, we can do that much quicker than ARB, 
because the biggest problem will be developing the design standards that are consistent and guiding 
manual for consistency.  Staff can put together some alternatives and ordinance amendments to get 
a little more control and teeth.  Mr. Cross stated he didn’t think the IRB would ever have the full 
regulatory control, but by amending some of the provisions of the current ordinances, we can make 
sure the neighbors are not as burdened to activate the IRB.  If the issue is in a subdivision that has 
trustees, we can notice the trustees and then they can make the application on behalf of the 
neighbors.  This will ensure that the individuals dealing with the issues are noticed and it allows the 
developer to know that the City may not have regulatory control, but you are required to follow the 
indentures of the subdivision or you could be sued. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated there is a concern in a private subdivision in Ward 2; the neighbors 
suddenly discovered that the new building would not be brick, as many of the homes are, instead it 
was going to be sided.  She believes that the suggestions made by her colleagues would at least put 
people on notice.  She is also concerned about the many public subdivisions, are we to make 
outreach to them and let them know that something is going to happen so that they can provide their 
input.   She stated as she understands it; this process is for a hearing to allow the trustees and/or 
the neighbors to provide input.   
 
Mr. Cross stated that was correct.  The Ordinance states that they have no regulatory authority. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated that the IRB is advisory to staff but not necessarily to the Plan 
Commission or anything else; so, it goes nowhere really? 
 
Mr. Cross stated that the only time IRB would come into play would be part of site plan review, or a 
conditional use permit, but these are for commercial uses.  The dilemma for staff is we get a 
recommendation, but the developer doesn’t care if they are meeting the building codes.  The 
question is what teeth do we have to stop it?  That puts the City in a  position of not approving a 
permit based on our current codes and regulations. 
 
Councilmember Carr asked if the IRB is reactivated while we wait for the comprehensive plan to 
develop to standards is nothing more than giving the neighbors the opportunity to be notified? 
 
Mr. Cross stated that was correct at this time.  He stated he could research to see if there’s anything 
that can be done from a regulatory standpoint.  We want to make sure we don’t do anything that 
could constitute an illegal taking situation.   
 
Councilmember Carr stated there’s another issue with infill in that it can create stormwater problems; 
depending how it’s sited and how high up it is relevant to the existing houses.  She asked Mr. Cross 
if this issue would be addressed as part of this process or do we need to put something in place with 
multiple commissions to look at various impacts on the neighbors? 
 
Mr. Cross stated that those types can be reviewed as part of the process.  When talking about 
stormwater; that becomes part of the administrative review and stormwater detention and 
impervious surface ratios.  Staff will need to be proactive in determining if impervious surface and 
floor area ratios are appropriate for the lot.  If you want to make the footprint smaller and you want a 
bigger home, the floor area goes up a little bit; these are some of checks and balance, to look at to 
see what works to ensure consistency with the neighborhood.   
 At this point it, would be best for staff to do some additional research, maybe see how other 
communities have done it and start drafting some options to what can be done in terms of regulatory 
controls.  Look at how we put together the IRB ordinance but also more importantly fit it into the 
zoning ordinances for districts that are impacted. 
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Councilmember Carr stated that she is observing, primarily with the neighbors south of U City, that 
they are building from setback to setback; leaving no room for water absorption or retention.  She is 
concerned that this piece will be overlooked unless it’s specifically addressed as we develop the IRB 
and the ARB. 
 
Mr. Cross stated that garages are a classic example; if you look at the accessory standards, which 
we need to change, there’s no set maximum size for a garage. Currently the only requirement is 800 
feet of green space, everything else is based on interpretation.   We are going to be working to 
prepare some quick amendments to the zoning ordinances to bring to Council and the Plan 
Commission for review and then do a bulk amendment on several quick fixes.  
 
 
Mr. Rose stated that the primary purpose of tonight’s discussion was to get a better understanding of 
what Council wants to see in a policy and to inform Council that if the goal is to have an ARB; that 
board would need its own set of design standards, which would take a significant amount of time.  
Mr. Rose clarified that based on tonight’s discussion, the stop-gap measure of strengthening the IRB 
would be acceptable to Council.  Staff will draft legislation based of what was shared and then bring 
that information back to Council in another study session to ensure that meets the objectives 
outlined tonight.  
 
Mayor Crow stated for clarification; when it comes back with changes, it will still have no teeth.  Mr. 
Cross stated that was correct and he would research to see if there’s anything that can be added, 
but he doesn’t believe there’s much that can be done. 
 
Mr. Rose stated that some standards will need to be established even with the IRB, but Council can 
change the Ordinances.  Staff will try to add teeth as much as possible on a stop gap basis; know 
that in the long term the intension is for the Board to have its own set of design standards.  
 
 
City Attorney Mulligan stated that the current IRB has jurisdiction over subdivision requests and 
building permits.  If Council wants to regulate the things that Mr. Cross referenced like the floor 
ratios, lot sizes, certain architecture features would go under the zoning umbrella.  The process for 
passing an ordinance would involve amending the zoning code; the standards would be reflected 
there.  That would go through the Planning Commission before it would come to Council.   It really 
depends on what Councils goal is.  If it’s changing some of the architectural or dimensional 
requirements, we would do that by changing the zoning code.  If it’s to have some input on building 
permits, these standards are in the building code, which is not part of zoning.  Technical 
specifications can be changed in the building code, but you could not have a review board with the 
ability to change building code standards nor zoning codes.  The review board could make 
recommendations regarding interpretation of existing standards and to advise Staff or Council. 
 Lastly, there are certain standards in the subdivision code that must be met.  The IRB could 
make recommendations here as well, but again ultimately it depends on if the standards are met and 
that is really an administrative interpretation by staff.  It would be helpful for drafting legislation to 
know what Council wants to accomplish.  There could a mechanism for neighborhood input; which is 
what could take place now.   It might be more on a broader basis relative to what kind of problems 
are occurring and what kinds of legislation could be passed to address to the problems.  More of a 
general policy making issue as opposed to an individual property or permit.    
 If you refer to the Council record, this issue has been around since 2002.  It’s been 
discussed at various times over the years; this issue has been talked about over the last 17 years, 
resulting in the legislation of 2006. 
 
Mayor Crow opened the floor for discussion of the next agenda topic; the Commission on Senor 
Issues.   
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Councilmember Smotherson shared that there was a Senior group out of Springfield that won an 
award for innovation during the 2019 Municipal League conference; he brought information back to 
share with the Senior Commission in hopes that we find it helpful and perhaps get some ideas for 
University City.   
 
Mr. Rose stated tonight’s purpose was to address two issues; one is to discuss senior issues in 
general terms and the other to ensure compliance with the code; and to ensure that everyone 
understands what the code states. 
 
Purpose: 
The body is formed by the Council to review, evaluate and make recommendations to City Council 
and City staff on matters affecting seniors (fifty and older) residents. 
 
Make Up:   
The commission is a seven-member body.  The members shall serve for a term of two (2) years and 
may be appointed for a second consecutive term.  The chair of the commission shall be elected from 
amongst its members. 
 
Meeting Requirements:   
At least one (1) regular meeting of the commission shall be held each quarter, together with such 
additional meetings as may be required for the transaction of business. 
 
Mr. Rose stated that the code is succinct on the Senior Commission; those are general terms under 
which they must operate. 
 
Mr. Rose opened the floor for discussion on the code or issues impacting seniors. 
 
Councilmember Clay stated that he was the liaison to the Senior Commission, and he does not 
believe the statutory requirement captures all the activity the commission has.  He stated that they 
are involved in the programming that takes place related to the seniors; that is the regular 
programing that happens several times a week.  And, special programming that takes place 
throughout the year; including informational sessions, coordination with the Make a Difference Day 
activities that assist seniors with home repairs etc.  Councilmember Clay stated he has seen 
significant activity from the commission that has benefited the residents.  
 
Councilmember Cusick asked the commission members how was City government doing related to 
the seniors?  And if they had any issues that need to be addressed? 
 
Commissioner Flesh invited Council to attend any of their meetings, he stated they would love the 
Council to attend maybe once a year?  He stated that he also serves on the commission for St. 
Louis County and they have noticed an uptick in senior abuse.  There are many ways that a senior 
can be abused; more than hurting them but also fiscally by misleading them and they don’t know 
that they’re being abused.  He stated that he plans to move forward regarding information on this 
matter; by with some senior gatherings at the library.  He would have speakers to talk about what it 
means to be abused, that it could happen in your own family, to make senior more aware.   
This is relatively new, they have contacted the prosecuting attorney’s office in St. Louis County, and 
they have assigned someone to assist with this type of service.  The plan is to have it on the agenda 
at a later date. 
 
Councilmember Cusick asked if he was referring to abuse of a financial nature or other kinds of 
abuse that we should be addressing? 
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Commissioner Flesh stated they didn’t know for sure, but they are hearing that many are monetary 
types of issues.  He stated sometimes older residents don’t know what abuse is; therefore the need 
for more education.  
 
Mr. Rose recognized the staff members that provide support of the Senior Commission; Darren 
Dunkle, Director of Parks and Recreation, Lynda Euell-Taylor, the Assistant Director and Marcia 
Mermelstein, who is the direct support over senior services.  Mr. Rose stated that we need to take a 
closer look at the services that we provide to seniors.  He is interested in holding a Senior Fair in the 
future to provide information; such as construction of Wills, greater opportunity for socialization 
through games night or something similar.  His plans to recommend that we make the program more 
robust. 
 
Commissioner Flesh stated that Marcia has been an asset to the commission and stated that he was 
thankful to have her.  He stated she is caring and very concerned about the seniors.   
 
Mayor Crow asked if the library, community center and centennial commons were the three main 
gathering places for seniors?  The consensus was yes. 
 
Commissioner Gloria Nickerson thanked the City Manager, Marcia, Darren, Lynda, the Council 
representatives and the Mayor for allowing her to speak on behalf of the seniors.  She stated that it 
meant a lot to the seniors for the City to take the actions that they did. 
 She asked if we knew how long the agreement with Aging Ahead was going to be in effect; 
the agreement reads that it could be terminated at any time; will that agreement continue for 2020?   
 
Mr. Rose asked Darren to speak to the question; he stated whether it is Aging Ahead or the City 
providing its own senior program solely, based on the direction he received from the Mayor and 
Council when this issue first emerged; he is hopeful that we will continue with a non-for-profit that 
can supplement our efforts.  But the Mayor and Council have to be steadfast in saying that we will 
have a program. 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated the current agreement with Aging Ahead is a one-year contract.  Staff will review 
to see if that is something we should continue with or improve upon. 
 
Commissioner Nickerson stated her question is tri-fold in nature; right now, Aging Ahead provides 
the transportation and meals; if the City takes it over, would the City have to provide our own meals 
and transportation? 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated staff would have to review that. 
 
Commissioner Nickerson stated that although the program only has fifty participants right now, the 
City’s vision should be bigger.  Are we prepared to take on twenty-five additional people in 
November? 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated he believes the City is prepared to take on more people at this time and the Aging 
Ahead contract has no limit on the number of people that they serve.  They get state funding based 
on the number of attendees to pay for transportation and meals. 
 
Commissioner Nickerson asked if on December 31st an additional fifty seniors join the program; 
would we continue to do Tuesdays and Thursdays, or would we have to renegotiate with Aging 
Ahead? 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated that if we want to add any additional days with Aging Ahead; we would have to 
renegotiate with them. 
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Commissioner Nickerson stated that it’s working now but stated that we should also be looking 
outside of the box.   

She asked regarding the budget and the monies that we set aside for their operations; if they 
were still within the ramification of what was allowed?  
 
Mr. Rose stated the budget is being managed by Mr. Dunkle, under recreation or the community 
center.  He stated that staff is not prepared to provide that information tonight; but would be happy to 
provide information on how that budget is preforming, what the expenditures look like and whether 
it’s consistent with what was forecasted.   
 
Commissioner Nickerson stated her last statement concerns the ROARS; is there a way for the 
Senior Commission to have a little corner in each issue? 
 
Mr. Rose stated during preparation of the ROARS, the Department directors are asked if they have 
articles to submit.  The seniors can simply submit an article to Mr. Dunkle for each edition of 
ROARS; and that information would be forwarded on to the Communication director.  
 
Commissioner Flesh asked for the dates of the Aging Ahead contract? 
 
Mr. Dunkle stated he believed the expiration was the end of June. 
 
Ms. Mermelstein stated there was a survey commissioned by Andrea Riganti in the spring of 2018; 
Adam Brown worked with some of the graduate students at UMSL to develop a questionnaire to try 
and find out the needs in our community.  The questionnaire was mailed to the 800 people on her 
database, it was posted on website, copies were taken to the senior center and an AARP meeting 
as well as delivered door to door.  About 250 surveys were returned.  She stated that she learned a 
lot during the process; how you phrase the question impacts the data you get back.  She has a draft 
summary to share with everyone; she believes the most valuable information was found in the last 
question “do you have any additional comments”.  There were a lot of good comments and 
suggestions.  
 Ms. Mermelstein shared copies her resource document that list all the services provided by 
the City and some information regarding other resources around the St. Louis area. 
 
Commissioner Flesh asked if was possible to hold another joint study session like this; maybe once 
a year? 
 
Mr. Rose stated the initial joint session was to address compliance issues with the code; having an 
annual joint session makes sense to him, but that is a decision for the Mayor and Council.  
 
Mayor Crow stated the Council would be open to having an annual meeting; he recommended that 
the senior commission make the request moving forward. 
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Councilmember Carr moved to adjourn the joint study session; it was seconded by Councilmember Cusick. 
Mayor Crow thanked everyone for their participation and adjourned the Joint Study Session at 6:24 p.m. 

 

E - 1 - 8



 

Page 1 of 16 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

A. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
At the Regular Session of the City Council of University City held on the fifth floor of City 
Hall, on Monday, October 28, 2019, Mayor Terry Crow called the meeting to order at 6:30 
p.m.   

 
B. ROLL CALL 

In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present: 
       
   Councilmember Stacy Clay  
   Councilmember Paulette Carr 
   Councilmember Steven McMahon 
   Councilmember Jeffrey Hales 
   Councilmember Tim Cusick 
   Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 
         
Also in attendance were City Manager, Gregory Rose, and City Attorney, John F.  
Mulligan, Jr.   

 
C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Mayor Crow announced that during the Study Session Councilmember Carr requested that 
Item K (2); Economic Development Retail Sales Tax Board Recommendations, be 
reviewed on a line-by-line basis. 
 

Councilmember Carr moved to approve the agenda as amended, I was seconded by 
Councilmember Cusick and the motion carried unanimously.  
 

D. PROCLAMATIONS 
 

E. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
1. August 17, 2019 Council Strategic Planning/Retreat Report Out were moved by 

Councilmember Carr, it was seconded by Councilmember Hales and the motion carried 
unanimously. 

2. September 17, 2019, Joint Study Session Minutes - EDRST were moved by 
Councilmember Carr, it was seconded by Councilmember Hales and the motion carried 
unanimously, except for Councilmember Clay, who elected to abstain from voting due 
to his brief absence. 

3. September 23, 2019, Regular Meeting Minutes were moved by Councilmember Cusick, 
it was seconded by Councilmember Carr and carried unanimously, except for 
Councilmember Smotherson, who elected to abstain from voting due to his absence. 

4. October 14, 2019, Regular Meeting Minutes were moved by Councilmember Hales, it 
was seconded by Councilmember Clay and the motion carried unanimously.   

 

MEETING OF THE CITY COUNCIL 
CITY HALL, Fifth Floor 

 6801 Delmar Blvd. 
University City, Missouri 63130 

Monday, October 28, 2019 
6:30 p.m. 
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F. APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 
1. James Wilke is nominated to the Parks Commission as a fill-in replacing Jason Sparks' 

unexpired term (1/21/2020) by Councilmember Steve McMahon.  It was seconded by 
Councilmember Carr and the motion carried unanimously. 

2. Gloria Nickerson is nominated for re-appointment for a second term to the Commission 
on Senior Issues by Councilmember Stacy Clay.  It was seconded by Councilmember 
Carr and the motion carried unanimously. 

3. Karl Reid is nominated for re-appointment for a second term to the Commission on 
Senior Issues by Councilmember Stacy Clay. It was seconded by Councilmember Carr 
and the motion carried unanimously. 

 
G. SWEARING IN TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 

1. Dr. Jean Russell was sworn into the CALOP Commission on October 14th in the 
Clerk’s office. 

 
H. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION (Total of15 minutes allowed) 

Kathy Straatmann, 6855 Plymouth Avenue, University City, MO 
Ms. Straatman stated while she clearly understands she is in the minority, she would like 
Council to give some consideration to honoring the Loop Trolley's request for additional 
funding.  Considering the huge investment and the alternatives associated with its failure, 
her belief is that the Trolley still has a purpose and the short period of time it has been in 
operation has not been long enough to fully see its value.  So, her hope is that everyone 
pulls together to make this work.   
 
Aren Ginsberg, 430 West Point Court, University City, MO 
Ms. Ginsberg stated tonight marks the one-year anniversary of kitty updates.  This past 
week U City volunteers trapped, neutered, vaccinated, and returned two kittens in Ward 2, 
bringing their yearly total to forty-seven cats that have been vetted at no cost to taxpayers.  
Volunteers also partnered with local rescue groups and found fur-ever homes for twelve U 
City strays.   
 Ms. Ginsberg thanked Mr. Cross and Mr. Dunkle for making it possible to host 
OpSPOT Veterinary Van in U City which will offer low-cost services for the community.  
Residents will be notified once the dates and location for this service have been finalized.  
 

I. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

J. CONSENT AGENDA – Vote Required 
1. Pool House Entry Door Project 
2. Traffic Engineering – On-call Services Agreement Amendment 
3. Economic Development Strategic Plan Consultant Contract 

  
Councilmember Carr moved to approve all three items, seconded by Councilmember Cusick 
and the motion carried unanimously. 
 

K. CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 
1. Habitat for Humanity Lot Donation Contract 

 
Mr. Rose stated at the conclusion of this presentation by Michael Powers of Habitat for 
Humanity, staff will be recommending that this item be removed from the agenda and 
resubmitted once the appropriate modifications have been made to the agreement.  E - 2 - 2
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Mr. Powers stated with the assistance of St. Louis County's Office of Community 
Development, Habitat for Humanity was awarded $422,000 to construct seven new homes in 
the County; which equates to a $1.45 million-dollar investment in affordable housing.  The 
Company's first thought was to come back to U City where they have already established two 
successful phases of ten homes which began in 2005.  Of those ten homes, all but one is still 
owned by the original buyers who are current on their mortgage, gainfully employed, and 
active within the community.   
 Habitat is looking to construct 4 bedrooms, 2 bath homes that will be sold for 
approximately $150,000 to $175,000.  Predevelopment discussions have included an 
examination of vacant sites, City-own sites, privately-own sites, and sites owned by St. Louis 
County.  And the hope is to gain Council's approval and guidance on the next steps leading 
up to full project development.   
 
Councilmember Cusick asked for the approximate cost of building one of these homes?  Mr. 
Powers stated while they have not done all of the environmental assessments, his belief is 
that the cost will be around $190,000.  However, this does not take into account the volunteer 
labor and materials that are a part of the model. 
 
Councilmember Clay asked if he could be provided with details about the income 
requirements for potential homebuyers?  Mr. Powers stated Habitat tries to target 50 to 60 
percent of the area's median income, but as a result of the funding from St. Louis County, this 
project will be able to go up to 80 percent of the median income.  Most buyers represent your 
average working-class family who has been unable to get a mortgage on their own.  
However, there are guidelines that dictate exactly how much income a bank is going to 
require.  Successful buyers are locked into a 2.5 percent interest rate for a 30-year term, so 
typically they will go from paying unaffordable rents of $1,100 to a mortgage that is oftentimes 
below $700.00.  That mortgage includes their taxes, insurance, and a home repair program.   
 Councilmember Clay stated while he would love to get some specific numbers, for now, 
he would just inquire whether there is a general income trajectory for Habitat buyers and if 
most tend to stay in their homes for the lifespan of their mortgage?  Mr. Powers stated 
although Habitat does not track information after the sale, there is lots of anecdotal evidence 
which demonstrates that this is a life-changing program.  The data is very clear about the 
trajectory of homeownership and children who grow up in stable housing.  So, 400 homes 
later what he can say is that only 2 percent of the homes have gone through foreclosure and 
over 90 percent are still in their homes; which have been remarkably maintained, even when 
the surrounding neighborhoods have failed to stabilize.  But in terms of the overall income, 
that only comes to Habitat's attention if they sell the property, and that's rare.  
 Councilmember Clay asked if there were any restrictions on selling a home?  Mr. Powers 
stated since a portion of the loan is forgiven over a ten or fifteen-year period, the buyer is only 
paying about $130,000 for a home that sold for $180,000.  As a result of that pardon, claw-
back clauses have been established by Habitat and the funder to ensure that if an owner 
decides to sell their home early, both entities will receive shared equity in the increased value 
of the home.  During the first ten years of ownership Habitat has first rights to the deed, but 
once an owner reaches that point, whether they can sell their home on the open market 
depends on who funded the project.  So, while it's hard to make a blanket statement to this 
effect, typically, after ten years it becomes their home, and they can use the equity as they 
see fit.     
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Councilmember Smotherson stated his concern is about the depressed area Habitat has 
selected to build these homes, which seemingly has a higher rate of crime.  Is there a 
component of your assessment that looks at these statistics prior to selecting a site?  Mr. 
Powers stated most site selections are based on the data obtained from applications, which 
tells them about an applicant's preferences in terms of location, schools, recreation, and work.  
So, there is a high demand for affordable housing in U City because of its school district, 
access to the arts, recreation, libraries, and transportation.  Every one of the ten homes 
previously built in U City was pre-sold, and today, they have more demand than they can 
even fill.  
 He stated their success in revitalizing these neighborhoods is the reason they are asking 
to build more homes here.  Prior to building their first phase of homes, there was little to no 
new construction activity.  However, since their completion, in that same four-block radius 
there have been at least eight new houses built; some selling for as much as $160,000.  And 
unlike some of their neighborhoods, homebuyers here in U City have had no complaints 
about safety or negative environmental impacts.   
 So, while they do look at crime statistics, taxes, and the potential for buyers to 
successfully increase their equity, it's more about serving their clients' needs.   
But to be honest, it's not a carte blanche situation where Habitat has access to vacant lots in 
upper-middle-class neighborhoods.  Mainly because it would not be cost-prohibitive for this 
type of a program; there is a qualified census tract that HUD requires Habitat to build in, along 
with the fact that there can be an extreme amount of resistance from folks who are 
misinformed about this program; an issue Habitat has worked hard to build its narrative 
around.   
 
Councilmember Hales asked Mr. Powers if he could provide the City Manager with addresses 
of the ten Habitat properties here in U City and their build completion dates?  Mr. Powers 
stated that he would. 
 
Citizen's Comments 
Patricia McQueen, 1132 George Street, University City, MO 
Ms. McQueen stated in 2015 the Bywater Development Group sought approval for a large 
affordable housing project called Northgate Village which was rejected because the proposed 
units were slated to be built in an already depressed area and there were no plans to 
renovate the excessive number of vacant properties in the area.  So, while she admires the 
work of Habitat for Humanity and is sensitive to the need for more affordable housing, this 
project designated for the 3rd Ward; specifically the northeast quadrant, which has a high 
concentration of vacant residential properties where the value of the housing stock has not 
bounced back from its prerecession levels, conjures up the same deficiencies identified in the 
Bywater project; new construction with no renovation.  Unless these homes were built in 
either the 1st or 2nd Wards where the housing values represent a middle-market 
neighborhood, her belief is that the City would be moving in the wrong direction.   
 Perhaps, Habitat for Humanity-St. Louis could look at the reconstruction model utilized 
by Habitat for Humanity-Chicago and DuPage, where along with the repair and renovation of 
the existing housing stock, they partnered with for-profit developers to incorporate affordable 
housing into the project, resulting in holistic neighborhood revitalization.  Before jumping into 
this project, there needs to be a clear picture of the concentration. Ms. McQueen asked the 
City Manager if he would provide herself and Council with an updated list of vacant or 
investor properties in the 3rd Ward, as well as the area being impacted by the Olive and I-170 
Redevelopment.   
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Her hope is that U City can partner with Habitat to revitalize the 3rd Ward, but in her opinion, 
moving ahead without sufficient knowledge and engagement regarding economic 
development in residential areas would not be prudent.  Therefore, she would suggest that 
either these homes be built in the 1st or 2nd Wards, or that this item be postponed until a 
strategic neighborhood plan has been developed for the 3rd Ward.  (Ms. McQueen asked that 
a copy of an investment article be submitted to Council and that her written comments be 
attached to the minutes.)  
 
Kathy Straatman, 6855 Plymouth Avenue, University City, MO 
Ms. Straatman stated it would be an injustice to put new families with a dream of achieving 
better living conditions in a depressed, oftentimes dangerous, and fragile neighborhood.  She 
stated a large portion of this project is dependent on taxpayers' dollars from the County's 
Home Fund which can be used to rehab homes in high poverty areas.  And since areas of 
concentrated poverty have decreasing housing values which impede the ability of existing 
residents to obtain loans for home improvements, she would also encourage Council to work 
with Habitat to rehab some of the existing homes in the 3rd Ward and assist its current 
residents in making the necessary improvements to increase their equity.   
 Ms. Straatman read the definition of disparate impact into the record, along with the 
following quote from the NAACP Defense Fund: 
"Disparate impact occurs when the government or certain private actors unjustifiably pursue 
practices that have a disproportionately harmful effect on communities of color, poverty, and 
other protected groups.  This standard is often used in challenging discrimination in mortgage 
lending, homeowner's insurance, exclusionary zoning, redevelopment, and demolition of 
public housing.  Disparate impact helps to screen out covert racial discrimination as well as 
practices that may seem neutral on their face, but actually exacerbates segregation or the 
effects of prior racial discrimination."   
 Habitat for Humanity only sells their "affordable housing" to "low-income buyers;" two 
significantly interchangeable terms.  But an over-concentration of affordable housing/low-
income housing is a poor long-term strategy in neighborhoods with high concentrations of 
poverty.  This dilutes the financial and social viability of a neighborhood, leading to economic 
decline or stagnation that traps children in dangerous places where public schools are failing.  
As Ms. McQueen mentioned, there are successful models being conducted by other Habitat 
affiliates that include safety, rehabilitation, reconstruction, job opportunities, and 
transportation, that should be reviewed prior to moving forward with this project.     
 
Council's Comments 
Councilmember Carr asked whether the current sites under consideration were vacant or had 
existing structures on them?  Mr. Rose stated they were vacant lots.   
 
Mayor Crow acknowledged staff's recommendation to remove this item from the agenda and 
present it to Council after revisions to the contract have been completed.  
 

2. Economic Development Retail Sales Tax Board Recommendations 
 
Mr. Rose stated staff is recommending that Council consider the allocation of EDRST funds 
for the following projects: 
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1) The LSBD Lighting Study from Kingsland to the City Limits, for $19,000. 

 
Councilmember Carr moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Cusick and the 
motion carried unanimously. 
 

2) The LSBD brochure and illuminated directory signs, for $14,000. 
 
Councilmember Cusick moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember McMahon. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated she provided Council with a packet addressing this item which 
contains an email from Mr. Cole, the Acting Director of Finance that reads as follows:  "My 
understanding is that the $14,000 request includes brochures and directories.  I have 
attached a copy of Ingraphic's invoice for $6,520, and a copy of canceled check no. 2518.  
Together, the $5,275 for the brochures and $6,520 for the directories equals $11,795."  She 
stated the issues associated with this item are twofold: 

a. A balance of $8,102.50 from last year's request for a brochure and directory that was 
not utilized; and 

b. The need to invoice the East Loop CID for 50 percent or $5,897.50, of the cost for this 
year's brochure and directory, since their businesses are also included. 

 
So why is there a request for $14,000?  Councilmember Carr stated to date, the East Loop 
CID has not been invoiced nor have they paid their share from last year.  So, while she 
doesn't know whether the City has been underwriting the East Loop; which is certainly not her 
intent since they receive roughly $400,000 a year, as opposed to the LSBD’s receipt of 
$80,000, plus whatever the EDRST provides, there appears to be an over-ask.  As such, she 
would like to amend Councilmember Cusick's motion to reduce the amount of funding from 
$14,000 to $6,000, to cover the LSBD's portion of the cost for these items.  The motion to 
amend was seconded by Councilmember Cusick. 
 
Mayor Crow stated perhaps, it would be wise to first ask the City Manager or the Acting 
Director of Finance whether there has been a request made for reimbursement, or if some 
other form of agreement has been exercised.  
 
Citizen's Comments 
Joe Edwards, 6504 Delmar, University City, MO 
Mr. Edwards, Chairman of the LSBD stated this request has always been approved and paid 
for by both entities, and an invoice has been sent to the East Loop to pay their share of this 
year's request.  Costs for both the brochure and directory have customarily been split 50/50, 
even though there are only three businesses featured in the illuminated directory versus four 
businesses from The Loop. 
 The new illuminated directories are distributed and have already demonstrated that it is a 
valuable tool that brings people to The Delmar Loop.  However, in his opinion, the motion to 
amend this amount is a little shortsighted to the extent that it does not take into consideration 
the LSBD's goal of updating these documents twice a year.  Last year, they were unable to 
achieve that goal, but this year they are on track to complete the revised versions in March or 
April.  So, all the funding is needed in order to do that.  Mr. Edwards stated any monies that 
were not spent last year can be transferred back into the EDRST fund. 
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Council's Comments 
Mayor Crow stated no one is questioning the validity of these documents, merely whether the 
City is footing the entire bill.  Because no one has been able to show any proof demonstrating 
that the East Loop has paid their share. 
 
Mr. Edwards stated his understanding is that the LSBD's Treasurer had invoiced the East 
Loop and received an acknowledgment of their willingness to pay. 
 
Mr. Rose stated the confusion seems to be that Mr. Edwards is indicating that the East Loop 
has been invoiced, but Council is asking for evidence demonstrating that the invoice has 
been paid.    
 
Mr. Edwards stated his belief is that it has been paid, but if not, he is willing to guarantee that 
it will be.  On the other hand, the City has been invoiced for over $20,000 that it owes to the 
LSBD which has not been paid.    
 
Mr. Rose stated his belief is that the City has not received any evidence that the payment has 
been received, and the Acting Director of Finance is now shaking his head in agreement.   
 As it relates to the City's unpaid invoices, Mr. Cole has been working very closely with 
the LSBD's consultant to address some areas of concern and hopefully reconcile this 
account.  And until they can do that, it would not be prudent to issue a check for the additional 
funding.   
 
Mr. Edwards stated again, according to the Treasurer, every invoice has been supplied to Mr. 
Cole.  So, at this point, his belief is that the LSBD and the accounting firm have both 
completed their portions of the work needed to reconcile the account. 
 
Mr. Rose informed Mr. Edwards that what the City had received were documents related to a 
specific invoice or a check that had been written, not the actual invoices. 
 
Mr. Edwards stated he thinks this can easily be worked out because he had been assured by 
the Treasurer that everything requested had been provided.  
 
Mayor Crow stated while both he and his colleagues understand what it's like when you have 
to depend on volunteers to do a lot of this work, it does seem like it has taken the City an 
awfully long time to complete something you consider to be such an easy fix.  At this point in 
time, Council is being asked to fly blind.  But his assumption is that once there is proof of 
reimbursement by the East Loop his colleagues will be amenable to revisiting this request.   
 
Councilmember Hales stated he would like to circle back to the motion to make sure he 
understands exactly what is being requested.  Is it correct, that this motion seeks to reduce 
the amount recommended by the EDRST from $14,000 to $6,000?  Councilmember Carr 
stated it is correct.  Councilmember Hales asked if there was also an issue surrounding the 
$8,000 in surplus funds from last year's publication of these documents? Councilmember Carr 
stated the LSBD wrote a check for the entire amount and once they have been reimbursed by 
the East Loop the question is whether this money will be returned to the EDRST or the 
LSBD?  Councilmember Hales stated given the fact that there is $8,102.50 sitting in an 
account that should be earmarked for this project, the motion does not necessarily seem like 
a terrible proposal.   
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Councilmember Carr stated that she had previously misspoken; last year the LSBD paid 
$11,795 rather than $14,000, so the reimbursement should be for half of that amount.  
Councilmember Hales stated the lingering question still seems to be the surplus. Why is there 
a need for $14,000 if there is already a starting balance of $8,000? 
 
Councilmember Cusick stated his understanding is that the $14,000 was for an original and 
one update.  However, there is nothing in the EDRST application that talks about two 
distribution dates. 
 
Mr. Edwards stated although it is not on the short form, he has in front of him, this has always 
been the goal.  And any money that is not spent goes back to the EDRST fund. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated she wants to honor the EDRST's recommendation to produce 
these documents, however, the facts surrounding this request which asks for more than twice 
the amount of what has traditionally been spent, seems unreasonable. 

•  The application does not mention the need to upgrade these publications; 
•  The EDRST was not advised about last year's expenditure; and 
•  Mr. Cole's communication, which indicates that he would provide Council with a copy 

of the invoice and check from the East Loop CID, took place a week ago, so this is not 
old information. 

 
To address Councilmember Hales' question, Councilmember Carr stated the LSBD's ledger 
seems to indicate that any reimbursements from the East Loop are deposited into their 
account rather than it being refunded back to the EDRST fund.  And whether reimbursements 
should be put back into the reserve fund, is a decision that should be made by Council and 
the EDRST Board.  But, quite frankly, until the City started looking at their ledgers no one 
knew that the only way the LSBD could even come close to spending $14,000 was if they 
paid for the entire cost of these publications.  Certainly, this request should be funded at the 
amount required, but it should not be overfunded because those economic dollars can be 
invested in other areas.  
 
 Mr. Edwards stated the ability to produce these marketing materials twice a year is important, 
so no one is asking Council to overfund this project.  But, if payment is needed tonight, he 
would be happy to satisfy that request.    
 
Mayor Crow stated he believes what his colleagues are saying is that there is a need to get 
the LSBD's financial house in order first.  And once that is accomplished, it would be perfectly 
okay for them to come back before Council and make a request for the funds needed to 
produce the updated versions.  So, he thinks the requests being made by the City Manager 
and Council regarding the reimbursement of funds by the East Loop and the LSBD's system 
related to invoicing are extremely important, and that Councilmember Carr's proposed 
amendment is reasonable.  But quite frankly, he is getting a little tired of hearing about the 
finances between the LSBD and the City because this is something, they have been working 
to get cleaned up for the past three months.   So, at some point in time, there has to be an 
accounting that allows both staff and Council to understand what was spent; what was 
reimbursed; where that reimbursement is, and if there is anything leftover before additional 
monies are disbursed.    
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Mr. Edwards stated he thinks all these issues could be resolved rather quickly if Mr. Cole and 
a representative from their accounting firm had the opportunity to conduct a face-to-face 
meeting.    
 
Voice vote on Councilmember Carr's motion to amend the recommended amount for this 
project from $14,000 to $6,000, carried unanimously.   
 
Mr. Mulligan stated based on the discussions regarding the $8,000 surplus, is there a need 
for Council to address whether these funds should go back to the EDRST fund and be re-
appropriated, in order to achieve the $14,000 request? 
 
Mayor Crow stated he would rather not cross that bridge tonight and would prefer to vote on 
the motion currently before Council.  
 
Councilmember McMahon moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Hales and 
the motion carried unanimously.   
 

3) The LSBD St. Louis Visitor's Guide and Promotions for $14,000. 
 
Councilmember Hales moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Clay. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated while she is not passing judgment on whether Council should 
fund this project, the problem appears to be that staff has never received an appropriate 
invoice from Madden Media, the company that produced this Guide.  Instead, what the LSBD 
has provided, is an invoice on Blueberry Hill's stationery which lists the amount due, a partial 
payment of about $7.000 from the East Loop CID, and an explanation regarding their 
payment.  So, at this time, without the actual invoice from Madden, she is reluctant to hand 
over the money.   
 Councilmember Carr made an amended motion to withhold the approved funding for this 
payment until such time as last year's invoice from Madden has been produced.  And going 
forward, she would recommend that Council be provided with an invoice on a yearly basis. 
 
Mayor Crow stated with respect to the comments about going forward, he does not think this 
Council has the authority to bind future councils.   
 
The amended motion was seconded by Councilmember Cusick and carried unanimously. 
 

4) The LSBD special events for $85,000. 
 
Councilmember Hales moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember McMahon. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated there are two issues regarding this request, and both are related 
to accountability.  In her packet, she provided a list of events that were held in 2018 that 
includes the amounts associated with each event.  However, this year, the actual events 
being held are unclear and there is no breakout detailing the amount needed for each of 
these events.  She stated while she believes events are important and this request should be 
funded until there is a clear understanding of what each event will cost, she is not sure how 
Council can determine what the correct amount of that funding should be.    
 She stated the last page of this document, which reads, "Marketing meeting from R. 
L'Ecuyer, 7-17-19," is a copy of what was provided to people who attended that meeting.   
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And what Ms. L'Ecuyer talks about is $50,500 from each side and not $85,000. 
Finally, since this document was produced in July, Council has now asked that additional 
events be added to the LSBD's calendar. 
  Councilmember Carr amended the original motion and asked that the approved funds be 
withheld until the LSBD provides a detailed budget for each event to the City Manager.  The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember Cusick.    
 
Mr. Edwards stated that he had a line-by-line breakdown of the $85,000 for Council and the 
City Manager, which he would like to read into the record. 
 
September - 2019 

•  Parking Day:  $1,500 for marketing, P.R. and advertising; $750 for activities, i.e., face 
painting, and musicians; $750 for printing; $1,500 for U City permits and Public Works 
staff.  Total = $4,500. 

•  Chalk the Loop:  $1,500 for marketing, P.R. and advertising; $250 for materials; $750 
for printing; $1,500 for U City permits and Public Works staff.  Total = $4,000. 

 
October - 2019 

• Howl-A-Ween:  $1,7500 for marketing, P.R. and advertising; $500 for activities. 
 
Mayor Crow stated while Council appreciates the effort, at this point, he's not sure how 
beneficial it would be to go through this line-by-line. 
 
Mr. Edwards stated he could simply name the events. 
 
Previous Events: 

• Get Looped First Friday; $5,000 
• Loop Ice Carnival; $39,800 
• Lease in The Loop Broker's Roundtable; $475 
• Lease in the Loop Real Estate Tour; $725  
• Delmar Loop Week; $9,000 
• Make Music Day 
• Loop Art Festival 
• Magazine and Map Dining Guide 

 
Upcoming Events: 

• Holiday Window Painting; $85.00 per merchant 
• Styling in the Loop 
• Taste of the Loop 
• Loop in Motion 
• After-Glow; a party after the Annual Balloon Glow 
• Back to School  

 
Mr. Rose stated Council recently met with the LSBD Board and identified three major events 
they would like to see occur in the Loop over the course of the next year:  

• The Ice Carnival;  
• Taste of the Loop; and  
• Loop in Motion 
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He stated although the fourth event has not yet been identified, his intent is to work with 
Council and the LSBD to reconcile the $85,000 request. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated there were a couple of things on Mr. Edwards' list she does not 
think they need to pay for.  But first, she would ask if her understanding that the economic 
development function for The Loop was now being handled by the City, was correct?  Mr. 
Rose stated the current intent with respect to economic development, is that the Director of 
Economic Development will provide the same level of service to The Loop that she provides 
for the rest of the City.  Councilmember Carr stated she was interested in learning whether 
the Lease in The Loop events was things the LSBD should be undertaking?  Mr. Rose stated 
this is a topic he would have to discuss with the Director of Economic Development. 
 Councilmember Carr stated while this is more of a step in the right direction, she is going 
to maintain her amendment since the City Manager has acknowledged that he and the 
Director of Economic Development will work with the LSBD to put together a list of events that 
reflect Council's goals.  And at that point, the money can be released for each event as 
needed. 
 
Councilmember Cusick posed the following questions to Mr. Edwards: 
Q.  Why is there a discrepancy in the total presented by Ms. L'Ecuyer at the July 17th 
Marketing meeting and the amount being requested today? 
 A.  The $85,000 is for this Fiscal Year; July 1st through June 30, 2020, and typically this 
would have been approved at Council's June meeting.  So, all their current events have been 
executed without the confidence of knowing whether the money was even going to be there, 
which has made the planning of these events very difficult.   
 
Q.  What process does the City of St. Louis or the East Loop CID utilize to acknowledge 
an agreement and authorize their portion of the expenditure for joint events conducted 
with the LSBD? 
A.   Usually, it's 50/50, but everything is approved because all three entities are bound and 
determined to keep their finances separate and transparent. 
 
Q.  When does the East Loop approve their half of the expenditure for joint events? 
A.  Anytime there is a Board meeting and these items come up.  I can assure you that they 
follow a very strict policy when it comes to their accounts payables or receivables. 
 
Q.  Is the East Loop also being asked to contribute $85,000? 
A.  No.  The LSBD's portion is more because these are not all joint events. 
 
Q.  Have all the joint events been approved and included on the East Loop's budget? 
A.  Well, in a general way.  The major events, brochure, directory, and the Visitor's Guide are 
definite.  But they are not involved in the electrical boxes.  
 
Mayor Crow asked Mr. Edwards if the list of events provided to Council tonight, had already 
been approved by the LSBD Board?   
 
Mr. Edwards stated the Board voted on the $85,000, but they have not seen this list, which is 
something Ms. Tucker had asked him to prepare and present at tonight's meeting.   
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He stated the reason behind the LSBD's blanket request is that over the years the LSBD has 
gained the trust of the EDRST Board based on its performance, and eventually stopped 
asking for a line-by-line list of expenses, which gave them the  flexibility needed to implement 
changes or cancel an affair, in the event of weather or circumstances beyond their control.  
Mr. Edwards stated going forward, the LSBD Board will provide greater detail. 
 
Councilmember Carr amended her motion to approve the request for $85,000 after receipt of 
the information requested by the City Manager or his designee regarding the type of events to 
be held.  It was seconded by Councilmember Hales.  
 
Point of Clarification:  Councilmember Hales asked Councilmember Carr if her amendment 
was related to the line items or the previous motion?  Councilmember Carr stated it was 
related to the previous motion, so it's an amendment to that motion.   
 
Voice vote on the amended motion to withhold funds until the LSBD has provided a detailed 
budget for each event, carried unanimously.   
 
Voice vote on the amendment to the amended motion to approve the funds after receipt of the 
information requested by the City Manager or his designee on the type of events, carried 
unanimously. 
 

5) Mannequins on The Loop; a public art project with recyclables for $21,000. 
 
Councilmember Cusick moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Carr and the 
motion carried unanimously. 
 

6) Winco Windows' automation equipment upgrade for $175,000 in the form of a no-
interest loan for $150,000, and a forgivable loan of $25,000, if stated jobs are 
created.  
 

Mr. Rose stated City staff intends to work with the representatives from Winco to put together 
an agreement that will ultimately, be brought before Council for approval. 
 
Councilmember Hales moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember Carr. 
 
Councilmember Cusick asked if the City had ever provided a no-interest/forgivable loan to 
businesses in the past?  Mr. Rose stated he is not aware of the City providing such a loan, 
but it is permitted by legislation.   
 
Councilmember Carr noted that forgivable loans had been provided to Loop business owners 
to help keep them afloat during the construction.  
 She stated the benefits of approving this recommendation are increased wages and 
maintaining the stability of a company that stays and grows here in U City.  However, she 
would like to make sure that the terms of this loan are clear and ultimately brought before 
Council prior to its execution.  Because when a manufacturer makes a sale to someone 
outside of the point of sale, U City might not get the benefit of that sales tax.    
 
Councilmember Clay stated given that the City has never participated in this kind of an 
endeavor, he was interested in learning whether advice was being sought from an outside 
consultant on how to draft the terms of this contract?  
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Mr. Rose stated at this point, he is not convinced there is a reason to retain an outside 
consultant.  But he and staff will certainly be working with the City Attorney to identify similar 
types of agreements they can draw from, and if putting the terms together becomes a 
struggle, he will return to Council for guidance.  Councilmember Clay stated he had used the 
term consultant rather loosely, in that based on the clear-cut nature of this transaction, advice 
can be sought without the need for compensation because there are some things that staff 
must be mindful of. 
 
Mayor Crow stated he thinks the EDRST respected the request made by Winco based on the 
long-term stability they have provided at Cunningham Industrial Park, and excellent track 
record within the community.  So, based on the fact that the EDRST had a sizeable fund 
balance, they instructed the City Manager to work with the City Attorney to draw up the 
appropriate paperwork.  Of course, everyone recognizes the potential for a downturn in the 
economy, and since this Council has been down that road before, he believes they are more 
than adequately prepared to implement a claw-back if one is needed.       
 
Voice vote on the motion to approve carried unanimously. 
 

L. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
1. BILL 9394 - AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO PIT BULLDOGS.  Bill Number 9394 was 

read for the second and third time. 
 

Councilmember McMahon moved to approve, it was seconded by Councilmember 
Smotherson. 
 
Councilmember Carr stated although Council had received a few emails; some with graphic 
details, she is not sure where she stands on this issue.  Having owned a Terrier who could at 
times, be a little vicious, she understands there can be issues with certain breeds.  
Unfortunately, the only real way to determine if a dog is aggressive is after something has 
already happened.  For that reason, she plans to abstain from participating in this vote. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  Councilmember McMahon, Councilmember Hales, Councilmember Cusick, 
Councilmember Smotherson, Councilmember Clay, and Mayor Crow. 
Nays:  None. 
 

M. NEW BUSINESS 
RESOLUTIONS 

 
 BILLS 
        Introduced by Councilmember Smotherson 

1. BILL 9395 - AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 400 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE 
OF THE CITY OF UNIVERSITY CITY, RELATING TO ZONING, BY AMENDING 
SECTION 400.2130 THEREOF, RELATING TO OFF-STREET PARKING AND 
LOADING REGULATIONS; CONTAINING A SAVINGS CLAUSE AND PROVIDING A 
PENALTY.  Bill Number 9395 was read for the first time. 

 
Mayor Crow announced that Bill Number 9395 would not have its second and third readings 
until November 25th, because the notice for a public hearing had not been posted. 
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N. COUNCIL REPORTS/BUSINESS 

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

Councilmember Clay reported that the Senior Commission met on Monday, October 
21st, where much of the discussion revolved around the Joint Study Session conducted 
with Council.  He believes it is fair to say that the Commission appreciated the 
opportunity to present their work to Council and that they look forward to having these 
same conversations on an annual basis.   
  Marcia Mermelstein, the Senior Services Coordinator, advised the Commission of her 
departure, and the administration's reassurance that the community's seniors and 
members of the Senior Commission will continue to have the resources needed to 
remain active.   
 An ongoing problem is the ability to get the word out to U City seniors, not only about 
the Commission's work but the regional and national resources available to seniors.  
Councilmember Clay stated his belief is there has been some outreach to the City 
Manager and the Communication's Department to discuss this issue and hopeful come 
up with some measures to enhance these efforts. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson reminded everyone that the Arts & Letters Commission's 
Annual Reception for Returning Artists will be held on Wednesday, November 17th at 7 
p.m. at U City High School's Pruitt Library.  This year's award recipient is Christopher J. 
Watkins, a St. Louis-based songwriter, producer, and Music Director.   
 

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

 
O. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION (continued if needed) 

Jerrold Tiers, 7345 Chamberlain, University City, MO 
Mr. Tiers stated he made several comments at the last meeting regarding the Bill to 
eliminate the Human Rights Commission mainly based on the lack of explanation that had 
been provided for the initiation of this Bill.  Since that time, several members of Council 
have been courteous enough to provide him with an explanation, for which he would like to 
express his appreciation.  But here again; as in the case of Bill No. 9394 relating to Pit 
Bulldogs, no public discussion or debate on why this Bill was even being proposed was 
provided.  And while he will readily admit, that Councilmember Carr's comments made 
things a little clearer, the Bill as published, said nothing about its intent; which is something 
people might want to know.    
 Residents deserve an open disclosure.  And while he realizes that it is possible to 
navigate through the City's website, the ability to locate these items requires a lot of 
digging, which puts an undue burden on citizens; especially those who are not internet 
savvy or may not have access to a computer.  And if you are lucky enough to find them, 
while there might be a set of "Whereas" statements providing a partial explanation, he has 
been unsuccessful in finding a detailed background.  Mr. Tiers stated in general, this 
Council does seem to be going in the right direction to achieve an open government.  So 
perhaps, it's the area of communications that could use a little more work.  An explanation 
need not be lengthy, just a few sentences to give residents a sense of what is being voted 
on.  Somewhat like the summary provided by the City Manager when he presents items 
under his report.   
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Next, there is his comment about block votes that seems to have touched a nerve.  
Mr. Tiers stated he is not suggesting that members should be voting against something 
every time, but when you look at the diversity in U City, the multiplicity of opinions he 
comes across when speaking to citizens, and the disputes that take place in municipalities 
with the same problems and circumstances, it is a little surprising to always have these 
unanimous agreements  It may simply be that the need for an Ordinance is always 
obvious, or that any perceived issues are ironed out in private sessions.  Whatever the 
case, the fact remains that U City has three very different Wards, and his assumption is 
that at some point in this process those differences would conjure up some very diverse 
opinions.  
 

P. COUNCIL COMMENTS 
Councilmember Carr stated she would take the bait on that comment because she does 
believe Council has a responsibility to educate its citizens or at the very least, answer their 
questions.   
 A hard copy of Council's packet is freely available at City Hall, or if you would like to 
receive a copy, there is an easy way to sign up.  And if anyone is having difficulty doing 
either of these two things, she is sure the City Clerk will be willing to help them.  Inside 
each of these packets is where you will find a detailed explanation of practically every item 
on the agenda.  So, Council comes to these meetings prepared and where there are 
differences of opinion, they are discussed openly.  Councilmember Carr stated she views 
these discussions as an opportunity to convince her colleagues about her specific point of 
view; like what you witnessed tonight.  On the other hand, she may not have strong 
feelings about a vote coming before Council, and therefore, have no input.  Council is not 
keeping secrets, and actually appreciates their residents' involvement because they want 
them to understand exactly what is going on.  Along that same vein, Councilmember Carr 
stated she used to send out a newsletter that people often complained about being too 
long and needless.  So, while she appreciates the comment, the City does provide every 
resident with an opportunity to be informed about the things that are going on in these 
meetings by obtaining a copy of Council's packet.  In the future, she might start to read 
some of that information into the record; of course, keeping in mind that some folks like to 
get in bed before eleven o'clock at night.   
 
Councilmember Cusick stated another factor associated with Council's cohesiveness, is 
the benefit of having numerous Boards and Commissions that do a lot of the legwork.   
Prior to Council's receipt of these EDRST recommendations, the Board went through 
eighteen applications and vetted them out to determine what they believed would be the 
best fit for this City.  So, there is no existing cabal which states we are going to have a 7 to 
0 vote.  And if you know the people who sit on this dais, then you should have a clear 
understanding that each one is opinionated and has no problem expressing exactly what's 
on their mind.  
 With respect to closed meetings and deciding things in advance, he would like to 
remind everyone of Agenda Item Q which states, "Legal actions: causes of action or 
litigation involving a public governmental body and any confidential or privileged 
communications between a public governmental body or its representatives or attorneys." 
So, by law, Council is prohibited from going into a closed meeting unless it falls under one 
of those categories.  And he can assure everyone that the City Attorney keeps Council on 
the straight and narrow when it comes to these things. 
 Councilmember Cusick stated he would also like to address the comment made about 
the Trolley; an issue he raised at the October 14th meeting.   
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He stated while he too, would love to see the Trolley succeed, his intent was to put 
something on tonight's agenda seeking Council's approval to initiate an investigation over 
his concerns about the Company's fiscal management and accountability of the $51.5 
million dollars received to initiate this project. However, he had not followed through on that 
plan because last week, the St. Louis County Council passed a Resolution to initiate this 
same type of investigation.    
  

Q. Motion to go into a Closed Session according to Missouri Revised Statutes 610.021 (1): 
 Legal actions, causes of action or litigation involving a public governmental body and any 
 confidential or privileged communications between a public governmental body or its 
 representatives or attorneys. 
 
Councilmember McMahon moved to go into a Closed Session, it was seconded by 
Councilmember Hales. 
 
Roll Call Vote Was: 
Ayes:  Councilmember Hales, Councilmember Cusick, Councilmember Clay, Councilmember 
Carr, Councilmember McMahon, and Mayor Crow.  
Nays:  Councilmember Smotherson 

 
R. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Crow thanked everyone for their attendance and closed the regular City Council 
meeting at 8:17 p.m. to go into a Closed Session on the second floor.  The Closed Session 
reconvened in an open session at 9:11 p.m. 
 
 
LaRette Reese 
City Clerk 
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Council Agenda Item Cover 

MEETING DATE:  November 11, 2019   

AGENDA ITEM TITLE:  Purchase of (2) Zoll Cardiac Monitors 

AGENDA SECTION:   Consent  

CAN THIS ITEM BE RESCHEDULED? :    Yes 

BACKGROUND REVIEW:  

The Fire Department is currently using two, Zoll monitors that were slated to be replaced 
four years ago and have outlasted their life expectancy, as well as the ability to perform 
to today’s health standards for life saving equipment. The Department was also notified 
that they are no longer able find parts for and can no longer be serviced.  

RECOMMENDATION: 

The City Manager recommends approval of the purchase of two new Zoll monitors and 
accessories at a cost of $67,938.72.  Replacing the two units that are giving intermittent 
service and are unable to be repaired or upgraded.  The Annual Operating Budget 
includes $78,000 for this purchase.

ATTACHMENTS: 

• Zoll M series End Of Life Notice
• Zoll X series Bid Sheet
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October 15, 2018 
 

Important Notification: M Series® Monitor Defibrillator End-of-Life Notification 

 

Dear Valued Customer, 

In December of 2012, we discontinued the sale of the M Series Monitor Defibrillator in the United 

States. And, in early 2016, we notified our M Series customers about the increasing difficulty we 

were experiencing procuring replacement parts for certain M Series models. Since that time, we 

have continued to provide service and support to the best of our ability for this legacy product.  

Almost 25 years after it was introduced, in May of 2020 we will be unable to produce the M Series 

battery and, as a result, will not be able to maintain the high level of service and support for this 

product that our customers have relied upon for so many years. For many, this effectively puts the 

M Series at the end of its life.  

Looking to the future, we would like to provide you with ample time to consider the impact this will 

have on your emergency resuscitation devices.  For hospital customers and clinics, we offer the R 

Series® Monitor Defibrillator that can be configured similarly to your existing M Series and also 

includes advanced technologies such as Real CPR Help®, See-Thru CPR®, Wi-Fi communication, and 

automated self-testing, including clock synchronization. To meet the needs of our EMS and Fire 

customers, we offer the X Series® Monitor/Defibrillator, that is a light weight, full-featured monitor 

with Real CPR Help, See-Thru CPR®, Wi-Fi communication, open 12-lead capabilities, and cutting 

edge data communication to simplify charting. 

In order to make this transition simple and cost-effective, we currently have upgrade programs 

available for your consideration. For additional information regarding these programs, please 

contact your local sales representative. 

ZOLL is strongly committed to supporting our customers and helping you to improve outcomes in 

your facility. Although our ability to service the M Series is limited, we will continue to provide 

technical assistance through our technical support group. If you have any questions or require 

additional information, please contact your local sales representative or our Customer Service 

Department at 800-348-9011. 

Sincerely, 

  

Elijah White 
Vice President, Marketing 
ZOLL Medical Corporation 
 
 
MCN HP 1808 0324 
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Attn:

-

TO:

Shipping PointFOB:

Net 30 DaysTERMS:

DATE:

QUOTATION 

(978) 421-0015 Customer Support
(800) 348-9011
(978) 421-9655 Main
Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824-4105
269 Mill Rd
Worldwide HeadQuarters
ZOLL Medical Corporation

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT PRICE DISC PRICE TOTAL PRICE

email: gwilmoth@ucitymo.org

Prepay and AddFREIGHT:

ITEM MODEL NUMBER

312589 V:2

October 24, 2019

FEDERAL ID#: 04-2711626

University City Fire Department

863 Westgate Avenue 
University City, MO 63130

Gary Wilmoth, Battalion Chief

Chief Medical Officer

1 6 0 1 - 2 2 3 1 4 1 1 - 0 1  X Series ® Manual Monitor/Defibrillator         $14,995

 with 4 trace tri-mode display monitor/ defibrillator/ 

printer,

comes with Real CPR Help®, advisory algorithm, 

advanced communications package (Wi-Fi, Bluetooth, 

USB cellular modem capable) USB data transfer 

capable and large 6.5"( 16.5cm) diagonal sreen,

full 12 ECG lead view with both dynamic and static 

12-lead mode display.

 Accessories Included:

• MFC cable

• MFC CPR connector

• A/C power adapter/ battery charger

• A/C power cord

• One (1) roll printer paper

• 6.6 Ah Li-ion battery

• Carry case

• Declaration of Conformity

• Operator's Manual

• Quick Reference Guide

• One (1)-year EMS warranty

Advanced Options:

  Real CPR Help Expansion Pack                  $  995

   CPR Dashboard quantitive depth and rate in real 

time, release indicator, interruption

    timer, perfusion performance indicator (PPI)

• See - Thru CPR artifact filtering

qq
 2 $41,015.00 $31,581.55 $63,163.10 *

To the extent that  ZOLL and Customer, or Customer’s Representative have negotiated and executed 

overriding terms and conditions (“Overriding T’s & C’s”), those terms and conditions would apply to this

Jason Fenton

quotation. In all other cases, this quote is made subject to ZOLL’s Standard Commercial Terms and 

Conditions (“ZOLL T’s & C’s”) which for capital equipment, accessories and consumables can be found at 

http://www.zoll.com/GTC and for software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSPTC  and for 

hosted software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSHTC.  Except in the case of overriding 

T’s and C’s, any Purchase Order (“PO”) issued in response to this quotation will be deemed to incorporate 

ZOLL T’s & C’s, and any other terms and conditions presented shall have no force or effect except to the 

extent agreed in writing by ZOLL.
Sr. EMS Account Executive
314-757-1974

1. DELIVERY WILL BE MADE 60-90 DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF ACCEPTED PURCHASE ORDER.
2. PRICES QUOTED ARE VALID UNTIL DECEMBER 31, 2019.

3. APPLICABLE TAX, SHIPPING & HANDLING WILL BE ADDED AT THE TIME OF INVOICING.
4. ALL PURCHASE ORDERS ARE SUBJECT TO CREDIT APPROVAL BEFORE ACCEPTABLE BY ZOLL.
5. FAX PURCHASE ORDER AND QUOTATION  TO ZOLL CUSTOMER SUPPORT AT 978-421-0015

OR EMAIL TO ESALES@ZOLL.COM.

6. ALL DISCOUNTS OFF LIST PRICE ARE CONTINGENT UPON PAYMENT WITHIN AGREED UPON TERMS.

7. PLACE YOUR ACCESSORY ORDERS ONLINE BY VISITING  www.zollwebstore.com.
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 ZOLL Noninvasive Pacing Technology:         $2,550

 

 Masimo Pulse Oximetry

 

 SP02& SpCO                                               $4,540

        • Signal Extraction Technology (SET)

           •  Rainbow SET ( for SpCO & SpMet)

 NIBP Welch Allyn includes:                            $3,495                                                                                               

        •  Smartcuff 10 foot Dual Lumen hose

          •  SureBP Reusable Adult Medium Cuff

   

 End Tidal Carbon Dioxide monitoring (ETCO2)

Oridion Microstream Technology:                     $4,995                                     

 Order required Microstream tubing sets separately

   

 Interpretative 12- Lead ECG:                            $8,450

      •  12-Lead one step  ECG cable- includes 4- Lead 

limb lead cable and 

           removable precordial 6- Lead set

   

 Two Temperature monitoring channels with digital 

displays:  $ 995

 Order Temperature probes separately

2 8 0 0 0 - 0 0 1 3 9 2 Rainbow, RC-4, 4FT, Reusable EMS Patient Cable

qq
 2 $245.00 $200.90 $401.80 **

3 8 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 3 7 1 SpO2/SpCO/SpMet Rainbow DCI Adult  Reusable 

Sensor with connector (3 ft)

 
qq

 3 $845.00 $650.65 $1,951.95 *

To the extent that  ZOLL and Customer, or Customer’s Representative have negotiated and executed 

overriding terms and conditions (“Overriding T’s & C’s”), those terms and conditions would apply to this

Jason Fenton

quotation. In all other cases, this quote is made subject to ZOLL’s Standard Commercial Terms and 

Conditions (“ZOLL T’s & C’s”) which for capital equipment, accessories and consumables can be found at 

http://www.zoll.com/GTC and for software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSPTC  and for 

hosted software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSHTC.  Except in the case of overriding 

T’s and C’s, any Purchase Order (“PO”) issued in response to this quotation will be deemed to incorporate 

ZOLL T’s & C’s, and any other terms and conditions presented shall have no force or effect except to the 

extent agreed in writing by ZOLL.
Sr. EMS Account Executive
314-757-1974

1. DELIVERY WILL BE MADE 60-90 DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF ACCEPTED PURCHASE ORDER.
2. PRICES QUOTED ARE VALID UNTIL DECEMBER 31, 2019.

3. APPLICABLE TAX, SHIPPING & HANDLING WILL BE ADDED AT THE TIME OF INVOICING.
4. ALL PURCHASE ORDERS ARE SUBJECT TO CREDIT APPROVAL BEFORE ACCEPTABLE BY ZOLL.
5. FAX PURCHASE ORDER AND QUOTATION  TO ZOLL CUSTOMER SUPPORT AT 978-421-0015 

    OR EMAIL TO ESALES@ZOLL.COM.

6. ALL DISCOUNTS OFF LIST PRICE ARE CONTINGENT UPON PAYMENT WITHIN AGREED UPON TERMS.   

7. PLACE YOUR ACCESSORY ORDERS ONLINE BY VISITING  www.zollwebstore.com.
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4 8 0 0 0 - 0 5 8 0 - 0 1 Six hour rechargeable Smart battery

qq
 4 $519.75 $381.15 $1,524.60 *

5 8 3 0 0 - 0 0 0 2 - 0 2 Dual Lumen NIBP Tubing  Assembly, 5 FT, X Series

qq
 2 $125.00 No Charge No Charge ***

6 8 0 0 0 - 0 8 9 5 Cuff Kit with Welch Allyn Small Adult, Large Adult and 

Thigh Cuffsqq
 3 $157.50 $121.27 $363.81 *

7 8 0 0 0 - 0 6 7 4 Disposable Temperature Sensor Adapter Cable

qq
 3 $55.00 $54.67 $164.01 *

8 8 3 0 0 - 0 8 0 2 - 0 1 12-Lead one step ECG cable - AAMI includes 4-Lead 

trunk cable and removable precordial 6 lead set.qq
 1 $341.25 $250.25 $250.25 *

9 8 0 0 0 - 0 0 1 4 0 5 - 0 1 Kit, MultiTech MTC Cat M1 Cell Modem, Verizon

qq
 2 $895.00 $733.90 $1,467.80 ***

10 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 AED Plus with Professional Interface (no circle of 

icons). Includes: LCD screen showing voice prompt 
messages, device advisory messages, elapsed time, 
shock count and chest compression bar.  Supplied with 
Public Safety PASS Cover, Softcase, Operator's Guide 
and (5) five year limited warranty. 

qq
 4 $2,054.85 $1,356.60 $5,426.40 **

11 8 0 0 0 - 0 8 0 7 - 0 1 Type 123 Lithium Batteries, quantity of ten (10) with 
storage sleeveqq

 4 $78.75 $56.25 $225.00 **

To the extent that  ZOLL and Customer, or Customer’s Representative have negotiated and executed 

overriding terms and conditions (“Overriding T’s & C’s”), those terms and conditions would apply to this

Jason Fenton

quotation. In all other cases, this quote is made subject to ZOLL’s Standard Commercial Terms and 

Conditions (“ZOLL T’s & C’s”) which for capital equipment, accessories and consumables can be found at 

http://www.zoll.com/GTC and for software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSPTC  and for 

hosted software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSHTC.  Except in the case of overriding 

T’s and C’s, any Purchase Order (“PO”) issued in response to this quotation will be deemed to incorporate 

ZOLL T’s & C’s, and any other terms and conditions presented shall have no force or effect except to the 

extent agreed in writing by ZOLL.
Sr. EMS Account Executive
314-757-1974

1. DELIVERY WILL BE MADE 60-90 DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF ACCEPTED PURCHASE ORDER.
2. PRICES QUOTED ARE VALID UNTIL DECEMBER 31, 2019.

3. APPLICABLE TAX, SHIPPING & HANDLING WILL BE ADDED AT THE TIME OF INVOICING.
4. ALL PURCHASE ORDERS ARE SUBJECT TO CREDIT APPROVAL BEFORE ACCEPTABLE BY ZOLL.
5. FAX PURCHASE ORDER AND QUOTATION  TO ZOLL CUSTOMER SUPPORT AT 978-421-0015 

    OR EMAIL TO ESALES@ZOLL.COM.

6. ALL DISCOUNTS OFF LIST PRICE ARE CONTINGENT UPON PAYMENT WITHIN AGREED UPON TERMS.   

7. PLACE YOUR ACCESSORY ORDERS ONLINE BY VISITING  www.zollwebstore.com.
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Attn:

-

TO:

Shipping PointFOB:

Net 30 DaysTERMS:

DATE:

QUOTATION 

(978) 421-0015 Customer Support
(800) 348-9011
(978) 421-9655 Main
Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824-4105
269 Mill Rd
Worldwide HeadQuarters
ZOLL Medical Corporation

DESCRIPTION QTY. UNIT PRICE DISC PRICE TOTAL PRICE

email: gwilmoth@ucitymo.org

Prepay and AddFREIGHT:

ITEM MODEL NUMBER

312589 V:2

October 24, 2019

FEDERAL ID#: 04-2711626

University City Fire Department

863 Westgate Avenue 
University City, MO 63130

Gary Wilmoth, Battalion Chief

Chief Medical Officer

12 4 0 0 1 - 9 9 3 4 ZOLL M-Series Biphasic w/Pacing, 12 lead + 3 

parameters or more (includes CCT) Trade-In

 
qq

 2 ($3,500.00) ($7,000.00) ****

*Reflects SSM EMS Districts Contract Pricing.

   

**Reflects Public Safety Association Inc (PSAI) Contract 

No. PSAI 2018-11 pricing. Effective 12/01/2018 to 

11/30/2021.

   

***Reflects Discount Pricing.

   

 ****Trade-In Value valid if all equipment purchased is in 

     good operational and cosmetic condition, and

     includes all standard accessories.

     Customer assumes responsibility for 

     shipping trade-in equipment to ZOLL Chelmsford 

     within 60 days of receipt of new equipment. Customer 

     agrees to pay cash value for trade-in equipment not 

     shipped to ZOLL on a timely basis.

   

****Trade value guaranteed only through December 31, 

2019.

To the extent that ZOLL and Customer, or Customer’s Representative have negotiated and executed 

overriding terms and conditions (“Overriding T’s & C’s”), those terms and conditions would apply to this $67,938.72 TOTAL

Jason Fenton

quotation. In all other cases, this quote is made subject to ZOLL’s Standard Commercial Terms and 

Conditions (“ZOLL T’s & C’s”) which for capital equipment, accessories and consumables can be found at 

http://www.zoll.com/GTC and for software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSPTC  and for 

hosted software products can be found at http://www.zoll.com/SSHTC.  Except in the case of overriding 

T’s and C’s, any Purchase Order (“PO”) issued in response to this quotation will be deemed to incorporate 

ZOLL T’s & C’s, and any other terms and conditions presented shall have no force or effect except to the 

extent agreed in writing by ZOLL.
Sr. EMS Account Executive
314-757-1974

1. DELIVERY WILL BE MADE 60-90 DAYS AFTER RECEIPT OF ACCEPTED PURCHASE ORDER.
2. PRICES QUOTED ARE VALID UNTIL DECEMBER 31, 2019.

3. APPLICABLE TAX, SHIPPING & HANDLING WILL BE ADDED AT THE TIME OF INVOICING.
4. ALL PURCHASE ORDERS ARE SUBJECT TO CREDIT APPROVAL BEFORE ACCEPTABLE BY ZOLL.
5. FAX PURCHASE ORDER AND QUOTATION  TO ZOLL CUSTOMER SUPPORT AT 978-421-0015 

    OR EMAIL TO ESALES@ZOLL.COM.

6. ALL DISCOUNTS OFF LIST PRICE ARE CONTINGENT UPON PAYMENT WITHIN AGREED UPON TERMS.   

7. PLACE YOUR ACCESSORY ORDERS ONLINE BY VISITING  www.zollwebstore.com.

Page 4 of 4
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Council Agenda Item Cover 

MEETING DATE:  November 11, 2019    

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Lease Listing Agreement with CBRE for City-Owned Property at 
6321-6325 Delmar Blvd. 

AGENDA SECTION:   Consent 

CAN THIS ITEM BE RESCHEDULED?:    Yes 

BACKGROUND REVIEW:   

The City owns approximately 6200 SF of street-level retail space under the parking garage 
structure at 6321-6325 Delmar Blvd.  All spaces are currently vacant.   This exclusive listing 
agreement is to engage commercial real estate firm CBRE to assist the City in marketing and 
leasing the property for a period of one year. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The City Manager recommends approving the listing agreement with CBRE for a period of one-year 
per the terms of the agreement. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

• Exclusive Lease Listing Agreement with CBRE

J - 2 - 1
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     11/7/2019 
 
BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 
Mr. Gregory Rose 
City Manager 
City of University City 
6801 Delmar Boulevard 
University City, MO 63130 
 
 Re: Exclusive Lease Listing Agreement 

 6321-6325 DELMAR BOULEVARD, ST. LOUIS, MO (“Property”) 
 
Dear Ms. Tucker: 
 
 Thank you for selecting CBRE, Inc. (“CBRE”) to represent you. The terms of our engagement are contained 
in this agreement (“Agreement”).   
 

1. This Agreement shall terminate one year after the above date (“Term”).  
 
2. During the Term, you appoint us your exclusive agent with the right to list and market the Property 

for lease and to negotiate leases for the Property (which includes portions thereof). 
 
3. We will commit the appropriate number of qualified and licensed professionals to this engagement. 

Your “Listing Team” is comprised of Paul Fusz, Josh Roedemeier, Nick Garavagalia, Dominique 
Novelly & Gracie Winkelmann. We will have the right to change members of the Listing Team as 
necessary and appropriate.   

 
(a) CBRE shall be a limited agent and shall have the following duties as your agent as provided 

by Missouri law: (1) to perform the terms of this Agreement; (2) to exercise reasonable 
skill and care; (3) to promote your interests with the utmost good faith, loyalty, and fidelity, 
including: (a) seek a price and terms which are acceptable to you, except that we shall not 
be obligated to seek additional offers to purchase the property while the property is subject 
to a contract for sale or to seek additional offers to lease the property while the property is 
subject to a lease or letter of intent to lease; (b) present all written offers to and from you 
in a timely manner regardless of whether the property is subject to a contract for sale or 
lease or a letter of intent to lease; (c) disclose to you all adverse material facts actually 
known or that should have been known by us; and (d) advise you to obtain expert advice 
as to material matters about which we know but the specifics of which are beyond our 
expertise; (4) to account in a timely manner for all money and property received; (5) to 
comply with all requirements of Missouri Revised Statutes Chapter 339, and any rules and 
regulations promulgated pursuant to such Chapter; (6) to comply with any applicable 
federal, state, and local laws, rules, regulations, and ordinances, including fair housing and 
civil rights statutes and regulations; and (7) to not disclose any confidential information 
about you unless disclosure is required by statute, rule or regulation or failure to disclose 
the information would constitute a misrepresentation or unless disclosure is necessary to 
defend Broker or Broker’s affiliated licensee against an action of wrongful conduct in an 
administrative or judicial proceeding or before a professional committee. 
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(b) In addition we shall provide you the following services: (1) accept delivery of and present 
to you offers and counteroffers to buy, sell, or lease the Property; (2) assist you in 
developing, communicating, negotiating, and presenting offers, counteroffers, and notices 
that relate to the offers and the counteroffers until a lease or purchase agreement is signed 
and all contingencies are satisfied or waived; and (3) answer your questions relating to the 
offers, counteroffers, notices, and contingencies. 

 
4. We will offer the Property for lease at an initial rate of $25.00/SF NNN. However, it is your right to: 

(a) approve, modify, reject or disapprove lease proposals and offers; (b) approve prospective tenants; 
and (c) adjust the terms and conditions of any offer made, including but not limited to, adjusting the 
Property’s lease offering rate. 

 
5. We will work with you to create and implement a leasing strategy for the Property, including 

preparation of appropriate and customary marketing materials (such as an offering brochure). In 
developing the strategy, we will rely on (without requirement to verify) any information provided 
to us by you, your agents, affiliates and/or any of the Property’s managers. However, we will not 
issue any written marketing materials without your prior written approval. Further, you authorize us 
to place one or more signs on the Property as we deem appropriate. You agree to reimburse us for 
reasonable out-of-pocket marketing expenses approved by you, up to a maximum of Five Hundred 
Dollars ($500). Reimbursement is due upon the receipt of an invoice. 

 
6. The success of this engagement relies, in part, on cooperation and communication between us.  

Therefore, you agree to: (i) provide us with all available information to assist us in marketing the 
Property; (ii) immediately refer to us all leasing inquiries for the Property; and (iii) conduct all 
negotiations with prospective tenants exclusively through us.  

 
7. You represent that you either are the fee owner of or otherwise have control over the Property. You 

further represent that you have full authority to enter into this Agreement without violating anyone 
else’s rights, or any other agreements or contractual obligations. 

 
8. You agree that you and/or your legal counsel are solely responsible for determining the legal 

sufficiency of the documents related to this engagement and the tax consequences of any transaction. 
You are also responsible for evaluating any offers and determining with whom you will negotiate 
or enter into a transaction. While we may assist you in gathering reasonably available information, 
we cannot represent or warrant the creditworthiness of any prospect and/or their ability to satisfy 
their obligations under a lease. All final business and legal decisions shall be made solely by you. 
Notwithstanding any designation of us as “agent” in this Agreement, we will have no right, power, 
or authority to enter into any agreement with any prospective tenant, real estate broker, or any other 
person in the name of, on behalf of, or otherwise binding upon you. 

 
9. We will earn (and you agree to pay) a commission in accordance with this Agreement and the 

attached Commission Schedule (Exhibit “A”) if either of the following occur: 
 

(a) during the Term, you lease the Property to a tenant, whether procured by us, you or anyone 
else; or 

 
(b) within one hundred twenty (120) days after the expiration of the Term or after the 

Agreement otherwise terminates (the “Post-Term”), the Property is leased to, or 
negotiations continue, resume or commence and thereafter continue leading to a lease of 
the Property to any person or entity (including his/her/its successors, assigns or affiliates) 
with whom, during the Term, CBRE either negotiated (either directly or through another 
broker or agent) or to whom the Property was submitted during the Term (“Existing 
Prospect”). You agree that CBRE is authorized to continue negotiations with Existing 
Prospects, and we will submit to you a list of such Existing Prospects no later than fifteen 
(15) business days following the expiration or termination of the Term; provided, however, 
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that if a written offer has been submitted prior to said expiration or termination date, then 
it shall not be necessary to include the offeror’s name on the list. 

 
10. If you intend to sell, transfer or otherwise dispose of your interest in the Property while this 

Agreement is in effect or during the Post Term, you agree to notify us in writing (including the name 
and address of the escrow or closing agent, if any) at least ten (10) days before that transaction 
closes. You agree to remain responsible for payment of commissions earned by us (or that may 
accrue in the future under this Agreement) unless the person or entity to whom you transfer the 
Property assumes your obligations in writing in a form reasonably acceptable to us.  Earned but 
unpaid commissions will be automatically accelerated and paid at the closing of such transfer 
regardless of any other installment payment timetable previously agreed upon. This Agreement is 
an irrevocable instruction to the escrow or closing agent to pay commissions owed to us from 
deposited funds at closing, unless you or CBRE have entered into a satisfactory written agreement 
with the transferee to assume the obligation. 

 
11. If a sale, exchange or option to purchase the Property is made or granted to anyone during the Term 

or Post-Term, you agree to pay CBRE a sales commission in accordance with Exhibit A. 
 
12. You agree that we are authorized to cooperate with and, if appropriate, share our commission with 

“Cooperating Brokers” (such as tenant brokers). We will be responsible for paying the fee or 
commission due to the Cooperating Broker (if any) provided the Cooperating Broker: (i) represents 
the prospective tenant pursuant to a written agreement, a copy of which is furnished to us prior to 
execution of the lease; (ii) is properly licensed; and (iii) executes and delivers to us an acceptable 
cooperating brokerage agreement. Market conditions may exist whereby the Cooperating Broker is 
offered an above-standard fee and/or broker bonus; if so, our commission shall be increased by (and 
you agree to pay) an amount such that we receive no less than 50% of the total fee in accordance 
with the Commission Schedule.  In this case, the terms shall first be agreed upon by all parties to 
this agreement. 

 
(a) We both agree to appoint the Listing Team as your designated agent(s) pursuant to 

Missouri Statutes, Title XXII, Section 339.820, to the exclusion of all of CBRE’s other 
licensees. All of our affiliated licensees, other than the Listing Team, shall hereinafter be 
referred to as Non-Designated Agents. 

You acknowledge that we are an international brokerage firm and that, in some cases, we 
may represent prospective tenants. You desire your Property be presented to such 
prospective tenants and agree that the representation of such prospective tenants by Non-
Designated Agents shall not result in a dual agency. We recognize that the Listing Team 
shall exclusively owe you duties of trust, confidence and loyalty; and you acknowledge 
and agree that Non-Designated Agents shall act either as limited agents with duties of trust, 
confidence, and loyalty owed exclusively to such prospective tenants, or if such Non-
Designated Agents have not been appointed as designated agents for the prospective tenant, 
then upon the consent of such prospective tenant, as transaction brokers with the duties set 
forth in Missouri Statutes, Title XXII, Section 339.755. In the event that the Listing Team 
have any potential conflict of interest (such as a Listing Team member representing a 
tenant), then we shall disclose such conflict to you, as soon as practicable after such conflict 
is identified and either (a) obtain your consent to CBRE and the Listing Team acting as 
dual agents; or (b) obtain your consent to CBRE and the Listing Team transitioning from 
limited agents to transaction brokers. 

(b) If designated agents have not been appointed for you and Broker represents a prospective 
tenant, then upon written consent of all the parties to the transaction, we shall be permitted 
to act as a disclosed dual agent pursuant to Missouri Statutes, Title XXII, Section 339.750; 
or, upon your written consent of our assumption of transaction broker status, as a 
transaction broker pursuant to Missouri Statutes, Title XXII, Section 339.755.   
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13. Unless you agree in writing we shall not offer subagency under this Agreement to any other broker. 
 
14. Questions regarding environmental and zoning issues may arise during the course of our 

representation. CBRE is not obligated to perform, and has not made any investigation of the physical 
conditions or zoning issues relating to the Property. You agree to disclose to us and allow us to 
disclose to prospective tenants everything you know (after reasonable inquiry by you) regarding 
present and future property issues including, but not limited to, structural, mechanical, hazardous 
materials, zoning and environmental matters affecting the Property and/or the Property’s condition.  

 
15. If the Property becomes the subject of foreclosure proceedings before the expiration of the Term, 

then in our sole and absolute discretion we may: (a) suspend this Agreement until we elect to 
reinstate it or (b) terminate this Agreement and enter into a listing agreement with any receiver, 
party initiating foreclosure, party purchasing the Property at a foreclosure sale, or any other third 
party.  

 
16. To the extent legally permissible, we are authorized to deduct our commissions from any security 

deposits or rental payments made by a tenant in connection with a transaction contemplated by this 
Agreement. You hereby irrevocably assign those deposits and rental payments to CBRE to the extent 
necessary to pay us our commissions. In the event you fail to pay us our commissions within ten 
(10) days after they are due, we are authorized to provide a copy of this Agreement to the tenant of 
the subject lease, and that tenant is hereby irrevocably instructed by you to pay our commissions 
from any deposits or rental payments. You will credit such tenant for any payments made to us 
pursuant to this paragraph against any payments due under their lease. Further, you waive any claim, 
action or right, whether at law or in equity, against the tenant arising or resulting from their payments 
to us pursuant to this paragraph in lieu of any payments to be paid by the tenant to you under their 
lease. 

 
17. While we are confident that our relationship will be mutually satisfactory, if there is a dispute 

between us, then we agree to resolve it subject to the following: 
 

(a) if either party institutes a legal proceeding against the other party relating to this 
Agreement, the prevailing party shall recover from the non-prevailing party all of its (i) 
reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, (ii) expert-related fees and costs and (iii) other related 
expenses. All past due amounts shall bear interest at twelve percent (12%) per annum or 
the maximum rate permitted in the state in which the Property is located. No party will be 
entitled to punitive, special and/or consequential damages, and we each waive all rights to 
and claims for relief other than for compensatory damages; and   

 
(b) WHERE PERMITTED BY LAW, WE EACH KNOWINGLY AGREE TO WAIVE 

ANY AND ALL RIGHTS TO HAVE A DISPUTE ON ANY MATTER RELATING 
TO, OR ARISING FROM THIS AGREEMENT DETERMINED BY A JURY. 

 
18. You and CBRE agree to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, codes, ordinances and 

administrative orders. Further, we both acknowledge that: (a) it is illegal to refuse to display or lease 
to or from any person because of one’s membership in a protected class, e.g.: race, color, religion, 
national origin, sex, ancestry, age, marital status, physical or mental handicap, familial status or any 
other class protected by applicable law and (b) the Property will be offered in compliance with all 
applicable anti-discrimination laws. 
 

19. This Agreement may not be assigned, sold, or otherwise transferred to another broker without both 
of our express written consent. 
 

20. You hereby acknowledge that you have received a copy of the Missouri Broker Disclosure Form 
attached hereto. 
 

21. You hereby acknowledge receipt of a copy of this Listing Agreement. 
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22. This Agreement is our entire agreement and supersedes all prior understandings between us 

regarding this engagement and is governed by the laws of the state where the Property is located, 
without regard to its conflict of laws principles. This Agreement will be binding and inure to the 
benefit of our lawful representatives, heirs, successors, designees and assignees. It may not be 
altered or terminated except in a writing signed by both you and CBRE. Neither party’s failure to 
exercise any of its rights under this Agreement will relieve the other party of its obligations 
hereunder. Nothing herein is or may be deemed a waiver or full statement of any of our rights or 
remedies, whether at law or in equity, all of which are expressly reserved. If any provision of this 
Agreement is unenforceable or void under applicable law, the remaining provisions will continue to 
be binding. This Agreement and the rights, interests or obligations created hereunder will not be 
assigned by either of the parties without the prior written consent of the other party. We each agree 
that we have both participated in the negotiation and drafting of this Agreement. You acknowledge 
that the person signing this Agreement on your behalf has your full authority to execute it. This 
Agreement will be binding whether signatures are exchanged electronically or by hand, by mail, by 
fax, by electronic transfer or image, by photocopy or in counterparts. 

 
 Thank you again for this opportunity. We look forward to working with you. 
 
     Very truly yours, 
 
     CBRE, Inc. 
     Licensed Real Estate Broker 
 
 
     By:       
     Name:   Jeffrey C. Kaiser 
     Title:   Managing Director 
 
AGREED: 
 
City of University City 
 
 
By:       
Name:  Mr. Gregory Rose 
Title:  City Manager 
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EXHIBIT A – Commission Schedule 
 
A. Lease.   Commissions shall be earned and payable when the lease is executed by both parties, in accordance 

with the following rate: 
 

• New Leases: Six percent (6.0%) with a procuring broker and Five percent (5%) if completed solely 
by CBRE of the total base rents to be received over the initial lease term. 

 
• Project Management: Five percent (5.0%) of total project cost. 

 
The above rate is subject to the following provisions: 
 
1. Term of Less Than 1 Year.   If a lease term is less than 12 months, then the commission shall be 

prorated based upon the number of months included in the lease term. 
 
2. Option or Right of First Refusal to Renew, Extend Lease or Occupy Additional Space.  If a lease for 

which a commission is earned and payable hereunder contains: (i) an option or right of first refusal 
to renew or extend, and a lease term is renewed or extended, whether strictly in accordance with the 
terms of such option or right or otherwise and/or (ii) an option or right of first refusal to expand, and 
a tenant occupies additional space whether strictly in accordance with the terms of such option or 
right or otherwise, then you shall pay a leasing commission in accordance with the provisions of 
this Commission Schedule on the additional leased space. Said commission shall be earned and 
payable at the time the extended term commences or the additional space is occupied, as applicable. 
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Council Agenda Item Cover 

MEETING DATE:    November 11, 2019        

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Presentation-i5 Re:  Economic Development Strategic Plan 

AGENDA SECTION:   City Manager’s Report 

CAN THIS ITEM BE RESCHEDULED?    No 

BACKGROUND REVIEW:   

At the October 28, 2019 City Council meeting, a professional services agreement was 
approved with The i5 Group to conduct an economic development strategic plan.  Stephen 
Ibendahl, Principal of The i5 Group will make a presentation at this meeting to ‘kick-off’ the 
process.  He will provide a brief overview of their firm, information on their process and timeline 
for the Strategic Plan and introduce the need to create a Steering Committee for this process.  
Total time allotment is 15 minutes. 
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MEETING DATE: November 11, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Conditional Use Permit –  PC 19-08 – Upgrading of equipment at their existing 
telecommunications monopole facility. 

AGENDA SECTION: City Manager’s Report  

CAN THIS ITEM BE RESCHEDULED? : Yes 

BACKGROUND REVIEW: Attached are the relevant documents for the above-referenced C.U.P. 
application.  The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for the construction of exterior co-locate 
antennas on an existing Monopole. The current antennas are camouflaged within the existing pole. The new 
antennas are proposed to be located on the exterior of the pole and visible to the public eye. As a result, the 
replacement of these antennas are not permitted per Section 400.1390 of the code. Based upon the inability 
to meet the requirements of Section 400.1390 the replacement/upgrading of these antennas require the 
issuance of a Conditional Use Permit per Section 400.1395 

Staff and the Plan Commission evaluated the request and considered the review criteria set forth in Section 
400.2710 of the zoning code. The review criteria considered and evaluated during the October 23rd meeting 
consisted of the following; 

1. The proposed use complies with the standards of this Chapter, including performance
standards, and the standards for motor vehicle-oriented businesses, if applicable, as
contained in Section 400.2730 of this Article;

2. The impact of projected vehicular traffic volumes and site access is not detrimental with
regard to the surrounding traffic flow, pedestrian safety, and accessibility of emergency
vehicles and equipment;

3. The proposed use will not cause undue impacts on the provision of public services such as
police and fire protection, schools, and parks;

4. Adequate utility, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be
provided;

5. The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area;

6. The proposed use will not adversely impact designated historic landmarks or districts

Council Agenda Item Cover  
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The Plan Commission held the required public hearing and considered the application on October 23, 2019. 
The C.U.P. was subsequently considered and approved by Plan Commission with the following conditions;  

1) No Advertising on the Site
2) Paint of Equipment Will Match Pole

A C.U.P. does not require a public hearing at the City Council level.  For its approval, this agenda item 
would require a motion by the City Council.   

Attachments: 
1: Transmittal Letter from Plan Commission 
2: Staff Report and Application Materials 

RECOMMENDATION: City Manager concurs with the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
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October 24, 2019 
 
 
Ms. LaRette Reese 
City Clerk 
City of University City 
6801 Delmar Boulevard 
University City, MO 63130 
 
 
RE: Application for Conditional Use Permit PC 19-08 – Upgrading of equipment at 

their existing telecommunications monopole facility. 
 
Dear Ms. Reese, 
 
At its regular meeting on October 23, 2019 at 6:30 pm in the Heman Park Community 
Center, 975 Pennsylvania Avenue, the Plan Commission conducted a public hearing on 
the above-referenced application by Sprint Nextel for a Conditional Use Permit in the 
“GC” – General Commercial District. 
 
By a vote of 6 to 0, the Plan Commission recommended approval of the application 
subject to the following conditions; 
 
 1) No Advertising on the Site 
 2) Paint of Equipment Will Match Pole 
 
 

 
Cirri Moran, Chairperson 
University City Plan Commission 
 

 

Department of Planning and Development 
6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 862-6767, Fax: (314) 862-3168   
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STAFF REPORT 
(Revised City Council Report) 

 
MEETING DATE:   Plan Commission:  October 23, 2019 
     City Council:  November 11, 2019 
 
FILE NUMBER:   PC 19-08 
 
COUNCIL DISTRICT:  3 
 
Location: 7547 Olive Boulevard 
 
Applicant: Sprint 
 
Property Owner: American Tower 
 
Request: Conditional Use Permit (C.U.P.) for a proposed  

(Upgrade of Equipment to Existing MonoPole) 
 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONFORMANCE 
[  ] Yes [  ] No  [ x ] No reference 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
[x] Approval  [  ] Approval with Conditions in Attachment A [ ] Denial 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Application Packet 
B. Applicant Project Information  

 
 
Existing Zoning:             GC – General Commercial 
Existing Land Use:   Existing MonoPole (Flagpole) 
Proposed Zoning:   No change – “GC” District 
Proposed Land Use: No change – Commercial 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Current Land Use: 
North:  SR:    Residential, (Residential - FLU) 
East:  GC:             Commercial (Commercial - FLU) 
South:  PA:             Cemetery (Institution - FLU) 
West:  GC:          Commercial (Institution – FLU) 

Department of Planning and Development 
6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (31) 862-6767, Fax: (314) 862-3168   
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Existing Property 
The existing structure consists of an approximate 120 foot high Monopole at 7547 Olive 
Boulevard. The existing infrastructure is within the Antenna. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7547 Olive 
Boulevard 

7547 Olive 
Boulevard 
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7547 Olive 
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Applicant’s Request 
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for the construction of exterior co-locate 
antennas on an existing Monopole. The current antennas are camouflaged within the existing 
pole. The new antennas are proposed to be located on the exterior of the pole and visible to 
the public eye. As a result, the replacement of these antennas are not permitted per Section 
400.1390 of the code which reads the following; 
 
“Antennas On Existing Buildings/Structures. In all districts, except not on single-family 
residential or two-family dwellings, the mounting of antennas on any existing and conforming 
building or structure (other than a support structure or utility pole) provided that the presence 
of the antenna and equipment is concealed by architectural elements or fully camouflaged or 
concealed by painting a color identical to the surface to which they are attached, and further 
provided that all requirements of this Division and the underlying zoning ordinance are met.” 
 
Based upon the inability to meet the requirements of Section 400.1390 the 
replacement/upgrading of these antennas require the issuance of a Conditional Use Permit 
per Section 400.1395 which reads the following; 
 
“Conditional Use Permit Required. All proposals to construct or modify a wireless 
communications facility not permitted by Section 400.1390 (Permitted Use) or 
Section 400.1392 (Administrative Approval) or not fully complying with the general 
requirements of this Division shall be permitted only upon the approval of a conditional use 
permit authorized consistent with Article XI of this Zoning Code, subject to the following 
additional requirements, procedures, and limitations:” 
 
Process – Required City Approvals 
Plan Commission.  Section 400.2700.C of the Zoning Code requires that C.U.P. applications 
be reviewed by Plan Commission.  The Plan Commission shall make a recommendation to 
the City Council for their consideration.  A public hearing is required at the Plan Commission 
meeting. 
 
City Council.  Section 400.2700.D of the Zoning Code requires that C.U.P. applications be 
reviewed by City Council for the final decision, subsequent to the public hearing and 
recommendation from Plan Commission.  In conducting its review, City Council shall consider 
the staff report, Plan Commission’s recommendation, and application to determine if the 
proposed C.U.P. application meets the requirements of the Zoning Code. 
 
Analysis 
The proposed antennas will be visible but the color coding of the additions will be consistent 
with the existing pole. The proposed locations do not exceed 91 feet which will allow for the 
continued use of the pole as a flag pole. 
 
 
Public Works & Parks:  NA 
Fire Department:  NA 
Police Department:  NA 
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Public Involvement 
A public hearing at a regular Planning Commission meeting is required by the Zoning Code.  
The public hearing notice for the current proposal was published in the newspaper 15 days 
prior to the meeting date and was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject 
property, exceeding the required distance of 185 feet.  Signage was also posted on the 
subject property with information about the public hearing.  Any member of the public will 
have an opportunity to express any concerns by writing in or attending the Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Review Criteria 
When evaluating a Conditional Use Permit the applicant is required to ensure that the 
following criteria is being met in accordance to the provisions set forth in Section 400.2710 of 
the Zoning Code. The Criteria is as follows; 
 
1. The proposed use complies with the standards of this Chapter, including performance   
    standards, and the standards for motor vehicle oriented businesses, if applicable, as  
    contained in Section 400.2730 of this Article; 
 
2. The impact of projected vehicular traffic volumes and site access is not detrimental with  
    regard to the surrounding traffic flow, pedestrian safety, and accessibility of emergency  
    vehicles and equipment; 
 
3. The proposed use will not cause undue impacts on the provision of public services such as   
    police and fire protection, schools, and parks; 
 
4. Adequate utility, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be  
    provided; 
 
5. The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area; 
 
6. The proposed use will not adversely impact designated historic landmarks or districts; and 
 
7. Where a proposed use has the potential for adverse impacts, sufficient measures have  
    been or will be taken by the applicant that would negate, or reduce to an acceptable level,  
    such potentially adverse impacts. Such measures may include, but not necessarily be  
    limited to: 
 

a.  Improvements to public streets, such as provision of turning lanes, traffic control  
        islands, traffic control devices, etc.; 
b.  Limiting vehicular access so as to avoid conflicting turning movements to/from the   

site and access points of adjacent properties, and to avoid an increase in vehicular 
traffic in nearby residential areas; 

c.  Provision of cross-access agreement(s) and paved connections between the 
applicant's property and adjacent property(ies) which would help mitigate traffic on 
adjacent streets; 

d.  Provision of additional screening and landscape buffers, above and beyond the 
minimum requirements of this Chapter; 
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e.  Strategically locating accessory facilities, such as trash storage, loading areas, 
and drive-through facilities, so as to limit potentially adverse impacts on adjacent 
properties while maintaining appropriate access to such facilities and without 
impeding internal traffic circulation; 

f.  Limiting hours of operation of the use or certain operational activities of the use 
(e.g., deliveries); and 

g.  Any other site or building design techniques which would further enhance 
neighborhood compatibility. 

 
Findings of Fact (Section 400.2720) 
The Plan Commission shall not recommend approval of a conditional use permit unless it 
shall, in each specific case, make specific written findings of fact based directly upon the 
particular evidence presented to it supporting the conclusion that the proposed conditional 
use: 
 
1. Complies with all applicable provisions of this Chapter; 
 
2. At the specific location will contribute to and promote the community welfare or     
    convenience; 
 
3. Will not cause substantial injury to the value of neighboring property; 
 
4. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood development plan (if applicable),  
    the Olive Boulevard Design Guidelines (if applicable), and any other official planning and  
    development policies of the City; and 
 
5. Will provide off-street parking and loading areas in accordance with the standards  
    contained in Article VII of this Chapter 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff is recommending approval of the request if the same color pattern is utilized and 
consistent with the existing pole. 
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MEETING DATE: November 11, 2019 

AGENDA ITEM TITLE: Conditional Use Permit –  PC 19-06 – Establishment and operation of a 
Vehicle Service Facility With Used Vehicle Sales. 

AGENDA SECTION: City Manager’s Report  

CAN THIS ITEM BE RESCHEDULED? : Yes 

BACKGROUND REVIEW: Attached are the relevant documents for the above-referenced C.U.P. 
application.  The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a “Vehicle Service Facility with 
Accessory Used Auto Sales”. The proposed use is listed as a conditional use in the General Commercial 
(GC) District per section 400.510, Subsection A(26): Vehicle Service Facilities. Automobile and light truck 
sales and leasing is also listed as a conditional use in the General Commercial (GC) District per section 
400.510, Subsection A. 

Staff and the Plan Commission evaluated the request and considered the review criteria set forth in Section 
400.2710 of the zoning code. The review criteria considered and evaluated during the October 23rd meeting 
consisted of the following; 

1. The proposed use complies with the standards of this Chapter, including performance
standards, and the standards for motor vehicle-oriented businesses, if applicable, as
contained in Section 400.2730 of this Article;

2. The impact of projected vehicular traffic volumes and site access is not detrimental with
regard to the surrounding traffic flow, pedestrian safety, and accessibility of emergency
vehicles and equipment;

3. The proposed use will not cause undue impacts on the provision of public services such as
police and fire protection, schools, and parks;

4. Adequate utility, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be
provided;

5. The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area;

6. The proposed use will not adversely impact designated historic landmarks or districts

Council Agenda Item Cover  
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The Plan Commission held the required public hearing and considered the application on October 23, 2019. 
The C.U.P. was subsequently considered and approved by Plan Commission with a condition that the 
approval was for the “Vehicle Service” use/operations only and does not allow for “Used Vehicle Sales”.  As 
a result, the recommendation of the Plan Commission was to approve an amended conditional use permit 
request allowing for a “Vehicle Service” facility only and prohibiting used vehicle sales. 

A C.U.P. does not require a public hearing at the City Council level.  For its approval, this agenda item 
would require a motion by the City Council.   

Attachments: 
1: Transmittal Letter from Plan Commission 
2: Staff Report and Application Materials 

RECOMMENDATION: City Manager concurs with the Planning Commission’s recommendation. 
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October 24, 2019 
 
 
Ms. LaRette Reese 
City Clerk 
City of University City 
6801 Delmar Boulevard 
University City, MO 63130 
 
 
RE: Application for Conditional Use Permit PC 19-06 – Establishment and operation 

of a Vehicle Service Facility With Used Vehicle Sales. 
 
Dear Ms. Reese, 
 
At its regular meeting on October 23, 2019 at 6:30 pm in the Heman Park Community 
Center, 975 Pennsylvania Avenue, the Plan Commission conducted a public hearing on 
the above-referenced application by GBG Transportation, LLC for a Conditional Use 
Permit in the “GC” – General Commercial District. 
 
By a vote of 6 to 0, the Plan Commission recommended approval of the application 
subject to the following condition; 
 

1)  Approval of Vehicle Service Facility Only. No Vehicle Sales allowed  
     with the Conditional Use Permit. 

 

 
Cirri Moran, Chairperson 
University City Plan Commission 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Department of Planning and Development 
6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 862-6767, Fax: (314) 862-3168   
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STAFF REPORT 

(Revised City Council Report) 
 
MEETING DATE:   Plan Commission:  October 23, 2019 
     City Council:  November 11, 2019 
 
FILE NUMBER:   PC 19-06  
 
COUNCIL DISTRICT:  3 
 
Location: 8550 Olive Boulevard 
 
Applicant: GBG Transportation LLC 
 
Property Owner: 8550 Olive LLC 
 
Request: Conditional Use Permit (C.U.P.) for a proposed  

(Vehicle Service Facility with Accessory Used Car Sales) 
 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONFORMANCE 
[  ] Yes [  ] No  [ x ] No reference 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
[  ] Approval  [  ] Approval with Conditions in Attachment A [x] Denial 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Application Packet  
 
 
Existing Zoning:             GC – General Commercial 
Existing Land Use:   Unoccupied Building – Former Gas Station/Service Facility   
Proposed Zoning:   No change – “GC” District 
Proposed Land Use: No change – Commercial 
 
Surrounding Zoning and Current Land Use: 
North:  GC:          Commercial, (Commercial - FLU) 
East:  GC/SR:      Commercial/Residential (Commercial/Residential - FLU) 
South:  PA:             Woodlands/Golf Course (Parks/Recreation/Open Space - FLU) 
West:  GC:         Commercial  
 
 

Department of Planning and Development 
6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 862-6767, Fax: (314) 862-3168   
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Existing Property 
The existing building at 8550 Olive Boulevard consists of an approximate 2,800 square foot 
commercial building that was originally constructed and housed a gas station and repair 
facility. The building currently consists of an office area and three accessible repair bays. The 
fuel pumps have been removed from the facility. The parcel is approximately .48 acres with 
an impervious parking area of approximately 16,000 square feet. The property is zoned 
General Commercial and abuts commercial and residential uses.  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

8550 Olive 
Boulevard 

8550 Olive 
Boulevard 
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8550 Olive 
Boulevard 
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Applicant’s Request 
The applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a “Vehicle Service Facility with 
Accessory Used Auto Sales”. The proposed use is listed as a conditional use in the General 
Commercial (GC) District per section 400.510, Subsection A(26): Vehicle Service Facilities.  
Automobile and light truck sales and leasing is also listed as a conditional use in the General 
Commercial (GC) District per section 400.510, Subsection A. 
 
Process – Required City Approvals 
Plan Commission.  Section 400.2700.C of the Zoning Code requires that C.U.P. applications 
be reviewed by Plan Commission.  The Plan Commission shall make a recommendation to 
the City Council for their consideration.  A public hearing is required at the Plan Commission 
meeting. 
 
City Council.  Section 400.2700.D of the Zoning Code requires that C.U.P. applications be 
reviewed by City Council for the final decision, subsequent to the public hearing and 
recommendation from Plan Commission.  In conducting its review, City Council shall consider 
the staff report, Plan Commission’s recommendation, and application to determine if the 
proposed C.U.P. application meets the requirements of the Zoning Code. 
 
Other Processes 
Traffic Commission - The review criteria for a C.U.P. includes the impact of projected 
vehicular traffic volumes and site access with regard to the surrounding traffic flow, 
pedestrian safety, and accessibility of emergency vehicles and equipment.  In its capacity as 
an advisory commission on traffic related matters as per Section 120.420 of the Municipal 
Code, the Traffic Commission may be concerned with the parking and traffic impact of the 
project.   
 
Analysis 
The potential “Vehicle Service Facility” use would appear to have minimal impact on the 
surrounding neighborhood and uses based upon its location and original use. As a result, the 
use impact of the use itself seems to be minimal because of the existing commercial uses 
associated with the site. However, hours of operation of the business would need to be 
identified to further evaluate the potential impact of the new business.  
 
The Automobile Sales would further intensify the original use of the building. In addition, 
Section 400.530 (Other Development Standards) of the zoning code states that “Used 
automobiles, trucks, trailers, boats or recreational vehicles may be sold only in conjunction 
with, and on the same lot or site as the sale of new vehicles and under the same business 
ownership or management.” Based upon the non-presence of a new vehicle dealership 
waiver of this requirement would have to be a condition of approval. 
 
If approved the projected parking for the combined “Vehicle Service Facility and Used Auto 
Sales Use” would be approximately 15 required spaces. That ratio is based upon 2 spaces 
for the Auto Sales, 12 spaces for the vehicle repair and one additional space for operations. 
 
Public Works & Parks:  NA 
Fire Department:  NA 
Police Department:  NA 
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Public Involvement 
A public hearing at a regular Planning Commission meeting is required by the Zoning Code.  
The public hearing notice for the current proposal was published in the newspaper 15 days 
prior to the meeting date and was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject 
property, exceeding the required distance of 185 feet.  Signage was also posted on the 
subject property with information about the public hearing.  Any member of the public will 
have an opportunity to express any concerns by writing in or attending the Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Review Criteria 
When evaluating a Conditional Use Permit the applicant is required to ensure that the 
following criteria is being met in accordance to the provisions set forth in Section 400.2710 of 
the Zoning Code. The Criteria is as follows; 
 
1. The proposed use complies with the standards of this Chapter, including performance   
    standards, and the standards for motor vehicle oriented businesses, if applicable, as  
    contained in Section 400.2730 of this Article; 
 
2. The impact of projected vehicular traffic volumes and site access is not detrimental with  
    regard to the surrounding traffic flow, pedestrian safety, and accessibility of emergency  
    vehicles and equipment; 
 
3. The proposed use will not cause undue impacts on the provision of public services such as   
    police and fire protection, schools, and parks; 
 
4. Adequate utility, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be  
    provided; 
 
5. The proposed use is compatible with the surrounding area; 
 
6. The proposed use will not adversely impact designated historic landmarks or districts; and 
 
7. Where a proposed use has the potential for adverse impacts, sufficient measures have  
    been or will be taken by the applicant that would negate, or reduce to an acceptable level,  
    such potentially adverse impacts. Such measures may include, but not necessarily be  
    limited to: 
 

a.  Improvements to public streets, such as provision of turning lanes, traffic control  
        islands, traffic control devices, etc.; 
b.  Limiting vehicular access so as to avoid conflicting turning movements to/from the   

site and access points of adjacent properties, and to avoid an increase in vehicular 
traffic in nearby residential areas; 

c.  Provision of cross-access agreement(s) and paved connections between the 
applicant's property and adjacent property(ies) which would help mitigate traffic on 
adjacent streets; 

d.  Provision of additional screening and landscape buffers, above and beyond the 
minimum requirements of this Chapter; 
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e.  Strategically locating accessory facilities, such as trash storage, loading areas, 
and drive-through facilities, so as to limit potentially adverse impacts on adjacent 
properties while maintaining appropriate access to such facilities and without 
impeding internal traffic circulation; 

f.  Limiting hours of operation of the use or certain operational activities of the use 
(e.g., deliveries); and 

g.  Any other site or building design techniques which would further enhance 
neighborhood compatibility. 

 
Findings of Fact (Section 400.2720) 
The Plan Commission shall not recommend approval of a conditional use permit unless it 
shall, in each specific case, make specific written findings of fact based directly upon the 
particular evidence presented to it supporting the conclusion that the proposed conditional 
use: 
 
1. Complies with all applicable provisions of this Chapter; 
 
2. At the specific location will contribute to and promote the community welfare or     
    convenience; 
 
3. Will not cause substantial injury to the value of neighboring property; 
 
4. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood development plan (if applicable),  
    the Olive Boulevard Design Guidelines (if applicable), and any other official planning and  
    development policies of the City; and 
 
5. Will provide off-street parking and loading areas in accordance with the standards  
    contained in Article VII of this Chapter 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Based on the preceding considerations, staff is of the opinion that the proposed use of this 
property to accomidate the “Vehicle Service Facility” would not be determental to the 
surrounding parcels. The proposed use is consistent with the intended use of the building and 
would not impact neighboring properties. However, approval of the vehicle service facility 
should have restrictions on the number of vehicles that can be stored on-site and require 
appropriate screening. Staff further believes the accessory used auto sales would not be 
consistent with the intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
Staff is recommending denial of the request based upon the “Accessory Use Auto Sales” 
component that would further intensify the outdoor operations. 
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