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    MEETING OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
 VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE 

 Thursday, September 17, 2020 
 6:30 p.m. 

 
       IMPROTANT NOTICE REGARDING 

        PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE HPC MEETING & PARTICIPATION 
 

      HPC will Meet Electronically on September 17, 2020 
 

On March 20, 2020, City Manager Gregory Rose declared a State of Emergency for the City of 
University City due to the COVID-19 Pandemic. Due to the current order restricting gatherings 
and the ongoing efforts to limit the spread of the COVID-19 virus, the September 17, 2020 meeting 
will be conducted via videoconference.  

 
 Observe and/or Listen to the Meeting (your options to joint the meeting are below): 
 

Webinar via the link below: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83903219934?pwd=UXByak9mSnY5MDM3eFowSU9IbkIyZz09 
Passcode: 873878 

 
Audio Only Call 
iPhone one‐tap : US: +13017158592,,83903219934#,,,,,,0#,,873878#  or +13126266799,,83903219934# 
Or Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location) 
US: +1 301 715 8592  or +1 312 626 6799  or +1 929 205 6099  or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 346 248 7799  
or +1 669 900 6833  or 877 853 5247 (Toll Free) or 888 788 0099 (Toll Free) 
Webinar ID: 839 0321 9934 
 
Citizen Participation 
Those who wish to provide a comment during the “Public Comment” portion of the agenda may 
provide written comments or request video participation invites to the Director of Planning & 
Development ahead of the meeting. Please specify which case and portion of the agenda you 
wish to comment. 
 
ALL written comments or video participation invites must be received no later than 12:00 p.m. 
the day of the meeting. Comments may be sent via email to: ccross@ucitymo.org or mailed to 
the City Hall – 6801 Delmar Blvd. – Attention Clifford Cross, Director of Planning & Development. 
Such comments will be provided to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to the meeting. 
Comments will be made a part of the official record and made accessible to the public online 
following the meeting. 
 
Please note, when submitting your comments or invites, a name and address must be provided. 
Please also note if your comment is on an agenda or non-agenda item, and a name and address 
are not provided, the provided comment will not be recorded in the official record. 
 
The City apologizes for any inconvenience the meeting format change may pose to individuals, 
but it is extremely important that extra measures be taken to protect employees, residents 
board/commission members and elected officials during these challenging times.  

Historic Preservation Commission 
6801 Delmar Boulevard University City, Missouri 63130 314-505-8500 Fax:  314-862-3168 



P a g e  2 | 2 

 

 
 

     AGENDA 
 

     HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
 
 

1. Roll Call 
 

2. Approval of Minutes – NA 
 

3. Public Comments – (Limited to 3 minutes for individual’s comments, 5 minutes for 
representatives of groups or organizations.)  

 
ALL written comments or video participation invites must be received no later than 12:00 p.m. the day 
of the meeting. Comments may be sent via email to: ccross@ucitymo.org or mailed to the City Hall – 
6801 Delmar Blvd. – Attention Clifford Cross, Director of Planning & Development. Such comments will 
be provided to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to the meeting. Comments will be made a 
part of the official record and made accessible to the public online following the meeting. 
 
Please note, when submitting your comments or invites, a name and address must be provided. 
Please also note if your comment is on an agenda or non-agenda item, and a name and address are 
not provided, the provided comment will not be recorded in the official record. 

 
4. Old Business  

 
a. Discussion Pertaining to the University City Civic Plaza District 

 
5. New Business 

 
            a.    524 Trinity – Sign Permit 
 

6. Other Business 
 

    a.    None 
 

7. Reports 
 

 a.   Council Liaison Report  
 
                 8.   Adjournment 
 
 



To: Historic Preservation Commission 

From: Frank Ollendorff and Esley Hamilton 

Subj: Civic Plaza Boundary 

Date: 9/5/2020 

First step in Update is to determine District boundary. The only change to date was addition of 630 

Trinity (Old Library) by City Council on recommendation of the HPC in 2016.  

Two changes are recommended at this time: 

 Add one lot to COCA site: multifamily building purchased and cleared for Additions approved by 

HPC as in conformance with Civic Plaza Master Plan Standards. 

 Delete Delmar School lot since it will no longer meet Master Plan Standards for inclusion in 

Historic District. 

This action requires a recommendation to City Council with review by Plan Commission. 

 



HPC Agenda September 17, 2020 

MASTER PLAN UPDATE PROJECT – TASKS AND SCHEDULE: 

Note: HPC members are encouraged to participate in any part of this project. 

 

A. Transparency and Participation  

 Contact 9 owners of 14 properties (Wash U three, U City four) for update on changes since 1985, 

current issues, and plans for the future by Cliff, Frank, Esley and HPC member(s): 

 Wash U (3) Lawrence Group: Greg Trost 

 U City (5) Patrick Wahl: 727.3508, Gregory Rose: grose@ucity, mo.org, 314.505.8534 

 Steve Stone: 314.369.6503 

 COCA: 

 TriStar/Rod Thomas: 314.852.7000 

 Trinity Delmar: 6900 Delmar 

 University United Methodist Church: 

 Church of Scientology: Matt Hanner, Exec Director 

 Post Office: 

 

 Contact U. Heights I and neighbors to contribute to and critique Update by Cliff, Frank HPC 

member(s). 

 Any others? Citizens and groups such as Historical Society, past HPC members? Difficult with COVID‐

19, also time‐consuming – but transparency is key in U. City, where each opinion is valued. 

B. Specific Tasks 

 U City and HPC select architect consultant (if City Manager agrees to seek an appropriation) pre‐

qualified by extensive Civic Plaza architectural experience by October 2.  

 Update to the 2020 INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY GUIDELINES (P. 19‐33) Master Plan and Esley’s “The 

University City Civic Plaza” (p. 7‐37) with history, use, ownership and exterior changes since 1985 for 

each of the 14 structures. Frank, Esley, Cliff by 9/30/2020 with assistance of interested HPC 

members. 

 Progress Report and issues for discussion on HPC October 15 meeting Agenda. 

 Update INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY RESTORATION GUIDELINES by consultant, HPC architect members, 

Cliff, Esley, Frank, with input and review by owners and neighbors, by November 11 for HPC 

November 19 Agenda. 

 Update Public Projects (Master Plan p. 3‐13) by consultant, HPC architect members, and others: U 

City in Bloom, Public Works, Parks and Forestry, Council and Staff liaison, Frank, Esley, by November 

30 for HPC December 17 Agenda. 

 Public invited to comment at HPC meeting: October 15, November 19 and December 20. 

 Recommendations to City Council with Plan Commission review on December 17. 

Frank Ollendorff 
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STUDY SESSION   
VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE 

Space Needs Study – Public Safety 
June 22, 2020 

5:30 p.m. 
 

AGENDA  
Requested by the City Manager  
 

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 
At the Study Session of the City Council of University City held via videoconference, on Monday, 
June 22, 2020, Mayor Terry Crow called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present: 
       
   Councilmember Stacy Clay 
   Councilmember Steven McMahon 
   Councilmember Jeffrey Hales 
   Councilmember Tim Cusick 
   Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson 
         
Also, in attendance were City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan, Jr.; Director 
of Public Works, Sinan Alpaslan; Chief of Police, Larry Hampton; Court Administrator, Kathy 
Matthews; Amanda Truemper of Trivers, and Bob Schwartz of HOK. 
 

2. CHANGES TO THE REGULAR AGENDA 
(No changes were made.) 
 

3. SPACE NEEDS STUDY:  CONCEPT DESIGN OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SAFETY 
Mr. Rose stated the purpose of tonight's presentation is to provide Council with an opportunity to 
solicit answers to any questions related to the Space Needs Study Options for the Police Department, 
Municipal Court, and City Prosecutor's Office.  While this study demonstrates that the needs of all 
three units can be satisfied through the use of existing facilities, Council is not being asked to make a 
commitment or any decisions on whether these needs should be addressed by utilizing the City's 
existing facilities or the implementation of new construction.  Tonight's presentation is simply an 
assessment of what the space needs are for each unit.   
 
Amanda Truemper of Trivers stated while her understanding is that there will be a follow-up session to 
look at the balance of the City's facilities, this portion of the study is focused on the Police and 
Municipal Court.  Ms. Truemper stated tonight's presentation will be led by Bob Schwartz, the Senior 
Justice Planner for HOK. 
 
Mr. Schwartz stated HOK has been working with Trivers on this study as well as the assessment 
leading up to this study.  He stated there are two Concept Options which have been reviewed to make 
sure everything related to the Police and Courts has been covered. 
 
Concept Options: 
Option 1 
Houses both entities in the Annex 

• Test for the ideal workplace and department locations across available facilities 
• Police + Municipal Court programs remain together in the Annex (per the previous 

study) 
• Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility 
• Revitalization of historically significant building(s) E - 1 - 1
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Option 2 
Houses the Police in the Annex and the Municipal Court in the Trinity Building 

• Test for the ideal workplace and departmental distribution moving as few departments as 
possible 

• Separate Police + Municipal Court programs (per Ferguson Commission Report 
recommendation) 

• Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility 
• Revitalization of historically significant building(s) 

 
Available Building Total = 110,510 sf 
 

• The Annex has approximately 38,000 sf 
• The Trinity Building has 8,500 sf plus 1,500 sf in stacks; (metal structures built into the building 

to hold books).  This creates a much lower floor to ceiling height. The total program 
requirement for both the Police and Court is over 40,000 sf, which includes space for a 
courtroom.   

 
Today, the Courts utilize the Community Center on an as-needed basis, which has been proven to 
have a low-efficiency level related to the number of employees needed to set up and take down the 
equipment associated with conducting these sessions.   
 
 
University City - Department Adjacencies 
* Both the Police and Courts have a high adjacency level with other departments and a high level of 
public interaction. 
 
Summary 
The Diagram for Option 1 is stacked by levels.  The basement of the Annex and Trinity Building is 
depicted at the bottom of the plan as Level 00.  Each level; 00 through 05, is succinctly aligned with 
the City Hall campus in Option 2.  
 
Option 1:  City Hall Campus - Basement Level 
* The lowering of these floors to accommodate four vehicle bays for the Fire Department makes it 
difficult to utilize the space located underneath the bays. 

• Half of the area will be used for a Sally port to transport prisoners, which will tie into a holding 
area on the upper floor. 

• The other half will be used for the firing range, storage of evidence, and locker rooms. 
 
Option 1:  City Hall Campus - Level 00 
* The floors will be raised in this column free area with high ceilings to house the courtroom that will 
tie directly into the Municipal Court. 

• It provides good public access with an ADA accessible lobby, offices for court personnel, the 
Bureau of Field Operations, and other support units.  

 
Option 1:  City Hall Campus - Level 01 
* Primarily office space for the Bureau of Investigations, administrative staff for field operations, watch 
command, roll call, and training.   
 
Option 1:  City Hall Campus - Level 02 
* A small section of the third floor can be used for both the Police and Court's administrative and 
support staff, along with a shared lobby. 
 

E - 1 - 2
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Summary 
* This option does not provide enough space for the 1,500-sf needed for storage that could potentially 
be located on the ground floor of the Trinity Building. 
 
Option 2:  City Hall Campus - Basement Level 
* Option 2 moves the Municipal Court to the Trinity Building and the Police is the sole occupant of the 
Annex. 

• There is an unassigned crawl space beneath the Sally Port where some of the virtual training 
functions can be performed. 

 
Option 2:  City Hall Campus - Level 00 
* The location of the Police facilities; represented by the blue square, gives you the ability to put 
shared support areas like a Public Service Center, break room, mailroom, and conference rooms, in 
the connector between the two buildings.   

• The Public Service Center is an area that provides departments needing public access with a 
designated space to conduct meetings and daily business activities.   

• The entrance on the ground floor of the Trinity Building will be reversed to enter on the east 
side of the building towards the parking lot, where you could also add an elevator and 
stairway. 

• The ground level can also accommodate court offices, security screening, and storage for the 
Police, as well as other support functions.  

 
Option 2:  City Hall Campus - Level 01 
* The second floor is utilized by Field Operations and the Bureau of Investigations.   

• Trivers is proposing that the Reading Room on the second floor of the Trinity Building not be 
subdivided, and instead, used for the Courts or as Council's Chambers.  The Reading Room 
also consists of a couple of support rooms that could be used as conference rooms for either 
entity. 

• ADA accessible restrooms could also be added to this level. 
 
Option 2:  City Hall Campus - Level 02 
* Administration or other aspects of Field Operations could also be performed on the third level of the 
Annex. 

• The stacks will be removed from the Trinity Building to allow for the design of a spacious lobby 
area. 

 
Councilmember Hales asked if the accessibility upgrades included new stairways for both options?  
Mr. Schwartz stated to meet exiting requirements, two staircases will be added to the Annex, along 
with upgrades for the existing elevator.   An elevator and staircase will be added to the east side of 
the Trinity Building, and the west stairway will remain as is.  Councilmember Hales asked if the front 
entrance was being relocated to the east side of the Trinity Building?  Mr. Schwartz stated the belief is 
they will get the most use out of a front entrance on the east side for public parking and staff parking 
on the west.  Councilmember Hales asked if the existing west entrance and staircase in the Trinity 
Building would remain?  Mr. Schwartz stated since this staircase is halfway between the two floors it's 
really more of an exit rather than an entrance.  So, it's not accessible and an elevator would be 
difficult to install.   
 
Councilmember Clay asked Mr. Rose if he could provide Council with the next steps in this process?  
Mr. Rose stated while Mr. Alpaslan may have more details this is his understanding of the next steps:  

• A review of the remaining City departments; tentatively scheduled for July 13th.   
• A consensus by Council as to whether or not they are in agreement with the needs staff and 

Trivers have identified.  
• An assessment to review rough estimates associated with the costs of implementing these 

needs with existing facilities versus new construction. E - 1 - 3
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• Guidance from Council on how and when to move forward with the design process. 
 
Sinan Alpaslan stated once a Concept Design is recommended and approved Trivers will prepare a 
detailed Sketch Plan which will be used to prepare the cost analysis.  
 
Councilmember Clay stated looking at the designs he gets the sense that both options would require 
the use of another location to accommodate the Police Department's storage needs.  Mr. Schwartz 
stated an outside location may not be needed in Option 2 if they used space in the connector for 
Police rather than other departments. 
 
Mr. Rose stated staff was exploring the potential of creating a one-stop-shop in the connector where 
all of the departments involved in conducting routine business with citizens and the development 
community could be in one location.  So, while this option would certainly expedite plan reviews and 
provide a great deal of convenience, if the need arises it could also be used for storage.  
 
Councilmember Clay questioned whether "it's going to be close" was a fair analogy when you look at 
housing the Police in the City's existing facilities?  Mr. Rose stated staff's charge to Trivers was to 
look at the needs of the Police, Courts, and the Prosecuting Attorney's office, and determine how to 
make these requests fit within the City's existing facilities.  So, the space restrictions are based on the 
combination of all three entities rather than just the Police. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson stated he does not remember this assessment being limited to the City's 
existing facilities and does not understand why this study was even necessary since the ability to 
locate the Police in the Annex has already been established.  So rather than repeating this same 
information, it would have made much more sense to see the Space Needs Study on the City's other 
operations.  
 
Mr. Rose stated this project started with a study to evaluate whether the Annex; which had been 
condemned for environmental reasons was now feasible to house any of the City's operations.  That 
study determined that it was inhabitable and that it would be suitable to house the Police Department 
there. 
 He stated this study is different in the sense that it focuses on identifying the space needs 
of the City's departments and develops projections and appropriate options to satisfy those needs for 
five, ten, or fifteen years from now.  However, since this is a very large and complicated process, staff 
thought the best way to present this information to Council was to break it down into two segments; 
Public Safety and Administration. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson stated the reason for his confusion is that here again; the only thing this 
study seems to confirm is that the Police can be housed back into the Annex, which is the same thing 
the other study established.  Because at this point, Council has not seen any other options for the 
Annex.    
 
Mr. Rose stated while this study will focus on the space needs of the entire organization, the most 
complicated aspect of this process is how do you address these needs within your existing facilities.  
So, staff decided to make Public Safety its first priority, and then tackle the other administrative needs.  
He stated on the surface the information being presented tonight may sound familiar, but the scope of 
this study is entirely different than the previous study.  Its purpose is to demonstrate how everything 
can work and what the cost of executing this plan will be. 
 Mr. Rose stated, of course, Council can still elect to do something different even after it 
has been determined that all of the City's operations will fit into its existing facilities.  But that's a 
decision this body will need to make before anyone can move forward into the design phase of this 
project.   
 
Councilmember Cusick stated from his perspective, this study appears to be modifying Police 
operations to make it fit in the Annex.   E - 1 - 4
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Which means this is what the City is going to be stuck with for the next twenty years.  And after 
touring the Annex, he can't envision that this building would actually survive for that length of time.  
So, will Council be presented with a third option to build a new facility for the Police?  Because he 
thinks the best use of the money needed to make these renovations to the Annex would be to build a 
brand new modern facility. 
 
Mr. Rose stated the initial charge from Council was to identify the space needs of the organization, 
and since he believed that the Police Department would present the most challenges, he decided to 
start there first.  But if Council desires to expand the scope of this project to include a new structure, 
then he would need their approval to do so.   
 
Councilmember Cusick questioned whether the original scope of this study included an option that 
looked at building a new Police facility?  Mr. Rose said he would have to defer the answer to this 
question to Sinan, he does not believe a new facility was included in the original scope.   
 
Mr. Alpaslan stated that is correct.  The full extent of this study was to look at the existing facilities and 
determine whether they could accommodate the current and future needs of the organization.   
 
Councilmember Smotherson stated the range of scope detailed by Mr. Alpaslan and Mr. Rose, is not 
what he recalls being discussed.   
 
Mayor Crow stated if there are concerns about this issue, he is certain that staff can produce the 
original documents for Council's review.  
 
Councilmember McMahon stated if Council now wants to add new construction as a component of 
this study, then his concern is what is going to happen to the Annex and Trinity Buildings?  New 
construction is a costly endeavor, and he thinks before anything along this line is implemented a 
decision has to first be made about all of this unused square footage.  Because in his opinion, making 
such a request at this point; especially when you look at all of the other things this City needs to do, 
would only be opening up a much bigger can of worms.    
 Councilmember McMahon stated the original discussions were based on whether the City 
could use the Annex, so the first study was conducted to answer that question, and this study is about 
how to use that space.  The next step is for Council to determine whether the proposed options are 
feasible for how they envision the City moving forward.  And if that vision includes a new facility, then 
he thinks all of this remaining unutilized space, which the City owns, is going to be a real problem.   
 
Mayor Crow asked Mr. Rose if anyone could provide Council with the pros and cons of either 
following or not following the recommendations made in the Ferguson Report?  
 
Mr. Rose asked Ms. Truemper and Chief Hampton if either of them were familiar with the report as it 
relates to the separation of Police, Courts, and prosecutors? 
 
Chief Larry Hampton stated the Report talks about the importance of maintaining a physical and 
intellectual separation of personnel, recordkeeping, and day-to-day business activities between the 
Police, Courts, and Prosecution, in order to convey that each process is fair and unbiased.  He stated 
facilities constructed prior to the release of this report are allowed to maintain their original structure 
as long as they can facilitate the separation of these duties.  
 
Councilmember Smotherson asked if the Ferguson Report was merely a suggestion rather than a 
mandate?  Chief Hampton stated the recommendations contained in the Ferguson Report are what 
led to the DOJ/Ferguson Consent Decree, which is not a mandate.  However, what should be deemed 
important to all municipalities is the evidence that Ferguson's Police Department allowed its focus on 
generating revenue to compromise the role of its municipal court and advance the City's financial 
interests.  He stated the revenue generated by U City's Police through the payment of fines and fees 
is 3 percent, while Ferguson's rate was between 7.5 and 10 percent.   E - 1 - 5
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Chief Hampton stated the impact of this Report has significantly impacted some municipalities like St. 
Ann, who is appealing various aspects of the Missouri Supreme Court's decision on this issue.  
 
Mr. Rose stated in essence, the Ferguson Report was simply the first step towards criminal justice 
reform which made changes to the culture to ensure the emergence of a fair and just process.   
 
John Mulligan stated the Ferguson Report is not a law and therefore does not necessarily govern 
municipal court operations.  But in the wake of this report, Missouri Supreme Court Rule Number 37 
was revised to include minimum operating standards that are relevant to this discussion.   
 The Rule states that municipal divisions shall be operated in a manner that upholds the 
Constitutional provisions of the separation of powers and the integrity of the judiciary as a separate 
and independent branch of government.  And with respect to facilities, it specifically states that a 
municipal division's facilities' exterior and interior signage, design, functionality, and other factors 
should convey an appearance to the public that it is a separate and independent branch of 
government.  So those are the guiding principles under the Missouri Supreme Court Rule for 
municipal divisions. 
 
Mayor Crow stated he would like to interject several discussion points for his colleagues to think about 
moving forward.  
 In the face of nationwide protests focused on equality, wouldn't it make sense for U City to 
implement these guiding principles Mr. Mulligan just spoke about? 
 Secondly, when you find yourself in a community whose population is stagnant, and you're 
in the midst of a pandemic that seems to be changing the environments in which we work, perhaps, 
we all need to pause and ask ourselves whether the prudent thing to do is have more buildings or 
fewer buildings and whether we want to become a developer or a landlord? 
 
Councilmember Clay stated although he does not doubt the language in the document or the scope of 
this study being as staff has asserted, however, from a practical standpoint, it seems like we may not 
have been asking the right questions.  If the question is whether the Police can fit into the Annex, of 
course, the answer would be yes.  But maybe the question should have been what are their needs 
and how do we configure a space that will accommodate those needs? 
 The other thing the City Manager alluded to is the Police being at this location for fifteen or 
twenty years.  But he thinks it should probably more like forty or fifty years.   Renovating the Annex is 
going to be a multi-million-dollar endeavor, and he simply can't envision a Council that would revisit 
anything significantly related to this facility once that kind of decision has been made. 
 
Councilmember Hales asked where the Court's support staff was currently located? 
Mr. Rose stated they are located in the temporary facility that houses the Police.   
 
Councilmember Hales stated he recollects that the first study talked about the feasibility of the Annex; 
the possibility of relocating the Police into the Annex and the estimated cost of renovations versus a 
new facility.  So, his expectations were more or less aligned with the information contained in 
Council's packet, which was what is the best use of the space that currently exists.  And when he saw 
the shared space in the lobby; which is something he never considered, he found it to be rather 
interesting.   
 Councilmember Hales stated when the Police were originally housed in the Annex there 
was a large amount of the building, they were unable to use.  But a wholesale renovation offers them 
a complete redesign of the entire building.  So, while we may be talking about the same building, 
we're definitely not talking about the same amount of space.  And he would also agree with 
Councilmember Clay's timeframe; this is a forty or fifty-year project. 
 
Councilmember Smotherson stated he thought the whole point of this study was to illustrate what all 
of the possibilities are; which would have included the unutilized space mentioned by Councilmember 
McMahon.  So, while it could be a mistake on his part, his expectation was that this study would 
demonstrate multiple options for the location of a police facility.   E - 1 - 6
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Councilmember McMahon stated based on the study it looks like the Police will be going from an 
18,000 square foot temporary facility to a 34,000 square foot facility.  So, the only questions he needs 
answered are these:  

• Is the space being proposed in this study based on input from the Police and what they believe 
will work? 

• Do the Police believe this space, consisting of 34,000 square feet, will allow them to meet 
today's policing standards and expand into the future? 

Because if the answer to both of these questions is yes, then we are not just trying to jam them back 
into the Annex, we are using this shell to provide them with a state-of-the-art modern facility.   
 
Mr. Rose stated Mr. Alpaslan, Trivers and HOK, all worked with the Chief and his staff to determine 
what they believed an ideal facility should include, and that's exactly what tonight's study depicts.  In 
fact, after those determinations were revealed to him, he conducted a follow-up meeting with Chief 
Hampton to discern whether the amount of space being requested actually represented a need versus 
a want.  And as a result, his recommendation to Council is that the space the Chief has requested is 
needed for their current and future operations.  Mr. Rose stated this process started with a blank slate 
and not from any perceived notations from Trivers or members of his staff.   
 
Chief Hampton acknowledged that his office had input in this process and assisted in the decisions on 
what it would take to facilitate 21st Century policing techniques.  Storage space, evidence control 
rooms, decontamination bays, showers, and locker rooms, were amenities they never had at the 
Annex.  So, while they are making do in the temporary facility, he believes the Space Needs Study 
has addressed an abundance of their needs. 
 

4. ADJOURNMENT  
Mayor Crow expressed his appreciation to everyone that participated or joined in to watch tonight's 
session.  He then adjourned the Council's Study Session at 6:25 p.m.  
 
 
LaRette Reese 
City Clerk 

 

E - 1 - 7
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING 
STAFF COVER SHEET 

 
 
MEETING DATE:   September 17, 2020 
 
APPLICATION TYPE: Building Permit Review 
 
LOCATION: 524 Trinity Avenue 
 
HISTORIC DISTRICT: Civic Complex Historic District (Local Historic District) 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposed Signage – East & West Wings 
 
APPLICANT: NA 
 
PROPERTY OWNER:  Center of Creative Arts (COCA) 
 
COUNCIL DISTRICT:  1 
 
EXISTING ZONING: PA – Public Activity District  
 
EXISTING LAND USE: Institutional (COCA) 
 
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE 
North:  PA-Public Activity District and HR- Institutional and Multi- 
  High Density Residential District  family residential 
East: HR-High Density Residential District Multi-family residential 
South:  HR-High Density Residential District Multi-family residential 
West: SR-Single Family Residential District Single-family residential 
 
PERTINENT CODE     Article 6 – Historic Landmarks and Districts 
SECTION(S): Division 4 Building Permits For a Historic Landmark or Within A 

Historic District. Sections 400.1610 and 400.1620 & 400.1630. 
400.1760 District Standards – 1985 Civic Plaza Master Plan 
available at: 
http://apps.ucitymo.org/PublicPortal/0/doc/120560/Page1.aspx  
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Section 400.1610 Building Permit Required. 
 
A.  It shall be unlawful to enlarge, alter or repair any historic landmark or to 

construct, enlarge, alter or repair any building, structure, humanly constructed 
object or environmental feature within a historic district when such activities are 
regulated by the University City Zoning Code and ordinance establishing a 
specific historic landmark or district without first obtaining a building permit, 
except as specifically exempted by the regulations for specific historic landmarks 
or districts. 

 
B.  It shall be unlawful to construct a new building or structure in a historic district or 

on a lot occupied by a historic landmark without first obtaining a building permit. 
 
Section 400.1620 Referral To Historic Preservation Commission. 
 

Zoning Administrator Review. In examining an application for a building permit to 
which Section 400.1610 applies, the Zoning Administrator shall determine if the 
enlargement, alteration, repair and/or construction is deemed to require 
Commission review in the regulations and standards contained in the ordinance 
creating the specific historic landmark or historic district. The Zoning 
Administrator may, when the ordinance does not require referral, immediately 
approve issuance of a building permit but shall thereupon notify the Commission 
of such action. With regard to all other applications for a building permit, the 
Zoning Administrator shall forward a copy of the application to the Historic 
Preservation Commission for interpretation, advice and recommendations. All 
applications for building permits pertaining to publicly owned historic landmark 
structures or publicly owned structures within a historic district shall be referred to 
the Commission for interpretation, advice and recommendations. All applications 
for building permits pertaining to structures within three hundred (300) feet of a 
historic district or properties on the National Historic Register shall be referred to 
the Commission for interpretation, advice and recommendations. However, 
applications pertaining to structures or properties on the National Historic 
Register that are located within private subdivisions that have their own review 
process for construction and that are not located at University City designated 
landmarks and/or within University City designated historic districts shall not be 
referred to the Commission. 
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Section 400.1640 Decision and Issuance. 
 
A.  Historic Preservation Commission. The Commission shall recommend approval 

or disapproval of an application for a building permit within forty-five (45) days 
after the receipt of the copy of such an application from the Zoning Administrator; 
or in the case of applications which are modified by the applicant after 
consultation with the Commission, the recommendations of the Commission shall 
be made within thirty (30) days after the receipt of the amended or modified 
application. The applicant shall be notified of meeting dates of the Commission 
and shall be given the opportunity to be present when the application is 
discussed by the Commission. When the Commission recommends disapproval 
of an application, it shall render a written report to the Zoning Administrator, a 
copy of which shall be given to the applicant explaining the reasons for the 
Commission's decision. 

 
B.  Zoning Administrator. The Zoning Administrator shall resolve all zoning issues 

within her/his jurisdiction incident to applications for building permits. In the event 
that the Zoning Administrator approves an application for a permit, subject to this 
Section, after a recommendation of disapproval by the Historic Preservation 
Commission, the Zoning Administrator shall immediately notify the Commission 
of this decision. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: Clifford Cross, Director of Planning and Development 
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