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A.
DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
4710 Westminster Place
Preliminary Review to Paint the Front Facade
Central West End Historic District — Ward 28
Bethany Moore, Preservation Planner, Cultural Resources Office

4710 WESTMINSTER PLACE

OWNERS:
Rob Monzyk and Sarah Riley
APPLICANT:
Owners
RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board withhold
preliminary approval to repaint the front
façade as it does not comply with the
Central West End Historic District Standards.
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THE CURRENT WORK:
The project is located in the Central West End Local Historic District where the Cultural Resources
Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over exterior alterations to buildings and their sites
located within the District. The Office received an application for interior and exterior alterations
to the house: most of the work, including a new roof and replacement of existing inappropriate
metal windows, is compliant with the Standards. The applicant, however, proposes to repaint in
white the front exterior, which is currently painted a brick red, In order to expedite the project,
painting of the façade was removed from the permit and the owners applied for a Preliminary
Review requesting an exception to the Standards.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #56768, Central West End Local Historic District:
1) Masonry – Bricks and Mortar; Stone
… Previously unpainted brick or stone shall not be painted. Where masonry has been painted,
either in contravention of these standards or prior to their adoption, and paint can be safely
removed, this should be done.
Does not comply. The existing paint on the front façade is not proposed to be removed.
4) Paint
Although there is no specific palette of “approved colors,” it is recommended that the color of
paint used be appropriate to the style of architecture, the character of the adjacent buildings,
and the neighborhood.
Does not comply. The house was constructed in 1906, a Craftsman design. Dark brick
walls are characteristic of this style. White facades in residential buildings appeared
later when colonial and Georgian revival styles became fashionable. Painting the front
white therefore would be contrary to the architectural style of the house and give it an
appearance that it historically did not have.
Painting the house white would also affect the very consistent character of the street,
where the majority of buildings retain their original dark colored façades.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Central West End Local Historic District
standards and the specific criteria for fences led to these preliminary findings.
 4710 Westminster Place is located in the Central West End Certified Local Historic District.


The front façade of the house has been previously painted, and is currently a color that
approximates that of the façade brick.



The Central West End Standards recommend removal of paint from masonry and requires
paint colors that are “appropriate to the style of architecture, the character of the
adjacent buildings, and the neighborhood.”

2

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board withhold Preliminary Approval to paint the front façade white as it does not
comply with the Central West End Historic District Standards.
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B.
DATE:

ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
37 Westmoreland Place
Preliminary Review to enclose side porch
Central West End Local Historic District — Ward 28
Andrea Gagen, Preservation Planner, Cultural Resources Office

37 WESTMORELAND PLACE

OWNER:
Mark & Margarita Fronmuller
APPLICANT:
Paul Fendler, Fendler & Associates, Inc.
RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board deny the
porch enclosure as it does not comply with
the Central West End Historic District
Standards.
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THE CURRENT WORK:
The project is in the Central West End Certified Local Historic District where the Cultural
Resources Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over exterior alterations to buildings located
with the District. The applicant applied for a Preliminary Review to enclose an existing visible side
porch. The applicant and owner have worked with the Cultural Resources Office on the design of
the porch enclosure, although they did not incorporate all of the suggestions by the staff. The
proposed enclosure does not meet the Central West End standards, so the matter is now being
brought before the Preservation Board.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #69423, Central West End Historic District:
B. Architectural Elements
Original or historically significant architectural features shall be maintained and
repaired rather than replaced. Architectural elements on existing structures shall be
maintained in their original size, proportion, detailing and material(s). No historic
architectural detail or trim shall be obscured, covered or sheathed with material of
any kind. It is understood, however, that historically correct awnings, storm sash or
shutters may partially obscure some details when viewed from certain angles. (See
paragraph B.5.)
3) Porches and Balconies
Porches, verandas and balconies are considered to be character-defining features
on building in the historic district, and careful attention should be paid to their
maintenance and/or restoration. Original or historic porches, verandas and
balconies, including their component elements such as columns, pilasters,
handrails, balusters, pediments, cornices, steps, etc., shall be preserved through
in-kind repair and maintenance when visible. Photographic evidence will be
provided of the deteriorated condition of an original or historic porch, veranda, or
balcony or any of its component elements to justify replacement. The replacement
element shall replicate the originals in size, dimensions, proportion, profile, shape,
geometric pattern, color and, in the case of column shafts, taper or entasis.
Replicas shall be made of the same materials as the historic porch or porch
component. In rare instances when a persuasive argument is presented, a
compatible substitute material may be considered. In the case of non-structural
ornamental detail situated at or above cornice-level, replicated elements may be
fabricated of a substitute material, for example, cast stone or molded fiberglass,
that exactly replicates the details and dimensions of the original. If an original or
historic porch, veranda or balcony, or any constituent element thereof, has/have
been removed, these may be replicated when evidence, (e.g., an historic drawing
or photograph) is available to document what was previously there.
Does not comply. The enclosure is not original to the porch and therefore does not
maintain the original appearance of the porch. The manner of the enclosure also
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does not make it clear that it is a later addition to the porch. In addition, the new
“walls” will be screwed into the historic columns, damaging the historic material.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Central West End Historic District standards
and the specific criteria for windows led to these preliminary findings.
 37 Westmoreland Place is located in the Central West End Local Historic District.


The side porch is highly visible from Westmoreland Place.



The proposed porch enclosure does not meet the Central West End Historic District
standards as it does not maintain the original appearance of the porch.



The enclosure is not set back from the original columns and gives a false sense of history,
and the existing historic material will be damaged from the attachment of the new
enclosure.

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board deny the Preliminary Review application as it does not comply with the
Central West End Local Historic District standards.

VIEW OF PORCH LOOKING WEST TOWARDS 37 WESTMORELAND PL.
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EXISTING SIDE PORCH

CLOSE UP OF SIDE PORCH DETAILS

7

PROPOSED FRONT (STREET-FACING) ELEVATION

PROPOSED SIDE ELEVATION

EXISTING SIDE ELEVATION
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SECTION DRAWING OF
PROPOSED ENCLOSURE

PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN
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C.

DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
Various Addresses
Preliminary Review: replace existing non-compliant windows with vinyl multi-light
windows on 24 residential buildings
Benton Park Local Historic District — Ward 9
Jan Cameron, Cultural Resources Office

OWNER:
Herbert Baumann - Baumann Properties

1913-15 CONGRESS STREET WITH NEW WINDOWS

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board withhold preliminary
approval for the window replacements, as the
windows do not comply with the Benton Park
Historic District Standards.
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THE PROJECT
All requests for Preliminary Review of proposed rehabilitation projects in Local Historic Districts are
brought before the Preservation Board. On July 1, 2019, the Cultural Resources Office staff received
a complaint that inappropriate vinyl windows were being installed without a permit at a number of
buildings in the Senate Square development, located in the Benton Park Local Historic District. CRO
placed a Stop-Work-Order on the properties. The owner stopped further installation. Upon
contacting the Office, he was informed that the new windows are not compliant with the Benton
Park Historic District Standards and could not be approved. He then applied for a Preliminary
Review to bring the matter before the Preservation Board for its determination. In all, there are
twenty-four (24) buildings which already have had windows replaced, or for which non-compliant
windows have been purchased.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #67175, Benton Park Historic District:
PART III
HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS
203 Windows
Comment: Windows of historic buildings are a very important part of a building's historic
character.
203.1 Windows at Public Facades
1. Windows in Public Facades shall be one of the following:
1. The existing window repaired and retained.
2. A replacement window which duplicates the original and meets the following
requirements:
1. Replacement windows or sashes shall be made of wood or finished aluminum.
Does not comply: the new windows are vinyl.
2. The profiles of muntins, sashes, frames and moldings match the original elements
in dimension and configuration.
Does not comply: the replacement windows do not replicate historic sash in
any dimension or profile.
3. The number of lights, their arrangement, size and proportion shall match the
original elements in dimension and configuration.
Does not comply: the new windows have false muntin grids set between the
panes and do not replicate historic muntins in either dimension or profile.
In addition, small panes of glass were used in some very early St. Louis
buildings, and became popular much later in 20 th century Colonial Revival
designs, but would never have been used in these late 19 th century buildings.
4. The method of opening shall be the same as the original with the following
exception: double‐hung windows may be changed to single‐hung.
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Partly complies: most of the original windows were doublehung, as are the
replacement windows; but some had semi-circular heads. These have been
replaced with a single doublehung and fixed semi-circular window above.
While single-hung windows are allowed under the Standards, they must
duplicate the original proportions of a historic window. On at least one
example, tall doublehung windows were replaced with window with a
noticeably smaller lower sash.
2. Reconstructed windows and sashes in a Public Facade shall be based on the following:
1. An adjacent existing window in the same facade which is original or;
2. If all windows on a facade are being replaced, then they shall be based on a Model
Example...
The historic windows in these buildings were replaced with non-compliant
aluminum windows in the later 1970s and 1980s, when Benton Park had not yet
been designated as a Local Historic District. However, the historic brickmold was
retained. In the new installations, the brickmold has been wrapped.
3. Glass Types at a Public Facade
1. Glass in historic windows on a Public Facade shall be one of the following:
1. Clear glass or other original glazing;
2. Glass based on a Model Example, or;
3. Insulated glass with its exterior face set 3/8" back from the exterior face of the
sash.
2. The following glass types are prohibited in Public Facades:
1. Tinted glass;
2. Reflective glass
3. Glass block; and
4. Plastic (Plexiglas) except Lexan or an equivalent.
…
203.2 Windows at Semi‐Public Facades
1. Windows at Semi‐Public Facades shall comply with all of the restrictions outlined in 203.1
except as noted herein.
2. Replacement Windows in a Semi‐Public Facade
1. Materials:
Replacement windows may be constructed of the following materials:
1. Wood;
2. Vinyl‐coated wood; or
3. Finished (painted or otherwise coated with color) aluminum. Clear anodized
aluminum is prohibited.
Does not comply.
2. Configuration
1. The profiles of muntins, sashes, frames and moldings shall match the original
elements in dimension and configuration.
2. The number of lights may be reduced to one‐over‐one.
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3. Square head replacement windows may replace original arched head windows
where the apex of the arch is less than 6" above its base. However, the arch shall
be maintained with a decorative element of wood, finished metal or plastic which
appears as wood.
Does not comply. False multi-light windows have been installed on the side
elevations as well.
3. Brick Molding
In all cases, the original brick molding shall be retained or duplicated.
Does not comply. The original brickmold, which was extant, has been wrapped
and its profile lost.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS & CONCLUSION
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the criteria for new residential construction in
the Benton Park Historic District Standards led to these preliminary findings:
 The twenty-four buildings proposed to receive replacement windows are all located
within the boundaries of the Benton Park Local Historic District.


The proposed replacement windows do not comply with the requirements of the Benton
Park Standards in material, profiles, configuration and exterior trim.



The majority of the windows have already been installed without approved permits.

Based on the Preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation
Board withhold preliminary approval for the replacement windows, and instruct the applicant to
replace non-compliant windows on visible elevation with appropriate replacement windows, to be
reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resources Office.

19121-23 CONGRESS WITH NEW WINDOWS

1921-23 BEFORE (GOOGLE, MAY 2019)
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1941 SENATE WITH NEW WINDOWS

1941 SENATE (GOOGLE 2017)

DETAIL OF REPLACEMENT WINDOWS — NOTE THAT ORIGINAL WINDOWS WERE SEGMENTALLY ARCHED
NOTE ALSO CAPPING OF ORIGINAL BRICKMOLD
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1913-15 CONGRESS STREET
ORIGINALLY ARCHED DOUBLEHUNG WINDOW REPLACED WITH FIXED HEAD

1943-45 SENATE STREET
TALL, DOUBLEHUNG WINDOW REPLACED WITH SINGLE-HUNG WITH UNEQUAL SASH
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D.

DATE:
ADDRESSES:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
Staff:

July 29, 2019
1400 Tower Grove Avenue
New Application (Deferred): Demolish corner commercial building and construct new
building of similar design.
Forest Park Southeast National Register Historic District, Ward 17
Dan Krasnoff, Cultural Resources Office

1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE

OWNER/APPLICANT:
Owner/Applicant: Missouri Foundation for
Health
RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board approve the
demolition of 1400 Tower Grove Avenue,
taking into consideration the enhanced design
changes since the June 24, 2019 meeting, the
building’s structural condition and the
application of Criteria F and G; and with the
conditions that CRO staff is consulted
regarding final design details and a demolition
permit be granted only after the issuance of a
building permit on the site.
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THE PROJECT:
The Missouri Foundation for Health (MFH) has submitted a demolition application at 1400 Tower
Grove Avenue (s/e corner, Tower Grove and Vista). 1400 Tower Grove Avenue is within the new
headquarters campus for the MFH in the Forest Park Southeast neighborhood. The campus is
located entirely in a Preservation Review District, with two buildings on Tower Grove Avenue
(1400 and 1408 Tower Grove) being contributing structures to the Forest Park Southeast National
Register Historic District.
At the Preservation Board meeting on June 24, 2019, action regarding the demolition permit was
deferred until the July 29, 2019 meeting. Since the June, 24, 2019 meeting, the MFH has worked
with their architect, HOK, to revise the design of the roof portion of the building to better match
the existing structure in height, geometry and fenestration.
BACKGROUND:
In April, 2017, the Missouri Foundation for Health submitted a Preliminary Review application to
the Preservation Board for the demolition of two structures in conjunction with the creation of
their new campus which included the former Columbia Iron Works site and adjacent parcels. The
Preliminary Review considered demolition of a four-unit building on 1408 Tower Grove Avenue
(contributing to NR Dist.) and a shed structure adjacent to the former Columbia Iron Works (not
in NR Dist.). The MFH said at the meeting it that in addition to rehabilitating the Columbia Iron
Works (4240-54 Vista), it would rehabilitate the building at 1400 Tower Grove Avenue at the
request of Park Central Development.
At the April, 2017 meeting, the Preservation Board denied the demolition of the four-unit
building at 1408 Tower Grove Avenue and approved the demolition of the shed structure. Since
then the MFH has demolished the shed structure and nearly completed rehabilitation of the
former Columbia Iron works building.
The MHF has attempted to rehabilitate the building at 1400 Tower Grove Avenue, as was
presented to the Preservation Board in 2017. However, the building at 1400 Tower Grove is in a
more deteriorated state than was realized when the Board was told the building would be
rehabilitated. The MFH has, therefore, applied for demolition of the building and has committed
to constructing a new building with similar design features on the vacated parcel.
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RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
The property at 1400 Tower Grove Avenue is located within the Forest Park Southeast National
Register District and within a Preservation Review District.
St. Louis City Ordinance #64689
PART X - DEMOLITION REVIEWS
SECTION FIFTY-EIGHT. Whenever an application is made for a permit to demolish a Structure
which is ii) within a National Register District…the building commissioner shall submit a copy of
such application to the Cultural Resources Office within three days after said application is
received by his Office.
St. Louis City Ordinance #64832
SECTION ONE. Preservation Review Districts are hereby established for the areas of the City of St.
Louis described in Exhibit A.
SECTION FIVE. Demolition permit - Board decision.
All demolition permit application reviews pursuant to this chapter shall be made by the Director
of the Office who shall either approve or disapprove of all such applications based upon the
criteria of this ordinance. All appeals from the decision of the Director shall be made to the
Preservation Board. Decisions of the Board or Office shall be in writing, shall be mailed to the
applicant immediately upon completion and shall indicate the application by the Board or Office
of the following criteria, which are listed in order of importance, as the basis for the decision:
A. Redevelopment Plans. Demolitions which would comply with a redevelopment plan
previously approved by ordinance or adopted by the Planning and Urban Design Commission
shall be approved except in unusual circumstances which shall be expressly noted.
Not applicable.
B. Architectural Quality. Structure's architectural merit, uniqueness, and/or historic value shall
be evaluated and the structure classified as high merit, merit, qualifying, or noncontributing
based upon: Overall style, era, building type, materials, ornamentation, craftsmanship, site
planning, and whether it is the work of a significant architect, engineer, or craftsman; and
contribution to the streetscape and neighborhood. Demolition of sound high merit structures
shall not be approved by the Office. Demolition of merit or qualifying structures shall not be
approved except in unusual circumstances which shall be expressly noted.
Based on the definition within the ordinance, this is a “Merit” building.
C. Condition. The Office shall make exterior inspections to determine whether a structure is
sound. If a structure or portion thereof proposed to be demolished is obviously not sound, the
application for demolition shall be approved except in unusual circumstances which shall be
expressly noted. The remaining or salvageable portion(s) of the structure shall be evaluated to
determine the extent of reconstruction, rehabilitation or restoration required to obtain a viable
structure.
1. Sound structures with apparent potential for adaptive reuse, reuse and or resale shall
generally not be approved for demolition unless application of criteria in subsections A, D,
F and G, indicates demolition is appropriate.
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The applicant has submitted a report by a Structural Engineer, documenting
significant structural deficiencies in the building. A portion of the building’s rear
collapsed when work commenced. The contractor for the project has said it does not
consider it safe for its crew to continue work on the building’s interior. While the
rear portion of the building may be unsound, the staff considers the front portion to
be sound by the definition of the ordinance—it will stand for six months. Since July
1st, due to concerns regarding the building’s stability, the Building Commissioner has
required that the fence surrounding the building be pushed further from the building,
blocking a lane of traffic on the east side of Tower Grove Avenue and on the south
side of the 42xx block of Vista Avenue.
2. Structurally attached or groups of buildings.
Not applicable.
D. Neighborhood Effect and Reuse Potential.
1. Neighborhood Potential: Vacant and vandalized buildings on the block face, the present
condition of surrounding buildings, and the current level of repair and maintenance of
neighboring buildings shall be considered.
The section of the neighborhood where the building is located has a mix of mostly
occupied buildings in stable condition and a few vacant buildings in various states of
deterioration.
2. Reuse Potential: The potential of the structure for renovation and reuse, based on similar
cases within the City, and the cost and extent of possible renovation shall be evaluated.
Structures located within currently well maintained blocks or blocks undergoing upgrading
renovation will generally not be approved for demolition.
The severe structural problems with the building have reduced its reuse potential.
The project would also not benefit from Historic Tax Credits because it is owned by a
tax exempt, non-profit organization.
3. Economic Hardship: The Office shall consider the economic hardship which may be
experienced by the present owner if the application is denied. Such consideration may
include, among other things, the estimated cost of demolition, the estimated cost of
rehabilitation or reuse, the feasibility of public or private financing, the effect of tax
abatement, if applicable, and the potential for economic growth and development in the
area.
Not applicable.
E. Urban Design. The Office shall evaluate the following urban design factors:
1. The effect of a proposed partial demolition on attached or row buildings.
Not applicable.
2. The integrity of the existing block face and whether the proposed demolition will
significantly impact the continuity and rhythm of structures within the block.
The loss of the building would be substantially mitigated by the construction of a
new building based upon the design of the existing building.
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3. Proposed demolition of buildings with unique or significant character important to a
district, street, block or intersection will be evaluated for impact on the present integrity,
rhythm, balance and density on the site, block, intersection or district.
The building proposed for demolition provides significant design quality. However,
because the proposed new structure will be similar to the existing structure, the
impact on the rhythm, density and balance of the block will be mitigated.
4. The elimination of uses will be considered; however, the fact that a present and original
or historic use of a site does not conform to present zoning or land use requirements in no
way shall require that such a nonconforming use to be eliminated.
Not applicable.
F. Proposed Subsequent Construction. Notwithstanding the provisions of any ordinance to
the contrary, the Office shall evaluate proposed subsequent construction on the site of
proposed demolition based upon whether:
1. The applicant has demonstrated site control by ownership or an option contract;
Yes.
2. The proposed construction would equal or exceed the contribution of the structure to the
integrity of the existing streetscape and block face. Proposal for creation of vacant land by
demolition(s) in question will be evaluated as to appropriateness on that particular site,
within that specific block. Parking lots will be given favorable consideration when directly
adjoining/abutting facilities require additional off-street parking;
The new construction building is designed to create the scale, massing and design
sensibility of the structurally compromised building on the site now. The roof design
has been updated to better reflect the current structure and there is an opportunity
to include design details that will further allow for the new building to contribute to
the quality of the streetscape.
3. The proposed construction will be architecturally compatible with the existing block face
as to building setbacks, scale, articulation and rhythm, overall architectural character and
general use of exterior materials or colors;
The proposed construction is designed to maintain the quality of the existing
streetscape.
4. The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements;
Yes.
5. The proposed new construction would commence within twelve (12) months from the
application date.
Yes.
G. Commonly Controlled Property. If a demolition application concerns property adjoining
occupied property and if common control of both properties is documented, favorable
consideration will generally be given to appropriate reuse proposals. Appropriate uses shall
include those allowed under the current zoning classification, reuse for expansion of an
existing conforming, commercial or industrial use or a use consistent with a presently
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conforming, adjoining use group. Potential for substantial expansion of an existing adjacent
commercial use will be given due consideration.
The use of the new building, for expanded activities related of the MFH mission, means
it conforms to this criterion of the ordinance.
H. Accessory Structures. Accessory structures (garages, sheds, etc.) and ancillary structures will
be processed for immediate resolution. Proposed demolition of frame garages or accessory
structures internal to commercial or industrial sites will, in most cases, be approved unless
that structure demonstrates high significance under the other criteria listed herein, which
shall be expressly noted.
Not applicable.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the criteria for demolition led to these
preliminary findings:
 1400 Tower Grove Avenue is within a Preservation Review District and National Register
Historic District.
 The rear portion of the building is unsound and the front is sound by the definition of the
ordinance—it will stand for six months
 The building is a Merit structure.
 A Structural Engineer, for HOK has documented the numerous structural problems with
the building which make rehabilitation unfeasible.
 The Missouri Foundation for Health is committed to construct a building equal in massing
and scale to the current structure; and that will incorporate design details found in the
extant structure.
Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board approve the demolition of 1400 Tower Grove Avenue, due to the building’s
structural condition, enhanced design for the new building since the June 24, 2019 Board
meeting, and application of Criteria F and G; and with the conditions that CRO staff is consulted
regarding final design details of the new building and a demolition permit not be granted before
the issuance of a building permit on the site.
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1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE

1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE (SOUTH FACADE)
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1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE (NORTH FAÇADE)

1400 TOWER GROVE (REAR)
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1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE (REAR COLLAPSE)

RENDERING OF PROPOSED NEW BUILDING AT 1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE
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COMPARISON OF REVISED ROOF DESIGN TO EXTANT BUILDING AT 1400 TOWER GROVE AVENUE

SITE PLAN
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E.
DATE:

ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
6211 Delmar Boulevard
New Application: Install illuminated projecting sign
Skinker-DeBaliviere Certified Local Historic District — Ward 28
Dan Krasnoff, Cultural Resources Office Director

RENDERING OF SIGN 6211 DELMAR BOULEVARD

OWNER:

Pace-Delmar Associates, LLC
APPLICANT:
Piro Signs, Inc.
Joe Phillips
RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board grant approval
of the proposed sign as submitted.
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THE PROPOSAL
6211 Delmar is located in the Skinker-DeBaliviere Certified Local Historic District. At its February
2019 meeting, the Preservation Board granted approval for the building permit to construct a
three-story commercial building on the site of a former gas station. The owner has now applied a
very colorful, three-sided illuminated projecting blade sign. The Skinker-DeBaliviere standards
require that the new sign not be “visually dominant.”
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #57688, the Skinker-DeBaliviere Historic District Ordinance, as modified
by the Revised Skinker-DeBaliviere New Construction Standards.
New Construction
1. All new construction within the historic district shall be compatible with the nearby historic
buildings and the historic district as a whole. A new building shall not have elements or
materials that are Visually Dominant.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Skinker-DeBaliviere Historic District
standards for new construction led to these preliminary findings.
 6111 Delmar is located in the Skinker-DeBaliviere Local Historic District.


The standards state that new buildings cannot have elements that are “visually dominant.”



The sign is appropriately scaled to the height of the new building.



There are many colorful, large-scale signs in the East Loop portion of Delmar Boulevard.



The proposed sign is not visually dominant because it is in character with other signs
approved within the East Loop section of Delmar Boulevard.

Based on the Preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board grant approval to the proposed signs.

SITE TODAY
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RENDERING OF PROPOSED SIGN ON THE APPROVED BUILDING – DELMAR FACADE

DETAIL DRAWING OF PROPOSED SIGN
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F.
DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
4130 Shaw Boulevard
Appeal of the Director’s denial to Retain Front Door and Windows
Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District — Ward 8
Bethany Moore, Preservation Planner, Cultural Resources Office

4130 SHAW BOULEVARD

OWNER:
RJE Properties, LLC
APPLICANT:
Eric Hanson
RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board uphold the
Director’s denial as the door and
windows installed without a permit do
not meet the Shaw Neighborhood
Standards.
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THE CURRENT WORK:
The project is in the Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District where the Cultural Resources
Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over exterior alterations to buildings and their sites
located within the District. The owner has removed the original double entry with mullion and
transoms and installed a pre-hung front door and sidelights. He has also installed inappropriate
paired windows on the front façade. All work was done without approved permits. The owner
has applied to retain the non-compliant work. The application was denied as the Shaw
Neighborhood Standards specify that both windows and doors should be in the same vertical and
horizontal proportions and style as in the original structures. The applicant has appealed the
denial. The matter is now being brought before the Preservation Board.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #59400, Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District:
D. Details
Architectural details on existing structures, such as columns, dormer, porches and bay windows,
should be maintained in their original form, if at all possible. Architectural details on new
buildings shall be compatible with existing details in terms of design and scale. Doors, dormers,
windows and the openings on both new and renovated structures should be in the same vertical
and horizontal proportions and style as in the original structures. Both new or replacement
windows and door frames shall be limited to wood or color finished aluminum.
Does not comply. Alterations to the front façade have seriously impacted the building’s
historic character. The new door and narrow sidelights do not present an historic appearance
and create a false impression that the building was constructed as a single-family. Such
alteration has been determined by both the Cultural Resources Office and the Preservation
Board to be against approved Preservation principles.
On the front façade, the original windows were removed by the appellant, who replaced
them with non-historic vinyl windows. Most seriously, in the west bay, the original large
one-over-one sash at first and second stories were replaced with two narrow ganged
windows. The vinyl windows are flat and do not replicate any of the proportions or
profiles of historic wood windows.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District
standards and the specific criteria for fences led to these preliminary findings.
 4130 Shaw Boulevard is located in the Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District.


The door and front façade windows were installed without a permit.



Neither the door nor the windows meet the Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District
Standards.
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Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s denial of the application as it does not comply with the
Shaw Neighborhood Local Historic District Standards.

4130 SHAW PRIOR TO ALTERATIONS (GOOGLE MAPS, 2017)
NOTE ORIGINAL ENTRY DOORS BEHIND STORMS AND
LARGE 1/1 WINDOW AT SECOND STORY (FIRST STORY RETAINS PAIRED STORM WINDOWS)
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G.
DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
JURISDICTION:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
3243 Indiana Ave
Appeal of Denial: Demolition of Two-Story Residential Building
Benton Park Local Historic District — Ward 9
Daniel Krasnoff, Cultural Resources Office

3243 INDIANA AVENUE

OWNER:
Holly Nighbert
APPLICANT:
Z&L Wrecking
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
That the Preservation Board uphold the
Director’s Denial of the demolition because
the building is a contributing resource to
the Benton Park historic districts.
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BACKGROUND
3243 Indiana is located in the Benton Park Local Historic District. The CRO/Preservation Board has
jurisdiction over demolition of structures in the Benton Park Local and National Register districts.
An application to demolish the building was submitted on June 3, 2019 and cancelled by the
applicant on June 11, 2019. A new demolition permit was applied for on July 18, 2019, in the
aftermath of the collapse of an approximately 20-foot wide portion of the south façade. This
collapse occurred when a demolition contractor was on site to demolish a garage, which had an
approved permit from CRO and the Building Division, and for a gazebo, for which no demolition
permit was sought.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Excerpt from Ordinance #67175, Benton Park Historic District, modifying Ordinance #64832:
(Where the ordinance provisions regarding demolition deviate from those of the criteria in City
Ordinance #64832, they will be discussed below.)
211 DEMOLITION
Comment: Buildings which are considered contributing on the National Register of Historic Places
listing #85003232 and/or 75 years old or older are considered historically significant to the
character and integrity of the Benton Park Historic District. These buildings are an irreplaceable
asset, and as such, their demolition is strictly limited.
The two-story brick building is a contributing structure to the Benton Park Local and National
Register districts.
Ordinance No. 61366 of the City of St. Louis is hereby adopted to govern demolitions of buildings
located within the Benton Park Historic District, except that the following Sections of such
Ordinance shall, for purposes of this Code only, be deemed revised, amended, or deleted as noted:
1. "Structure" means any building or improvement of any kind for demolition of which a demolition
permit is required and with respect to which an application for a demolition permit is filed.
2. (3) Condition: The Office shall make exterior inspections to determine whether a Structure is
Sound. If a Structure or portion thereof proposed to be demolished is obviously not Sound, and
the threat to the public health, safety, and welfare resulting there from cannot be eliminated
with reasonable preventative measures, the application for demolition shall be approved
except in unusual circumstances which shall be expressly noted. The remaining or salvageable
portion(s) of the Structure shall be evaluated to determine the extent of reconstruction,
rehabilitation, or restoration required to obtain a viable structure.
Sound Structures with apparent potential for adaptive reuse, reuse, and/or resale shall
generally not be approved for demolition unless application of Criteria 1, 4, 6, and 7 indicates
demolition is appropriate.
Structurally attached or groups of buildings: The impact of the proposed demolition on any
remaining portion(s) of the building will be evaluated. Viability of walls which would be exposed
by demolition and the possibility of diminished value resulting from the partial demolition of a
building, or of one or more buildings in a group of buildings, will be considered.
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Comment: Reasonable preventative measures as referenced herein, include, but are not limited to, the erection
of temporary supports, and the erection of temporary barriers or barricades to protect pedestrians from falling
debris. The reasonableness of such preventative measures shall be determined by reference to the Architectural
Quality of the Structure as set forth in Section Seven (2), and the Urban Design factors set forth in Section Seven
(5) (e.g. more extensive preventative measures will be deemed reasonable for a High Merit Structure than for a
Merit Structure). Nothing contained herein shall be construed as relieving owners of buildings of their
responsibility to undertake permanent measures to make such buildings safe.

3. Section Seven (4) is revised to state as follows:
A. Rehabilitation Potential: If the Applicant offers substantial evidence that the Structure, in
its entirety, is in such a condition that the only feasible rehabilitation thereof would be
equivalent to total reconstruction; the application for demolition shall generally be
approved.
The applicant seeks to use the lot as a side yard for his adjacent building. No
reconstruction cost estimate has been submitted.
B. Economic Hardship: The Office shall consider the economic hardship which may be
experienced by the present owner if the application is denied. Such consideration may
include, among other things, the estimated cost of demolition, the estimated cost of
rehabilitation or reuse, the feasibility of public or private financing, the effect of tax
abatement, if applicable, and potential for economic growth and development in the area.
There is no information regarding economic hardship.
4. Section Seven (6) 15 amended to add the following:
(F.) the proposed plan, although calling for demolition of one or more Structures, will result in
the preservation of building which are High Merit, Merit or Contributing; and (ii) in need of
substantial rehabilitation.
Not applicable.
St. Louis City Ordinance #64689
PART X - DEMOLITION REVIEWS
SECTION FIFTY-EIGHT.
Whenever an application is made for a permit to demolish a Structure which is i) individually
listed on the National Register, ii) within a National Register District, iii) for which National
Register Designation is pending or iv) which is within a Preservation Review District established
pursuant to Sections Fifty-Five to Fifty-Six of this ordinance, the building commissioner shall
submit a copy of such application to the Cultural Resources Office within three days after said
application is received by his Office.
The building is a contributing resource to a Local Historic District and a National Register
Historic District.
St. Louis City Ordinance #64832
SECTION ONE. Preservation Review Districts are hereby established for the areas of the City of St.
Louis described in Exhibit A.
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SECTION FIVE. Demolition permit - Board decision.
All demolition permit application reviews pursuant to this chapter shall be made by the Director
of the Office who shall either approve or disapprove of all such applications based upon the
criteria of this ordinance. All appeals from the decision of the Director shall be made to the
Preservation Board. Decisions of the Board or Office shall be in writing, shall be mailed to the
applicant immediately upon completion and shall indicate the application by the Board or Office
of the following criteria, which are listed in order of importance, as the basis for the decision:
A. Redevelopment Plans. Demolitions which would comply with a redevelopment plan previously
approved by ordinance or adopted by the Planning and Urban Design Commission shall be
approved except in unusual circumstances which shall be expressly noted.
Not applicable.
B. Architectural Quality. Structure's architectural merit, uniqueness, and/or historic value shall
be evaluated and the structure classified as high merit, merit, qualifying, or noncontributing
based upon: Overall style, era, building type, materials, ornamentation, craftsmanship, site
planning, and whether it is the work of a significant architect, engineer, or craftsman; and
contribution to the streetscape and neighborhood. Demolition of sound high merit structures
shall not be approved by the Office. Demolition of merit or qualifying structures shall not be
approved except in unusual circumstances which shall be expressly noted.
3243 Indiana is a two-story residential structure, composed of red brick with a buff-brick
front facade. It is a contributing resource to the National Register District.
C. Condition. The Office shall make exterior inspections to determine whether a structure is
sound. If a structure or portion thereof proposed to be demolished is obviously not sound,
the application for demolition shall be approved except in unusual circumstances which shall
be expressly noted. The remaining or salvageable portion(s) of the structure shall be
evaluated to determine the extent of reconstruction, rehabilitation or restoration required to
obtain a viable structure.
1. Sound structures with apparent potential for adaptive reuse, reuse and or resale shall
generally not be approved for demolition unless application of criteria in subsections
A, D, F and G, four, six and seven indicates demolition is appropriate.
Despite the damage to the south façade, the structure is sound by the definition
of the ordinance—the walls and roof will continue to carry their current loads for
six months.
2. Structurally attached or groups of buildings. The impact of the proposed demolition on
any remaining portion(s) of the building will be evaluated. Viability of walls which
would be exposed by demolition and the possibility of diminished value resulting from
the partial demolition of a building, or of one or more buildings in a group of buildings,
will be considered.
Not applicable.
D. Neighborhood Effect and Reuse Potential.
1. Neighborhood Potential: Vacant and vandalized buildings on the block face, the present
condition of surrounding buildings, and the current level of repair and maintenance of
neighboring buildings shall be considered.
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This portion of the Benton Park Historic District is characterized by a high number of
rehabilitated buildings and some new infill construction that combine to create a
desirable neighborhood.
2. Reuse Potential: The potential of the structure for renovation and reuse, based on similar
cases within the City, and the cost and extent of possible renovation shall be evaluated.
Structures located within currently well maintained blocks or blocks undergoing upgrading
renovation will generally not be approved for demolition.
Because investment has continued apace within Benton Park, the Director’s
judgement is that the wall, floors and roof can be effectively repaired and the
building is economically viable for reuse.
3. Economic Hardship: The Office shall consider the economic hardship which may be
experienced by the present owner if the application is denied. Such consideration may
include, among other things, the estimated cost of demolition, the estimated cost of
rehabilitation or reuse, the feasibility of public or private financing, the effect of tax
abatement, if applicable, and potential for economic growth and development in the area.
No information regarding economic hardship has been submitted.
E. Urban Design. The Office shall evaluate the following urban design factors:
1. The effect of a proposed partial demolition on attached or row of buildings.
Not applicable.
2. The integrity of the existing block face and whether the proposed demolition will
significantly impact the continuity and rhythm of structures within the block.
The block abuts the south side of Benton Park. It is largely intact, with contributing
buildings.
3. Proposed demolition of buildings with unique or significant character important to a district,
street, block or intersection will be evaluated for impact on the present integrity, rhythm,
balance and density on the site, block, intersection or district.
The house adds to the character of the streetscape.
4. The elimination of uses will be considered; however, the fact that a present and original or
historic use of a site does not conform to present zoning or land use requirements in no way
shall require that such a nonconforming use to be eliminated.
Not applicable.
F.

Proposed Subsequent Construction. Notwithstanding the provisions of any ordinance to the
contrary, the Office shall evaluate proposed subsequent construction on the site of proposed
demolition based upon whether:
1. The applicant has demonstrated site control by ownership or an option contract;
Yes.
2. The proposed construction would equal or exceed the contribution of the structure to the
integrity of the existing streetscape and block face. Proposal for creation of vacant land by
demolition(s) in question will be evaluated as to appropriateness on that particular site,
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within that specific block. Parking lots will be given favorable consideration when directly
adjoining/abutting facilities require additional off-street parking;
The owner seeks to maintain the lot, if vacant, as a side-yard.
3. The proposed construction will be architecturally compatible with the existing block face
as to building setbacks, scale, articulation and rhythm, overall architectural character and
general use of exterior materials or colors;
Not applicable.
4. The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements;
The property is zoned C, Multi-Family District and has the Strategic Land Use
Category of Neighborhood Preservation.
5. The proposed new construction would commence within twelve (12) months from the
application date.
Not applicable.
G. Commonly Controlled Property. If a demolition application concerns property adjoining
occupied property and if common control of both properties is documented, favorable
consideration will generally be given to appropriate reuse proposals. Appropriate uses shall
include those allowed under the current zoning classification, reuse for expansion of an
existing conforming, commercial or industrial use or a use consistent with a presently
conforming, adjoining use group. Potential for substantial expansion of an existing adjacent
commercial use will be given due consideration.
Not applicable. The language in this portion of the ordinance is clearly focused on
commercial activity and the expansion of the economic vitality of the City. The creation
of a residential side-yard does not apply.
H. Accessory Structures. Accessory structures (garages, sheds, etc.) and ancillary structures will
be processed for immediate resolution. Proposed demolition of frame garages or accessory
structures internal to commercial or industrial sites will, in most cases, be approved unless
that structure demonstrates high significance under the other criteria listed herein, which
shall be expressly noted.
Not applicable.
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION:
The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the criteria for demolition in the Benton Park
Local Historic District and Benton Park National Register District led to these preliminary findings
with regard to the proposed demolition:
 The building proposed for demolition, 3243 Indiana Avenue, is a contributing building.


The building suffered a collapse while a demolition contractor was working on site to
demolish a garage, for which there was a permit.



The contractor demolished a gazebo near the south façade of the house for which there
was no approved permit.
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State and Federal Historic Tax Credits would be available to assist in the restoration of the
historic building.

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial of the demolition because the building is a
contributing resource to the Benton Park historic districts.

EAST FACADE (FRONT)

SOUTH FACADE (WALL DOWN)

NORTH FACADE

WEST FACADE (REAR)
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H.
DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
STAFF:

July 25, 2019
7145-7233 and 7146-7192 Manchester Ave.; 7209-11 Lanham Ave. ― Ward: 24
Nomination to the National Register of the Maplewood Historic Commercial District
Bethany L. Moore, Cultural Resources Office

MAPLEWOOD HISTORIC COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, MANCHESTER AVENUE AND LANHAM AVENUE

PREPARER(S):
Tim Maloney, Karen Bode Baxter,
Raeanne Lee Spears, Kyle Anthony-Petter
OWNER(S):
Various
RECOMMENDATION:
The Preservation Board should direct the
staff to prepare a report for the State
Historic Preservation Office that the
property meets the requirements of
National Register Criteria A and C.
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RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Section 101(c)(2)(A) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1996 (amended)
Before a property within the jurisdiction of the certified local government may be considered by
the State to be nominated to the Secretary for inclusion on the National Register, the State
Historic Preservation Officer shall notify the owner, the applicable chief local elected official and
the local historic preservation commission. The commission, after reasonable opportunity for
public comment, shall prepare a report as to whether or not such property, in its opinion, meets
the criteria of the National Register.
PROPERTY SUMMARY:
The Maplewood Historic Commercial District encompasses twenty-five contributing buildings and
structures located at 7145-7233 and 7146-7192 Manchester Avenue and 7209-11 Lanham
Avenue. The majority of the district was constructed between 1912 and 1939 with few outliers.
The district properties straddle the boundaries for the City of St. Louis and the City of
Maplewood.
Manchester Avenue was designated as a state highway in 1821 after Missouri joined the Union
that connected St. Louis to the state capitol in Jefferson City and commerce began to spring up
along it. In 1895 the development of the Manchester streetcar line that connected metro St.
Louis to the western suburbs through Maplewood brought even more commerce to the area.
Manchester Avenue was further bolstered by the creation of the Yale Loop for streetcars to turn
around at which connected it to the northern suburbs through the new City Limits (DeMun)
streetcar line. The commercial district that grew from the streetcar line also experienced a boost
from the automobile when in 1926 the original Route 66 followed Manchester Avenue and
helped the area to sustain itself well into the mid-twentieth century. The age of the buildings in
the district reflects this approximately fifty year commercial boom.
The District’s period of significance, 1895-1949, begins with the announcement of the streetcar
line and ends with the date of the last streetcar run on the Manchester line. The District is
significant under Criteria A: Commerce due to its role in the growth of the City of Maplewood
through the success of Manchester Avenue and also Criteria C: Architecture due to the high
concentration of intact early twentieth century commercial storefront designs.
The Cultural Resources Offices concurs that this property is eligible for listing in the National
Register under Criteria A for Commerce and Criteria C for Architecture.
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I.
DATE:
ADDRESS:
ITEM:
STAFF:

July 29, 2019
2001 S. Kingshighway Blvd. (aka 4900-4946 Daggett Ave.) ― Ward: 24
Nomination to the National Register of the Ringen Stove Company Factory
Andrea L. Gagen, Cultural Resources Office

RINGEN STOVE COMPANY FACTORY

PREPARER:
Matt Bivens/Lafser & Associates, Inc.
OWNER:
Kings Hill LLC
RECOMMENDATION:
The Preservation Board should direct the
staff to prepare a report for the State
Historic Preservation Office that the
property meets the requirements of
National Register Criterion A.
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RELEVANT LEGISLATION:
Section 101(c)(2)(A) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1996 (amended)
Before a property within the jurisdiction of the certified local government may be considered by
the State to be nominated to the Secretary for inclusion on the National Register, the State
Historic Preservation Officer shall notify the owner, the applicable chief local elected official and
the local historic preservation commission. The commission, after reasonable opportunity for
public comment, shall prepare a report as to whether or not such property, in its opinion, meets
the criteria of the National Register.
PROPERTY SUMMARY:
The Ringen Stove Company Factory was designed by Ernst C. Janssen, a prominent St. Louis
architect, in 1910. Once part of a larger complex, the multi-part building was a place of
innovation, invention, testing, manufacturing, marketing and sales of stove, ranges, trade
furnaces and other specialized heaters and burners, between the years of 1910 until it closed its
doors in 1956.
Founded 1881, the Ringen Stove Company Factory became a branch of the American Stove
Company in 1901. It became the primary manufacturer of the company’s Quick Meal stoves. In
1929, the Magic Chef name was introduced and became so popular that American Stove
Company changed its name to Magic Chef, Inc. in 1951. The Kingshighway factory also aided in
the war effort, when in 1942, the entire factory was rearranged for war production. The plant
manufactured bombardment flares and a number of other war time products.
The factory’s period of significance, 1910-1956, corresponds to the construction of the factory
and its eventual closing. The factory is significant under Criteria A in association with Industry
due to its importance in the national stove and range industry.
The Cultural Resources Offices concurs that this property is eligible for listing in the National
Register under Criterion A for Industry.

DAGGETT AVENUE ELEVATION
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