
 

The Preservation Board Meeting will be accessible for online viewing at: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81023965666?pwd=NFpKQW50YnRyQmpYMHJRODdlczJPQT09 

or via phone 312-626-6799 with Meeting ID: 810 2396 5666 and Passcode: 426813 

 

Due to the current COVID-19 Global Pandemic and subsequent Federal, State and 
Local Public Health Orders, for the protection of the public and in keeping with 
CDC guidelines, the meeting will be held by videoconference. 

 

In order to ensure all Board members and the public are able to connect successfully, we 
recommend that you call in or join via Zoom (for video) starting at 3:45 PM to allow time        
to troubleshoot any connection issues.  The host will open the phone lines and initiate the 
Zoom meeting at that time.  Should you have a problem accessing the meeting, please call         
Meg Lousteau, Cultural Resources Office at (314) 657-3850.  

• For those participating in the teleconference, in order to ensure all participants can hear the 
audio in the meeting, it is essential that your phone or microphone be muted when you are 
not speaking.  

• Please follow any guidelines or rules established by the Chairman of the Preservation Board 
during the meeting. 

• If you wish to speak for the public hearing, and you are on your computer, please list your 
name and the topic you wish to address in the chat section of the meeting and mark it “Send 
to Everyone.” The chair will address you individually, at which time we ask that you un-mute 
yourself to speak. Once you are done, please state that you are finished and resume the mute 
functionality.  

• If you wish to speak for the public hearing and you are on a phone, and not at a computer 
or online personal device with a screen, once all physical or virtual comment cards submitters 
have had their time to speak, the chair will ask if anyone on the phone has additional 
comments. At that time, please unmute by pressing *6 and state your first name. If more than 
one individual has identified themselves, the chair will ask one person to speak at a time. Each 
person must state very clearly, their name, affiliation (if any), and address and proceed to 
comment. Once you are done, please state that you are finished and resume the mute 
functionality by pressing *6. 

People who need accommodations related to accessibility should contact Ms. Lousteau at 
lousteaum@stlouis-mo.gov or by phone at (314) 657-3850 or (314) 589-6000 (TTY). 

 

 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81023965666?pwd=NFpKQW50YnRyQmpYMHJRODdlczJPQT09
mailto:lousteaum@stlouis-mo.gov
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4534, 4538, 4540, 4544, 
4552, & 4556 Manchester 

 
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES OFFICE 
PRESERVATION BOARD 

REGULAR MEETING – ZOOM MEETING 
MONDAY, October 24, 2022 — 4:00 P.M. 

www.stlouis-mo.gov/cultural-resources 

 

OLD BUSINESS 

Approval of September 26, 2022 Preservation Board minutes. 

 

PRELIMINARY REVIEWS: JURISDICTION:            PROJECT:                                                              PAGE: 

A.  2619 McNair Avenue ...................... Benton Park HD .......................... Construct 1-story addition ....................... 1 

B.  1812-20 Geyer Avenue ................... McKinley Heights HD ................. Construct 4 buildings  ............................ 12 
/20 apartments  

C.  5700 Lindell Boulevard ................... City Landmark #107 ................... Construct site improvements ................ 20 
for accessibility at north entry           
to Jefferson Memorial          
(Missouri History Museum) 

D.  4321 Chouteau Avenue .................. Preservation Review Area .......... Demolish vacant church ........................ 25 
building for new construction           

E.                                               ................. Preservation Review Area .......... Demolish six residential ......................... 36 
structures for new construction     

        

APPEALS OF DIRECTOR’S DENIALS: JURISDICTION:            PROJECT:                                                              PAGE: 

F.  1800 South 8th Street ...................... Soulard Neighborhood HD ......... Appeal of Director’s denial .................... 48 
to keep Versa-Lok retaining  
wall 

G.  325 North Newstead Avenue.......... Central West End HD ................. Appeal of Director’s denial  ................... 52 
to replace tile roof with  
asphalt shingles 

H.  2200 Indiana Avenue ...................... McKinley Heights HD ................. Appeal of Director’s denial .................... 58 
to construct retaining wall 

I.  4349 Westminster Place ................. Central West End HD ................. Appeal of Director’s denial .................... 65 
to install faux slate roofing 

http://www.stlouis.missouri.org/citygov/planning/heritage
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J. 4324 West Papin Street .................. Preservation Review Area .......... Appeal of Director’s denial .................... 68 
to demolish 2-story two- 
family brick house 

K. 4328 West Papin Street .................. Preservation Review Area .......... Appeal of Director’s denial .................... 74 
to demolish 2-story two- 
family brick house 

NEW BUSINESS:                                                                                                                                 : 

K.  Discussion of potential City Landmark designation for 4389 Lindell Boulevard 

L.  November/December Preservation Board meeting dates 
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A. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 2619 McNair Avenue  
ITEM: Preliminary Review to construct a one and one half story addition 
JURISDICTION:    Benton Park Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Benton Park 
WARD: Old Ward 9/New Ward 8  
OWNER:  Melinda & J. Duane Sanderson 
ARCHITECT:   Anthony Duncan Architect, Tony Duncan 
STAFF:  Bob Bettis 

 
2619 MCNAIR AVENUE 

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

That the Preservation Board deny 
Preliminary Approval to the project as the 
proposed addition does not comply with 
the requirements for the placement of 
new additions at Semi-Public Facades.   
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THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

The project is in the Benton Park Local Historic District where the Cultural Resources Office/Preservation 
Board has jurisdiction over exterior alterations to buildings located within the District.  The project proposes 
construction of a one-story addition to the north side of the building.  The addition would be attached to the 
main building via a hyphen near the rear of the building at the current enclosed porch.  The site consists of 
two lots located at the entrance to the alley.  The owner is in the process of combining the two lots. The 
architect has submitted an appropriate Model Example that is located at 2720 McNair Street.  The Benton 
Park Standards do not allow for additions to the Semi-Public facades of existing historic buildings.  However, 
the proposed design would generally comply if reviewed as a detached building under the Benton Park 
Historic District New Construction Standards. 

The item was originally heard at the August 22, 2022 Preservation Board meeting.  At that time, the proposal 
was denied due to the width of the front façade and the size and/or number of the windows that resulted in 
a non-historic solid-to-void ratio.  The applicant has redesigned the addition to narrow the front elevation 
and is now requesting Preliminary Approval of the revised design. 

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #67175, Benton Park Local Historic District:  

ARTICLE 1: DEFINITIONS 

101.14 Model Example  
Comment: Throughout these Standards, a Model Example is often required as a basis for comparison 
and as a source of ideas for reconstructed elements and for new construction.  

1.  A building or element(s) of a single building type or style constructed prior to 75 years ago:    
1.  Existing or once existing within:    

1.  The Benton Park Historic District; or    
2.  The City of St. Louis, provided it is of a form and architectural style currently or once 

found within the Benton Park Historic District; and    
2.  Offered to prove that:    

1.  A design proposed for constructing or reconstructing a building will result in a building 
element compatible with the building for which it is to be constructed; or    

2.  A design proposed for constructing a new building will result in a building compatible with 
its architectural environment; and    

3.  Of a comparable form, architectural style and use as:    
     1. The building to receive the constructed or reconstructed element; or    
     2. The building to be constructed. 

 
101.17 Public, Semi-Public and Private Facades… 

2.   Semi- Public Facades  
 The following architectural elevation(s) of a building:    

1. Side elevations which face a vacant lot or a side yard at least 15 feet wide and are 
visually dominant from a street.    

2. Rear elevation of a corner building which is visually dominant from a street.    
3. The facade of a carriage or alley house which faces the alley.   
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3.  Private Facades  
The architectural elevation(s) of a building which do not meet the criteria of a Public 
or Semi-Public Facade. 

 
209 NEW ADDITIONS TO EXISTING BUILDINGS    

1.  No new additions shall be made to the Public or Semi-Public Facades except that additions may be 
made to Semi-Public Facades occurring at the rear of buildings that predate 75 years of age.    

2.  New additions constructed at Private Facades or at Semi-Public Facades at the rear of 
structures predating 75 years of age are subject to New Construction Standards for like 
facades. Comment: New Additions constructed at Private Facades may lengthen an adjacent 
Public or Semi-Public Facade.  

Does not comply. The proposed addition would be to a Semi-Public façade. 
 

ARTICLE 3: NEW BUILDINGS  
301  Public and Semi-Public Facades of New Construction  
 The Public and Semi-Public Facades of new construction shall be reviewed based on a Model 

Example taking into consideration the following:  
Generally complies.  The front façade and general appearance of the north elevation is 
appropriate. However, staff has concerns regarding the newly proposed brick bump-out on 
the north elevation, necessitated by a fireplace.  It would be street-visible and is an 
architectural element that would not have appeared historically in the neighborhood.  Staff 
suggests that that detail be minimized or moved to the rear. 

301.1  Site  
A site plan shall describe the following:  
1.  Alignment  

1.  New buildings shall have their Public Facade parallel to the Public Facade of the adjacent 
buildings....  

Generally Complies. The Public Facade would face McNair Avenue. 

2.  Setback  
1.  New buildings shall have the same setback as adjacent buildings.... 

Generally Complies. The setback of the block is irregular; the proposed addition 
would conform to the setback of some of the buildings on the block and would not 
present an unusual appearance. 

301.2  Mass  
Mass is the visual displacement of space based on the building's height, width and depth. The 
mass of a new building shall be comparable to the mass of the adjacent buildings or to the 
common overall building mass within the block, and on the same side of the street.  

Generally Complies. There is considerable variation in height in the surrounding buildings 
especially on the east side of the block.  The addition’s height and width are consistent with 
many structures in the neighborhood.  

301.3  Scale 
1.  Scale is the perceived size of a building relative to adjacent structures and the perceived size 

of an element of a building relative to other architectural elements (e.g., the size of a door 
relative to a window).  
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2.  A new building shall appear to be the same number of stories as other buildings within the 
block. Interior floor lines shall also appear to be at levels similar to those of adjacent 
buildings....  

Partly complies. The design reads as a 1-½ story building. 

301.4 Proportion  
Proportion is a system of mathematical ratios which establish a consistent set of visual 
relationships between the parts of a building and to the building as a whole. The proportions of a 
new building shall be comparable to those of adjacent build buildings. If there are no buildings on 
the block then the proportions shall be comparable to those of adjacent blocks.  

Complies.  

301.5  Ratio of Solid to Void  
1.  The ratio of solid to void is the percentage of opening to solid wall. Openings include doors, 

windows and enclosed porches and vestibules.  

2.  The total area of windows and doors in the Public Facade of a new building shall be no less 
than 25% and no more than 33% of the total area of the facade.  

3.  The height of a window in the Public Facade shall be between twice and three times the 
width.  

4.  The ratio of solid to void may be based on a Model Example.  
Complies. The revised front elevation is more compatible than the previous proposal. The 
revised north elevation is now compatible as well. 

 
301.6  Facade Material and Material Color  

1.  Finish materials shall be one of the following:  
1.  For walls:  

1.  Kiln-fired brick (2-1/3" by 8" by 3-5/8")  
 Comment: Brick within the Benton Park Historic District is typically laid in a running 

bond with natural grey, white or red mortar. Typical joints include concave, struck and 
v-groove. Most brick within the Benton Park Historic District is red or orange with only 
minor variations in coloration.  

2.  Stone common to the Benton Park Historic District.  
3.  Scored stucco and sandstone.  
4.  4" lap wood siding or vinyl siding which appears as 4" wood siding based on a Model 

Example. 
Complies. Public and Semi-public façade of the addition would be red brick. 

2.  For foundations:  

1.  Stone, new or reused, which matches that used in the Benton Park Historic District;  
2.  Cast-in-place concrete with a stone veneer; or  
3.  Cast-in-place concrete, painted. 

Complies. Foundation would be painted concrete in a limestone color.   

2.  Finished facade materials shall be their natural color or the color of the natural material which 
they replicate or if sandstone, painted. Limestone may be painted.  

Complies. 

3. Glazing shall be clear, uncolored glass or based on a Model Example.  
Complies.  
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Benton Park Local Historic District standards and the 
specific criteria for additions and new construction that led to these preliminary findings: 

 2619 McNair Street is located in the Benton Park Local Historic District. 

 The front façade of the proposed addition is based on an appropriate Model Example. 

 The proposed location of the addition is on a Semi-Public façade which is not allowed per the 
Standards. 

 The proposed addition would generally comply with the new construction aspect of the Benton 
Park Historic District standards with the exception of the brick bump-out for a fireplace on the 
north facade. 

 The Benton Park Neighborhood review committee is in support of the project. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation 
Board deny Preliminary Approval for the construction of a single-story addition located at 2619 McNair 
Street as its placement does not comply with the Benton Park Local Historic District Standards. 

 
PROPOSED FRONT FACADE 
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PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED FRONT FAÇADE 

 
 
 

 
PROPOSED SITE PLAN 
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PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED SITE PLAN 

 
 

 
 PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN 
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PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED FLOOR PLAN 

 

 
PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION 
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PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED NORTH ELEVATION 

 
 

 

 
MODEL EXAMPLES FOR DESIGN AND INDIVIDUAL ELEMENTS 
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LOOKING SOUTH– SITE NOTED 

 

 
CONTEXT LOOKING NORTH – ADDITION AT LEFT WOULD NOT BE VISIBLE 

 

 
BIRDS EYE VIEW – SITE NOTED 
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PROPOSED STREETSCAPE 

 
 

 
PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED STREETSCAPE 
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B. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 1812-20 Geyer Avenue 
ITEM: Construct 4 Buildings/20 Apartments 
JURISDICTION: McKinley Heights Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            McKinley Heights 
WARD: Old Ward 7/New Ward 8  
OWNER:  Mayo Aiyelokun/Beulah Properties LLC 
ARCHITECT:   Jason Plough, Gateway Architecture LLC 
STAFF:  Jan Cameron 

 
PROPOSED SITE AT 1812-20 GEYER AVENUE LOOKING SOUTHWEST FROM GEYER 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
That the Preservation Board grant Preliminary 
Approval to the project with the condition that final 
drawings, exterior materials and colors be reviewed 
and approved by the Cultural Resources Office.  
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THE PROPOSAL 
             

The Cultural Resources Office has jurisdiction regarding new construction and rehabilitation within the 
McKinley Heights Local Historic District. The proposal is to construct four separate buildings: three 
containing four two-story units; and a larger, six-unit building. There are currently no buildings of 
contemporary construction in the immediate area. The site is located adjacent to Interstate Highway 55, 
on a one-way street. Historic context is substantial to the west and south of the site but completely 
lacking to the north and east.  

The proposed project has been reviewed under the McKinley Heights Historic District Standards for new 
buildings to be located within a Residential Development Area. 

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #67901, the McKinley Heights Historic District Ordinance 

ARTICLE 3: NEW BUILDINGS IN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AREAS  
301  Public and Semi-Public Facades of New Construction:  

The Public and Semi-Public Facades of new construction shall be reviewed based on a Model 
Example taking into consideration the following:  

301.1  Site: A site plan shall describe the following:  
1. Alignment  

a.  New buildings shall have their Public Facade parallel to the Public Facade of the adjacent 
buildings.  

b.  If a new building is to be located between two existing buildings with different alignments to 
the street or in the event that there are no adjacent buildings, the building alignment shall 
be the same as that which is more dominant within that block on the same side of the 
street.  

c.  If a new building is to be located on a block that is completely empty, then the alignment 
shall be that which is most dominant within the adjacent blocks or across the street.  

Complies. 

2. Setback  
a.  New buildings shall have the same setback as adjacent buildings.  
b.  If a new building is to be located between two existing buildings with different setbacks to 

the street, or in the event that there are no adjacent buildings, then the building setback 
shall be the same as that which is more dominant within that block on the same side of the 
street.  

c.  If a new building is to be located on a block that is completely empty, then the setback which 
is most dominant within adjacent blocks or across the street shall be used.  

d.  Setback may be based on a Model Example.  
Complies.  

301.2  Mass:  
Mass is the visual displacement of space based on the building's height, width and depth. The 
mass of a new building shall be comparable to the mass of the adjacent buildings or to the 
common overall building mass within the block, and on the same side of the street.  

The mass of the proposed development is greater than other resources in the District. 
Directly adjacent to the site is 1822 Geyer, a small 1-story brick house. However, the 
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unusual project site and its location at the eastern edge of the district, immediate to 
Highway 55, lessen the impact upon the fabric of the historic district.  

301.3  Scale:  
Scale is the perceived size of a building relative to adjacent structures and the perceived size of an 
element of a building relative to other architectural elements (e.g., the size of a door relative to a 
window) …  

2.  A new building shall appear to be the same number of stories as other buildings within the 
block. Interior floor lines shall also appear to be at levels similar to those of adjacent buildings.  

Does not comply. The proposed infill construction would be three stories and thus 
taller than other resources in the District. However, the addition of a small roof terrace 
with sloping walls, giving the impression of a mansard roof, helps to reduce the 
buildings’ scale. Again, its unusual location would mitigate any significant impact upon 
the District resources. 

3.  If a new building is to be located between two existing buildings with different scales, or in the 
event that there are no adjacent buildings, then the building scale shall be that which is more 
dominant within that block on the same side of the street.  

4.  If the new building is on a block that is completely empty, then the building scale shall be 
similar to that of buildings in adjacent blocks.  

Not applicable. 

5.  When several buildings, or a long building containing several units, are constructed on a 
sloping street, the building(s) shall step down the slope. In order to maintain the prescribed 
height. The step shall occur at a natural break between units or firewalls. Comment: Building 
height shall be measured at the center of a building from the ground to the parapet or cornice 
on a flat roof building; to the crown molding on a building with a mansard; to the roof ridge 
on a building with a sloping roof.  

Not applicable. 

301.4  Proportion  
Proportion is a system of mathematical ratios that establish a consistent set of visual relationships 
between the parts of a building and to the building as a whole. The proportions of a new building 
shall be comparable to those of adjacent build buildings. If there are no buildings on the block 
then the proportions shall be comparable to those of adjacent blocks.  

Complies. The front facades present regular fenestration patterns and window sizes and 
proportions that are comparable to other district buildings.  

301.5  Ratio of Solid to Void  
1.  The ratio of solid to void is the percentage of opening to solid wall. Openings include doors, 

windows and enclosed porches and vestibules.  
2.  The total area of windows and doors in the Public Facade of a new building shall be no less 

than 25% and no more than 33% of the total area of the facade.  
Complies. 

3.  The height of a window in the Public Facade shall be between twice and three times the 
width.  

Complies. 

4.  The ratio of solid to void may be based on a Model Example.  
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No Model Example has been submitted; however, the revised design is derived from 
another infill building that was based on a Model Example. 

301.6  Facade Material and Material Color  
1.  Finish materials shall be one of the following:  

a.  For walls:  
b.  Kiln-fired brick (2-1/3" by 8" by 3-5/8")  
 Comment: Brick within the McKinley Heights Historic District is typically laid in a running 

bond with natural gray, white or red mortar. Typical joints include concave, struck and v-
groove. Most brick within the McKinley Heights Historic District is red or orange with only 
minor variations in coloration.  

c.  Stone common to the McKinley Heights Historic District.  
d.  Scored stucco and sandstone.  
e.  4" lap wood siding or vinyl siding which appears as 4" wood siding based on a Model 

Example.  
Complies. Public Facades and exposed side facades would be brick. Details of brick 
color and siding have not been submitted as yet.  

2.  For foundations:  
a.  Stone, new or reused, which matches that used in the McKinley Heights Historic District  
b.  Cast-in-place concrete with a stone veneer; or  
c.  Cast-in-place concrete, painted.  

Does not comply. The Public Façade foundations would be veneered in brick; 
however, this is a characteristic of a number of historic buildings in the District.  

3.  Finished facade materials shall be their natural color or the color of the natural material which 
they replicate or if sandstone, painted. Limestone may be painted.  

Complies. 

4.  Glazing shall be clear, uncolored glass or based on a Model Example.  
Complies. 

302  Private Facade of New Construction Materials at private Facades of new construction shall be one 
of those listed in 301.6 except that wood or vinyl siding need not be based on a Model Example.  

Appears to comply, although the type of siding to be used has not been submitted. 

303  Garages and Carports in New Construction…  
Not applicable. There would be no ancillary structures; surface parking would be provided 
behind the building and by an additional small parking area at the southwest corner of the 
property. This lot should be well-screened with a wall, opaque fence and/or substantial 
landscaping, as cars would be visible from Geyer Avenue. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the McKinley Heights Historic District Standards and the 
Preservation Board’s Compatible New Construction Policy led to these preliminary findings. 

 1812-20 Geyer is located in the McKinley Heights Local Historic District.   

 The McKinley Heights Neighborhood Association has expressed its support of the project. 

 The project site is unusual, facing a highway at the extreme eastern edge of the McKinley Heights 
historic district, with little immediate historic context. 
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 Although it complies with many of the requirements of the Standards, the scale of the project 
would be larger than other properties in the District. 

 The original submission has been greatly revised to reflect the comments and suggestions of the 
Cultural Resources office. 

Based on the Preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation 
Board grant Preliminary Approval to the design for 1812-20 Geyer Avenue, with the condition that 
screening of the parking area, final drawings, exterior materials and colors be reviewed and approved by 
the Cultural Resources Office. 

 

AERIAL VIEW OF SITE FROM EAST 

 

AERIAL VIEW WITH DISTRICT BOUNDARY INDICATED, SHOWING PROXIMITY OF SITE TO INTERSTATE 55 

  

VIEW OF PROJECT SITE FROM S. 18TH STREET EAST ON GEYER TO  S. 18TH STREET (PROJECT SITE AT RIGHT) 
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ADJACENT PROPERTY AT 1822 GEYER 

  

PROPERTIES FURTHER EAST ALONG GEYER 

  

PROPOSED SITE PLAN AERIAL OF PROJECT SITE 
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INTITIAL SUBMISSION 

 

S. 18TH STREET STREETSCAPE WITH REVISED DESIGN 

 

GEYER STREETSCAPE 

  

INITIAL DESIGN 
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REVISED DESIGN  

 

STREETSCAPE ILLUSTRATING SCALE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION AND ADJACENT HISTORIC BUILDINGS 
(DISTANCE BETWEEN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND ADJACENT HOUSE WOULD BE GREATER THAN SHOWN) 
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C. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 5700 Lindell Boulevard 
ITEM: Construct Site Improvements for Accessibility at North Entry to Jefferson 

Memorial (Missouri History Museum) 
JURISDICTION: City Landmark #107 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Forest Park 
WARD: Old Ward 28/New Ward 10   
OWNER:  City of St. Louis, Forest Park 
ARCHITECT:   Peter Tao, Tao + Lee Associates 
STAFF:  Jan Cameron 

 
JEFFERSON MEMORIAL (MISSOURI HISTORY MUSEUM) AT 5700 LINDELL BOULEVARD, FOREST PARK 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
That the Preservation Board grant Preliminary 
Approval to the project with the condition that final 
plans and exterior materials be reviewed and 
approved by the Cultural Resources Office.  
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THE PROPOSAL 
             

The Cultural Resources Office has jurisdiction regarding new construction and alterations to City 
Landmarks and to structures within City Parks. The Jefferson Memorial (Missouri History Museum) in 
Forest Park is City Landmark #107. Sited at the original main entry to the grounds of the 1904 World’s Fair, 
the building was designed in 1913 by prominent St. Louis architect Isaac Taylor and World’s Fair proceeds 
paid for its construction. The proposed alterations to the loggia, fountain, walkways and grounds are being 
reviewed under Ordinance #64689. 

The proposal is for the renovation of the north plaza to provide greater accessibility. The main entry stair 
would be reconfigured and the exterior loggia extended. A new sloped walkway around the fountain 
would remove existing steps, and accessibility ramps on the east and west sides would be replaced by 
sloped walks. The work would require recladding of the center fountain. 

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

EXCERPTS FROM ORDINANCE #64689 

SECTION FORTY-ONE. 
Determination of compliance or recommendation required before permit approved: Demolition, 
Construction, Alteration - Historic District or Landmark/Landmark Site.  

No permit for any such construction, alteration or demolition shall be issued by the building 
commissioner unless the Cultural Resources Director shall have determined that the proposed 
work complies with the applicable Historic District or Landmark or Landmark site standards, or the 
Preservation Board or Cultural Resources Director has recommended that the application for 
permit be approved. 

SECTION FORTY-ONE.  
Determination of compliance or recommendation required before permit approved: Demolition, 
Construction, Alteration - Historic District or Landmark/Landmark Site.  

No permit for any such construction, alteration or demolition shall be issued by the building 
commissioner unless the Cultural Resources Director shall have determined that the proposed 
work complies with the applicable Historic District or Landmark or Landmark site standards, or the 
Preservation Board or Cultural Resources Director has recommended that the application for 
permit be approved.  

SECTION FORTY-TWO. 
Consideration of permit application: Demolition, Construction, Alteration - Historic District or 
Landmark/Landmark Site.  

If the proposed construction, alteration or demolition is not covered by any duly approved design 
standard for the Historic District, Landmark or Landmark Site in which the Improvement is 
situated, the Cultural Resources Office or the Preservation Board shall review the application for 
permit, as provided by the rules of the Preservation Board. In making such review, the 
Preservation Board or Cultural Resources Office, as the case may be, shall consider such 
application in light of the Historic District plan and Historic District standards with respect to the 
Historic District, or the Landmark plan and standards, as the case may be, the intent of this 
ordinance, the effect of such proposed construction, alteration or demolition on the significant 
features or characteristics of the Historic District or Landmark or Landmark Site which were the 
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basis for the Historic District or Landmark or Landmark Site designation and such other 
considerations as may be provided by rule of the Preservation Board.  

No specific Standards have been adopted for City Landmark #107. In such case, the Cultural 
Resources Office applies the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties. 

EXCERPTS FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR STANDARD FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 

9.  New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and 
shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic 
integrity of the property and its environment.  

Complies. No original historic material will be affected, as the entry loggia is not original to 
the Isaac Taylor design. The existing appearance of the building and site would not be 
significantly affected. 

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner 
that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 

Complies. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the requirements for alterations to City Landmarks and 
City buildings and property under Ordinance #64689 and the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties led to these preliminary findings. 

 The Jefferson Memorial (5700 Lindell) is City Landmark #107, and is located within the boundaries 
of Forest Park, a City Park. 

 The project is planned to create a barrier-free entry for visitors. 

 Alterations will be minor and have little impact upon the historic building, with the exception of 
the extension of the loggia, which is a later addition to the original Taylor design. 

Based on the Preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation 
Board grant Preliminary Approval to the alterations proposed for the Jefferson Memorial and adjacent 
City park property, with the requirement that final drawings, exterior materials and colors be reviewed 
and approved by the Cultural Resources Office. 
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HISTORIC PHOTOS SHOWING LATER ENTRY ALTERTIONS 

 

 
PROPOSED NEW PLAZA AND LOGGIA SITE PLAN 
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VIEW LOOKING SOUTHEAST FROM LINDELL BOULEVARD 

  

FRONT ENTRY WITH CURRENT RAMP  ENTRY PATHWAY SHOWING CURRENT STEPS 
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D. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 4321 Chouteau Avenue 
ITEM: Demolish Vacant Church Building for New Construction 
JURISDICTION: Preservation Review Area 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Forest Park Southeast 
WARD: Old Ward 17/New Ward 9  
OWNER:  Ronald McDonald House Charities of St. Louis 
ARCHITECT:   Angie Eslinger, Lawrence Group 
STAFF:  Meg Lousteau, Cultural Resources Office  

 
4321 CHOUTEAU AVENUE 

RECOMMENDATION: 
That the Preservation Board grant Preliminary 
Approval for the demolition of the vacant church 
with the condition that with the condition that 
final plans and exterior materials be reviewed and 
approved by the Cultural Resources Office and 
that the applicant obtain a building permit prior to 
approval of a demolition permit.   
 



26 
 

THE PROJECT: 
      

The site is in a Preservation Review District.  
 
In 2018, the applicant applied for Preliminary Approval for demolition of the church building and the 
adjacent warehouse. New construction was part of the application, but the proposed new building had 
not yet been designed.  The Cultural Resources Office staff recommended approval. At its October 22, 
2018 meeting, the Preservation Board gave Preliminary Approval for the demolition of the warehouse, but 
withheld Preliminary Approval for the demolition of the church. 
 
At its March 29, 2019 meeting, the Preservation Board considered a revised application for Preliminary 
Approval of the demolition of the church and new construction. This application included detailed 
elevations and site plan renderings of an L-shaped four-story brick building situated at the southwest 
corner of the site, at Chouteau and Tower Grove Park Avenue. The Cultural Resources Office staff 
recommended approval. At this meeting, the Preservation Board reversed its previous decision and 
granted Preliminary Approval for the demolition of the church and for the proposed new construction.  
 
The project did not proceed at that time, in large part due to the onset of the global pandemic. The 
applicant is now ready to undertake the project again.  
 
The Cultural Resources Office has now received a revised proposal with a design that was similar to the 
original, but by another architectural firm. As the Preliminary Approval Policy and procedures state that a 
Preliminary Review is only valid for 2 years, the project, as revised by the new architects, was scheduled 
for the Board. 

As the industrial building at 4321 Chouteau was not a contributing resource, and the Preservation Board 
had previously approved its demolition, a new demolition application for was approved by the Cultural 
Resources staff.  

The proposed facility would consolidate the operations of Ronald McDonald House of St. Louis on a single 
site.  The facility would also provide services for the families of children who are sick and require medical 
services at the Washington University and Saint Louis University hospitals, as well as administrative offices 
of the Ronald McDonald House. 
 
The 2004 Environmental Impact Statement for the reconstructed I-64 identified the church building as 
being individually eligible for the National Register.  The building has been vacant for at least 22 years, 
during which time there has been no proposal for its reuse.    
 
 
RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

The property at 4341 Chouteau Avenue is located 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 iv) 
within a Preservation Review 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 
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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.  

The 2004 survey for the reconstruction of Interstate 64 states that the Gothic Revival church 
could be individually listed on the National Register.  Therefore, the ordinance requires that the 
must be “unusual circumstances” that justify the building’s demolition.   

 
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.  

The structure is “Sound.”   

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.  

Nearby structures are generally in good condition.    

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.  
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The building has been vacant for at least 22 years and shows evidence of significant 
deterioration.  There has not been a reuse proposal for the church building.    

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.  

It is noteworthy that the church building was not included when the National Register 
District was created, even though it is adjacent, across the street from both contributing 
buildings and new construction buildings on the south side of the 4300 block of Chouteau.  
The north side of the 4300 block of Chouteau, where the new building is proposed, has only 
a few structures apart from the new building, and those are part of the Forest Park 
Southeast National Register District.  
 

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. 

While the church has significant character, it does not have a significant relationship to 
other historic structures.   
 

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;  

The applicant owns the property. 

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;  

Currently the edge of the Forest Park Southeast District at this location is defined by 
Chouteau Park and Highway 40. The proposed building would create a strong terminus to 
the district’s northern boundary and complete an important corner of the Chouteau/Tower 
Grove intersection.  
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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;  

While unquestionably larger in scale than the historic buildings to its east and south, the 
design of the proposed building has been thoughtfully considered to diminish the 
impression of its mass and augment compatibility with the historic district. The two street 
facades present prominent corner elements, while the center sections, simpler in detailing, 
are recessed; an effect that is emphasized by different, though compatible, colors of brick. 
The long center of the Chouteau elevation is further defined by vertical recesses running the 
height of the building, minimizing its horizontality with an impression of narrower, attached 
structures. 

Without creating a falsely historic appearance, decorative elements reflect those found in 
the historic buildings of Forest Park Southeast. String courses, intermediate cornices, and 
brick dentils all recall historic details, as does the fenestration pattern of paired and single 
double-hung windows, their heads ornamented with lintels or flat arches. The corner 
elements have heightened ornament, displaying labeled window heads and projecting 
cornices with brackets and paneled friezes. Compatibility with the district will be further 
reinforced as the colors of brick would be selected from properties in the district. 

4.  The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements;  
The proposal has not yet been reviewed for compliance with the Forest Park Southeast 
Form-Based Code. 

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 conforming, adjoining use group. Potential for 
substantial expansion of an existing adjacent commercial use will be given due consideration.  

Not applicable. 

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: 

 The Gothic style church has been identified as individually eligible for the National Register, and, 
therefore, is a High Merit building, per the ordinance. 

 The church was not included in the expansion of the Forest Park Southeast National Register 
District, even though it is adjacent to and across the street from the district.    

 The previous project had strong support from the neighborhood organization.  
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 The Preservation Board previously approved demolition of the industrial facility in order to 
support construction of the new facility.   

 The Preservation Board previously approved demolition of the church and new construction of a 
very similar building on the site.  

 There are unusual circumstances, per ordinances 64689 and 64832, that justify the demolition. 

 The applicant considered ways to incorporate the church building but determined that it would be 
impractical. 

 The location for the applicant’s new facility was found to be much more appropriate than the 
other sites that were considered. 

 The proposal represents a significant investment in the neighborhood. 

 The worthy reuse proposal for would allow families seeking medical services to better support 
children needing in-patient hospital services.   

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation 
Board grant Preliminary Approval for the demolition of the National Register-eligible church with the 
stipulation that final drawings, exterior materials and colors be reviewed and approved by the Cultural 
Resources Office, and that the applicant obtain a building permit prior to approval of a demolition permit. 
 

 

CHURCH – PRIMARY FACADE 
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CHURCH – WEST FAÇADE 

 

 

 

CHURCH – EAST FACADE 
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EAST, WEST, AND SOUTH ELEVATIONS 

 
 

 
VIEW FROM NORTH INTO THE COURTYARD 
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CHOUTEAU AND TOWER GROVE AVENUE ELEVATIONS & STREETSCAPE STUDY 

 

 

SITE MAP 
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SITE PLAN 

 

 

 

 

 
VIEW FROM SOUTHWEST CORNER OF CHOUTEAU AND TOWER GROVE AVENUE 
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CONTEXT – EVEN SIDE OF 4300 BLOCK OF CHOUTEAU 

 

 

 

 

  



36 
 

 

E. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 4534, 4538, 4540, 4544, 4552, & 4556 Manchester 
ITEM: Demolish Six Residential Structures for New Construction 
JURISDICTION: Preservation Review Area 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Forest Park Southeast 
WARD: Old Ward 17/New Ward 9   
OWNER:  Groveland LLC 
ARCHITECT:   Roman Rojas and Jeffrey McGee, Design Alliance 
STAFF:  Meg Lousteau 

 
4534 – 4556 MANCHESTER AVENUE 

 

OWNER & APPLICANT:  
Groveland LLC 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

That the Preservation Board grant 
Preliminary Approval for the demolition 
of six buildings and the construction of 
a 4-story mixed-used building with the 
condition that that Cultural Resources 
Office review and approve final design 
details and exterior materials and 
colors. 
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THE PROJECT: 
     ____________________________________ 

The proposal is to demolish six residential buildings in the Forest Park Southeast neighborhood, but 
outside the boundaries of the Forest Park Southeast National Register District. The buildings are located 
within a Preservation Review District, where the Cultural Resources/Preservation Board has jurisdiction 
over demotions. 

 4534 and 4538 Manchester are one-story brick Shotgun houses, both built in 1895. 4534 is in the 
Craftsman style with an unusual false mansard roof with flared eaves; 4538 is a restrained example of the 
Romanesque Revival style; its front parapet has been reconstructed.  

4540 Manchester (1891) is a Romanesque Revival 2-1/2-story, two-family with elegant terra cotta details 
and a decorative slate Mansard roof. 4544 Manchester (1908) is a 2-story Romanesque Revival two-
family with terra cotta cornice; 4552 Manchester, another 1-story house in the Craftsman style, was built 
in 1888 and has glazed brick ornament; and 4556 Manchester, also of 1888, is a 2-story, two-family 
building—again in the Craftsman style—with an intricate brick cornice. All the buildings are considered 
“Merit” under Ordinance #64689 as they would be contributing resources to a potential expansion of the 
Forest Park Southeast National Register District. 

4540 Manchester has sustained a partial collapse of the rear façade, as 4544 has to a lesser degree; and 
4556 has lost a part of the upper portion of its rear wall above a 1-story addition. It has also lost some 
face brick at the eastern parapet.  

In 2021, the applicant filed for a Preliminary Review to demolish the buildings. That application did not 
include plans for subsequent new construction. Cultural Resources staff denied the application. The 
applicant chose not to appeal to the Preservation Board.   

The applicant’s current proposal includes plans for the construction of a 4-story mixed-use building with 
71 residential units, 2 to 4 retail spaces, and 50 parking spaces.  The project also involves two vacant lots 
at 4527-29 and 4531-33 Swan Avenue, which would provide gated surface parking.  

 

RELEVANT LEGISLATION — PROPOSED DEMOLITION: 
     ____________________________________ 

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 
within a Preservation Review 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 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:  
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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.  

All six buildings are considered “Merit” structures under the Ordinance, which defines 
a “Merit” building as “contributing to an existing or potential City or national historic 
district.” In scale, architectural style, detailing and dates of construction, the buildings 
are similar to other residential buildings within the National Register District and are 
sited adjacent to its western boundary. 

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. “Sound means that visible portions of 
exterior walls and roofs appear capable of continuing to support their current loads for 
six months or more.”  

No structural report on the buildings’ conditions has been submitted by the property 
owner. At 4540, 4544 and 4556, portions of the rear walls have failed. 4556 Manchester 
has also had a small loss of face brick at the eastern parapet. Masonry failures are due to 
lack of maintenance and do not appear to be severe enough to compromise the structural 
integrity of the buildings. Therefore, the buildings are all considered “Sound” under 
Ordinance #64689.  

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 site is located in area with a strong real estate market.  
 

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.  
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No information has been submitted to counter the viability of the buildings for 
reuse. Should the buildings be included in the Forest Park Southeast National 
Register District, historic preservation tax credits would be available to assist in 
their rehabilitation. 

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.  

No evidence of 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 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.  

While there have been two or three previous losses on this block, the existing 
buildings continue the street wall and are consistent in scale with adjacent 
buildings. Loss of these six structures would disrupt the continuity of the block face. 

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 buildings are sited at the major western entrance to The Grove business district and 
the Forest Park Southeast neighborhood and National Register District.  

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; 
 Complies. 

 2.  The proposed construction would equal or exceed the contribution of the structure to the 
integrity of the existing streetscape and block face….  

 Complies. The proposal is to construct a four-story, 71 unit apartment building with interior and 
surface parking and surface parking on an alley-adjacent parcel. It would continue the pattern 
recently begun in the Grove of large multistory apartment buildings along Manchester Avenue, 
and be similar in scale, siting and exterior materials. However, the architects have worked with 
the Cultural Resources staff to refine the original submission and avoid conditions that appear 
less than satisfactory in these earlier building, namely that there is a cohesive exterior design, 
unified color palette, a pedestrian-scaled first floor and a clearly defined building entry.  

  The first story of the primary façade would be a series of glazed storefronts with a centered 
main entry marked by a distinctive surround and projecting canopy. Parking would enter from 
the rear and its location would not perceptible in the design of the front elevation. And while 
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the building would be large in scale, that perception would be reduced by projecting corner bays 
flanking a one-story section carrying a pool and roof garden. Elements have been derived from 
historic precedents in a contemporary translation: while the fenestration is current in form, it 
repeats the vertical orientation of historic windows; modern storefronts have historic tripartite 
divisions but with glazed bulkheads; and the towers terminate in cornices that are over-scaled, 
and streamlined.  

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 4500 block of Manchester comprises a mix of small scale residential, commercial and 
warehouse buildings. It is less intact than many blocks in the Forest Park Southeast 
neighborhood and has not been included within the boundaries of the Forest Park Southeast 
National Register District. There has been substantial demolition: buildings on the north side of 
the block have been demolished, with the exception of three historic buildings at the northwest 
corner of Manchester and Taylor (within the District) and a remodeled one-story store (1925) at 
4513. 

There have also been substantial losses on the south side; aside from the six proposed 
demolitions, there remain east of the project site only 4510 Manchester (1907) and 4512 
Manchester (1925)—both contributing resources to the Forest Park Southeast NR District—and 
4560 Manchester, a 1-story brick warehouse (1946). To the west is 4568 Manchester (1930), a 
warehouse remodeled into offices; another 1930 commercial building converted to a drive-in 
auto repair shop; and a Jiffy Lube at Kingshighway, built in 1988.  

 If the demolitions are approved, there will therefore be little existing block face for the 
proposed construction to address; however, the design would be compatible in setbacks, scale, 
articulation, architectural character and exterior materials with the larger apartment buildings 
being constructed along the south side of Manchester. 

The surface parking along Swan would be gated, and sited so that the gate would maintain the 
building line of the existing residential structures along the rest of the block face.  

4.  The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements; 
 The proposal has not yet been evaluated for compliance with the Form-Based District.  

5.    The proposed new construction would commence within twelve (12) months from the application 
date. 

 Yes, construction would commence within 12 months.  

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. 

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 
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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 consideration of the criteria for demolition in the Preservation Review 
District Ordinance led to these preliminary findings: 

 4534, 4538, 4540, 4544, 4552 & 4556 Manchester Avenue are located in a Preservation Review 
District.  

 The buildings are considered to be “Merit” as they are of similar architectural style and date of 
construction to contributing resources within the district, and are adjacent to its western 
boundary and therefore may be considered eligible for the National Register.  

 The buildings are Sound within the definition of the ordinance, which means that visible portions 
of exterior walls and roofs appear capable of continuing to support their current loads for six 
months or more. 

 Demolition of the buildings would result in the loss of most of the historic fabric remaining on the 
block. 

 The proposed subsequent development would be a 4-story apartment building with interior 
parking that, while incompatible in scale, massing and materials with the current buildings on the 
block, would continue the pattern of large-scale residential infill along Manchester Avenue. The 
architects have worked with Cultural Resources Office staff to produce a cohesive and unified 
design that employs various elements to both reduce the perceived scale of the building and 
render it more compatible with the historic fabric of the neighborhood. 

Based on the Preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the Preservation 
Board grant Preliminary Approval of the demolition and new construction, with the stipulation that 
final drawings, exterior materials and colors be reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resources 
Office. 

   

4534 MANCHESTER 4538 MANCHESTER 4540 MANCHESTER 
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4544 MANCHESTER 4552 MANCHESTER 4556 MANCHESTER 

 

 

 
4534, 4538, AND 4540 MANCHESTER 
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4544, 4452, AND 4556 MANCHESTER 

 

  
REAR (SOUTH) FACADES 
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4527-29 AND 4531-33 SWAN AVENUE 

 

SWAN AVENUE LOOKING WEST 
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PROPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION  

 

 

SITE PLAN 
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EAST, WEST, AND NORTH ELEVATIONS 

 

SOUTH ELEVATION  

 

 

VIEW OF PARKING AREA FROM SWAN AVENUE  
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CONTEXT EAST 

         

CONTEXT EAST 

     

CONTEXT WEST 

    

ODD SIDE OF MANCHESTER, ACROSS THE STREET 
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F. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 1800 South 8th Street 
ITEM: Appeal of Director’s Denial to Retain a Non-Compliant Retaining Wall 

Constructed without a Permit 

JURISDICTION: Soulard Certified Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Soulard 
WARD: Old Ward 7/New Ward 8  
OWNER:  Sergio Pantoja 
ARCHITECT:   Sergio Pantoja 
STAFF:  Bob Bettis 

  
1800 SOUTH 8TH STREET 

RECOMMENDATION:  
That the Preservation Board uphold the 
Director’s Denial of the application to 
construct a retaining wall as the concrete 
block material does not comply with the 
Soulard Local Historic District Standards.  
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THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

1800 South 8th Street is located in the Soulard Local Historic District where the Cultural Resources 
Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over alterations to buildings and sites.  The site is a 
two-and-one-half story single-family residential house.  The Cultural Resources Office received a 
Citizens Service Bureau complaint regarding the construction of a retaining wall without a permit. 
Upon inspection it was noted that a single-tier retaining wall of concrete block had been 
constructed at the Public Façade without a permit.  The owner was issued a violation letter and 
subsequently applied for a permit. No Model Example for the retaining wall was provided, and 
the material is prohibited under the historic district standards; therefore, the application was 
denied, and the applicant has appealed.  

 
RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #57078, Soulard Local Historic District:  

ARTICLE 1: INTRODUCTION 
101 Definitions 
101.20 Retaining Wall 
 A structure of masonry, reinforced concrete and masonry or wood which holds back soil. 
 
101.17  Public, Semi-Public, and Private Facades  

Comment: The definition of Facades is the same for existing buildings and new construction. 

Public Facades  
The following architectural elevation(s) of a building:  

A Facade which faces a public street, including those sections of such elevation 
which are recessed; 

ARTICLE 4: SITE  
402.1 Retaining Walls on Public Facades  
 New and reconstructed retaining walls shall be based on a Model Example.    

 Comment: New and reconstructed retaining walls shall replicate the appearance of an 
historic wall. Thus stone or brick may be applied as a veneer to a concrete wall as long as 
the outward appearance meets the visual qualities of the Model Example.    

The following types of retaining walls are prohibited on Public Facades:    
 A.  Railroad ties;    
 B.  Landscape timbers;    
C.  Concrete block of any type;    
D.  Exposed cast-in-place or precast concrete 

Does not comply. The proposed wall is not based on a Model Example and the use of 
concrete block as a material for the wall is prohibited.  

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Soulard Local Historic District Standards and 
the specific criteria for Landscaping Walls led to these preliminary findings: 
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 1800 South 8th Street is located in the Soulard Local Historic District. 

 The retaining wall was constructed without a permit. 

 The retaining wall is not based on a Model Example. 

 The proposed material is prohibited by the Soulard Standards. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial to construct a retaining wall as the design of the 
wall is not based upon a Model Example and the proposed material does not comply with the 
Soulard Local Historic District Standards. 

 

SITE PLAN – NEW RETAINING WALL LOCATION IN RED 

 

SECTION VIEW OF CONSTRUCTED RETAINING WALL 
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PREVIOUS SITE CONDITION 

 

BIRD’S-EYE VIEW – AREA OF WORK NOTED 
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G. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 325 North Newstead Avenue 
ITEM: Appeal of the Director’s Denial to Replace a Clay Tile Roof with Fiberglass 

Architectural Shingles 
JURISDICTION: Central West End Certified Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Central West End 
WARD: Old Ward 28/New Ward 9  
OWNER:  Archdiocese of St. Louis Real Estate Corp., Vinny Cantanzaro 
ARCHITECT:   Shelby Roofing, Eric Robinson 
STAFF:  Bob Bettis 

 
325 NORTH NEWSTEAD AVENUE 

RECOMMENDATION:  
That the Preservation Board uphold the 
Director’s Denial of the application to replace 
the green clay tile roof with grey architectural 
shingles as the material does not comply with 
the Central West End Historic District Standards.  



53 
 

THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

325 North Newstead is located in the Central West End Local Historic District where the Cultural 
Resources Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over alterations to buildings and sites.  The 
building, known historically as St. Elizabeth’s Hall, is currently utilized primarily for senior housing.  
The Cultural Resources Office was contacted by an area building inspector when it was discovered 
that the clay tile roof was being replaced without a permit.  CRO Staff placed a Stop Work Order 
at the property after green clay tiles on one slope of the rear roof had already been removed.  
The roofing contractor on site stated that the intention was to replace the entire existing green 
clay tile roof with a grey architectural shingle.  It was explained to the roofing crew and an 
owner’s representative that the proposed material did not comply with the Central West End 
Standards.  At that time all work ceased and the roofing contractor applied for a permit for the 
work.  CRO staff requested that the roofing contractor and the building’s owners explore other 
options, including alternative materials and/or reinstallation of clay tiles on the most prominent 
roof slopes. The owners stated that the cost of replacing the roof in clay tile and/or synthetic tile 
is prohibitive, and asked that the application to be denied so that they could appeal to the 
Preservation Board.  

 
RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #56768, Central West End Local Historic District:  

7.  Roofs 
The visible form of the roof, as in its shape and pitch, and the presence or absence of dormers 
and other roof elements, shall not be altered. Materials used on historic pitched roofs and 
dormers in the historic district are slate, terra cotta mission tile, copper, and terne metal. 
Original or existing slate, tile and metal roofs shall be preserved through repair and 
maintenance. Original or historic roof material shall not be replaced with another type of 
historic material that would change the character of the roof: i.e., replacing historic ceramic 
tiles with slate shingles. Photographic evidence shall be provided of the deteriorated 
condition of roofing materials to justify replacement. Original or historic roofing material shall 
be used wherever the roof is visible. Materials that replicate the original may be used if the 
original or historic material is unavailable and the substitute material is approved by the 
Cultural Resources Office. Skylights shall not be introduced in existing roofs where visible 
from the sidewalk or street. Existing historic skylights should be restored or replaced in kind. 
Removal of non-historic modern skylights that are visible from the sidewalk or street is 
encouraged. 

Does not comply. Fiberglass architectural shingles do not replicate the appearance of 
the historic tile roof.  The existing tile is green clay tile and the proposed architectural 
shingle is grey fiberglass. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS & CONCLUSION: 
      

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Central West End Local Historic District 
Standards and the specific criteria for roofs led to these preliminary findings. 
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 325 North Newstead Avenue is located in the Central West End Local Historic District. 

 The Central West End Standards require that original roofs shall be preserved through 
repair and maintenance. 

 If repair is not possible the Standards require original or historic roofing material to be 
used wherever the roof is visible.  

 All sides of the building and roof are street visible. 

 The proposed replacement is not an acceptable substitute under the Standards. 

 Work on the project began without a permit from the Cultural Resources Office 

 The Central West End planning and review committee has not formally commented on 
the project. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial of a permit to replace the clay tile roof with 
fiberglass architectural shingles as such replacement is not allowed under the Central West End 
Local Historic District standards. 

 
FRONT (EAST) SIDE VIEW  
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REAR OF BUILDING – VIEW FROM MARYLAND AVE. LOOKING NORTH 

 
SITE DURING WINTER 

 

CURRENT VIEW FROM NORTH NEWSTEAD 
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BIRDS-EYE LOOKING NORTHWEST 

 

BIRDS-EYE LOOKING SOUTHWEST – AREA OF WORK STARTED WITHOUT PERMIT NOTED 
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VIEW FRON PERSHING AVENUE –  AREA OF WORK STARTED 
WITHOUT PERMITS 

SAMPLE OF EXISTING TILE 

 

PROPOSED SHINGLE 
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H. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 2200 Indiana Avenue 
ITEM: Appeal of the Director’s Denial to Retain Retaining Walls Constructed 

without a Permit and to Construct Additional Retaining Walls 
JURISDICTION: McKinley Heights Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            McKinley Heights 
WARD: Old Ward 7/New Ward 7  
OWNER:  Alan Arturo Day & Naelly Mejia 
ARCHITECT:   Radius Realty, Zach Long 
STAFF:  Bob Bettis 

 
2200 INDIANA AVENUE 

RECOMMENDATION:  
That the Preservation Board uphold the 
Director’s Denial of the application to 
construct retaining walls as it does not 
comply with the McKinley Height Local 
Historic District Standards.  
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THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

2200 Indiana Avenue is located in the McKinley Heights Local Historic District where the Cultural 
Resources Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over alterations to buildings and sites 
including new retaining walls. The building is a two-story brick residential four-family.   The 
Cultural Resources Office received a Citizen Service Bureau complaint regarding a retaining wall 
built without a permit. The property was inspected by the Cultural Resources Office staff and 
determined to be in violation.  The retaining wall is in front of the building at the sidewalk and 
disrupts the historic slope of the front yard. There is no evidence that a historic retaining wall ever 
existed at this location, and, prior to the installation of the wall, the original slope of the yard was 
intact. The retaining wall is 29 feet wide and between 18 and 26 inches tall, and composed of a 
grey interlocking CMUs.  Upon inspection, it was also discovered that a non-compliant wood 
retaining wall had been replaced on the north side of the front yard with another wood retaining 
wall. 

A letter was sent to the owner informing them of the violation. After discussions with the Cultural 
Resources Office staff, the owner decided to apply for a permit and pursue the project by 
appealing the Director’s Denial to the Preservation Board.  The applicant is now proposing to 
install a natural stone veneer over the retaining wall with a poured concrete cap.  A new wall, 
which would match the design of the new stone wall along Indiana, would also replace the 
wooden wall at the northern edge of the front yard.  In addition, the applicant is proposing a new 
retaining wall along the side street.  The applicant is now before the Preservation Board.  

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #67901, McKinley Heights Local Historic District:  

401 Slope/Grade 

The historic slope of a yard should not be altered at the Public Facade unless it has at some time 
been altered and is to be restored to its original configuration. An existing historic retaining wall 
(stone or brick) shall not be removed or altered.  

Does not comply. The historic slope of the front yard along Indiana Avenue does not 
appear to have been altered before the installation of the retaining wall. There is no 
evidence that a historic retaining wall existed on the site.  The north slope of the front yard 
along the Ann Avenue side had been previously altered with a railroad tie retaining wall.  
The owners are proposing to replace the wood retaining wall with a stone-veneered wall.  
The Standards state that non-historic walls are to be removed so that the original slope of 
the yard can be restored. 

402.1 Retaining Walls on Public Facades 

Reconstructed retaining walls shall replicate the appearance of a historic wall, Stone or brick may 
be applied as veneer to a concrete wall as long as the outward appearance meets the historic 
visual qualities of the original.  

None of the installed or proposed walls are reconstructions of existing historic 
walls on the site. 
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PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the McKinley Heights Local Historic District 
Standards and the specific criteria for slope/grade and retaining walls led to these preliminary 
findings. 

 2200 Indiana Avenue is located in the McKinley Heights Local Historic District. 

 The retaining wall along Indiana Avenue was built without an approved permit. 

 There is no evidence to suggest that the historic slope of the yard at the public façade had 
ever been altered along the Indiana Avenue frontage. 

 The current non-historic wood retaining wall along the northern slope of the front yard 
was in place prior to the start of the new wall along Indiana Ave. 

 The proposed retaining wall along Ann Avenue in the rear yard is not compliant with the 
standards as no wall existed along this frontage historically. 

 The Standards do not allow for new retaining walls were none existing historically. 

 The McKinley Heights Neighborhood Association does not support a variance for any 
aspect of this project. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial of a permit as the proposed retaining walls do 
not comply with the McKinley Heights Local Historic District standards. 
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DETAIL OF EXISTING CONDITION  

 
DETAIL OF EXISTING CONDITION  
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN 

 

PROPOSED WALL SECTION 
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PREVIOUS CONDITION LOOKING SOUTH ALONG INDIANA AVE. – WOOD RETAINING WALL REPLACED WITHOUT PERMIT 

 
PREVIOUS CONDITION  
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CURRENT CONDITION ALONG ANN AVENUE – AREA OF PROPOSED RETAINING WALL NOTED 

 

BIRDS-EYE VIEW.  PROPOSED RETAINING WALL LOCATIONS NOTED IN RED 
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I. 

DATE: October 24, 2022  
ADDRESS: 4349 Westminster Place   
ITEM: Appeal of Director’s Denial to install faux slate roof 
JURISDICTION:    Central West End Certified Local Historic District 
NEIGHBORHOOD:           Central West End 
WARD:          Old Ward 28/New Ward 9 
STAFF: Andrea Gagen, Preservation Planner, Cultural Resources Office 
OWNER: Anthony Davis, Sr. & Angela Martin-Davis 
APPLICANT: Anthony Davis 

 
4349 WESTMINSTER PLACE 

 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

That the Preservation Board uphold the 
Director’s Denial as the roofing does not 
comply with the Central West End Local 
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.  The applicant has applied to remove an 
existing slate roof and install DaVinci composite roofing on a single-family home. The existing slate is green in 
color and the proposed DaVinci replacement would be a slate grey. The copper ridges on the dormers and 
the metal ridge on the main roof would be eliminated. The Cultural Resources Office cannot approve the 
proposed roofing as it does not replicate the original roofing material. The owner has appealed and the 
matter is now being brought to the Preservation Board. 

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #69423, Central West End Certified Local Historic District:  

7) Roofs 

The visible form of the roof, as in its shape and pitch, and the presence or absence of dormers and 
other roof elements, shall not be altered. Materials used on historic pitched roofs and dormers in 
the historic district are slate, terra cotta mission tile, cooper and terne metal. Original or existing 
slate, tile and metal roofs shall be preserved through repair and maintenance. Original or historic 
roof material shall not be replaced with another type of historic material that would change the 
character of the roof: i.e., replacing historic ceramic tiles with slate shingles. Photographic 
evidence shall be provided of the deteriorated condition of roofing materials to justify 
replacement. Original or historic roofing material shall be used wherever the roof is visible. 
Materials that replicate the original may be used if the original or historic material is unavailable 
and the substitute material is approved by the Cultural Resources Office. Skylights shall not be 
introduced in existing roofs where visible from the sidewalk or street. Existing historic skylights 
should be restored or replaced in kind. Removal of non-historic modern skylights that are visible 
from the sidewalk or street is encouraged. 

Does not comply. The proposed roofing is not the original green slate and copper, and 
metal roof ridges would be eliminated. These significant changes would alter the historic 
character of the house as the roof is one of its most prominent features. 

 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION: 
             

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of the Central West End Certified Local Historic District 
standards and the specific criteria for roofs led to these preliminary findings: 
 

 4349 Westminster Place is located in the Central West End Certified Local Historic District. 

 The material of the proposed roofing is not slate, which has not been shown to be unavailable. 

 The significant difference in the color of the proposed roofing would alter the historic character of 
the building. 

 Contract does not mention replicating the copper ridge caps on the dormers or the metal ridge 
cap on the main roof. 

 There has been no comment from the Alderman, but the Central West End Planning & 
Development Committee has registered their opposition to the roofing. 
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Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial as the proposed roofing does not comply with 
the Central West End Certified Local Historic District Standards. 
 

  
VIEWS OF EXISTING ROOFING 

 

PROPOSED SLATE GREY DAVINCI 

  



68 
 

 

J. 

DATE: October 24, 2022 
ADDRESS: 4324 West Papin Street 
ITEM: Appeal of Director’s Denial to Demolish 2-Story Two-Family Brick Building 
JURISDICTION: Preservation Review Area 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Forest Park Southeast 
WARD: Old Ward 17/New Ward 9  
OWNER:  CLP St. Louis Real Estate LLC, Michael Hohl 
ARCHITECT:   Bellon Salvage, Donald Bellon 
STAFF:  Meg Lousteau 

 
4324 W. PAPIN STREET 

RECOMMENDATION:  
That the Preservation Board uphold the 
denial of the application to demolish a 
2 story, brick residential building as it 
does not meet the criteria for 
demolition under the Preservation 
Review District ordinance.  
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THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

4324 W. Papin Street is located in a Preservation Review District where the Cultural Resources 
Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over demolition applications. The building is a Merit 
structure per the definition in Ordinance #64689. 

The current owner purchased the building in 2006. The owner wishes to demolish the building for 
development possibilities, although there are no immediate plans. 

The Cultural Resources Office denied the demolition application as the building was determined 
to be a Merit building in Sound condition. The owner has appealed the denial and the matter is 
now before the Preservation Board.  

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #64832, Preservation Review Areas:  

SECTION FIVE. Demolition permit - Board 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. 4324 W. Papin is not in a Redevelopment Plan.  

B.  Architectural Quality.  
A 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.  

4324 W. Papin is a Merit structure. It is a handsome, 2-story, two-family building, 
constructed in 1910, of a vernacular form but whose front façade displays elements of 
the Arts & Crafts style dominant in the period. Its bicolor front is primarily of dark red 
brick but augmented with a darker gray/brown brick laid below a limestone watertable. 
The building is capped by an intermediate cornice of decorative terra cotta blocks below 
a simple stepped parapet that is capped by more terra cotta. Remnants of the earlier 
Romanesque Revival style appear in the building’s arched openings and projecting 
corbel table. There do not appear to be any unusual circumstances. 

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 
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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.  

The building appears to be in good, Sound condition. 

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 surrounding block consists of active warehouses and parking lots, along with 
some vacant lots. The house is flanked on the west by another historic building. In 
2014, the Cultural Resources Office approved the demolition of the house at 4322 
Papin, immediately to the east of this building, to expand an existing parking lot.  

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 building is situated in Forest Park Southeast, where there is a high volume of 
real estate activity, both renovation and new construction. However, this particular 
site is challenging in that the rest of the block, with the exception of the house next 
door, consists of vacant lots, warehouses, and parking lots, most owned by the 
applicant for this demolition. The parcel also overlooks Interstate 64. 

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. 

Economic Hardship information has not been presented to the Cultural Resources 
Office.  

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;  

2.  The proposed construction would equal or exceed the contribution of the structure to the 
integrity of the existing streetscape and block face….  

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;  

4.  The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements;  
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5.  The proposed new construction would commence within twelve (12) months from the 
application date. 

There is no currently proposed subsequent construction. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS & CONCLUSION: 
      

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of Ordinance 64832 and the specific criteria for 
demolitions led to these preliminary findings. 

 4324 W. Papin Street is located in a Preservation Review District. 

 The building appears to be in good condition and is Sound under the ordinance. 

 The building is a Merit structure.  

 There are no immediate plans for new construction. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial of the application to demolish 5227 Alabama 
Avenue as it does not meet the criteria for demolition under the Preservation Review District 
ordinance. 

 

 
FRONT (NORTH) FACADE 
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REAR (SOUTH) FACADES 

 

 
ADJACENT PARKING LOT 
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CONTEXT EAST                                                          CONTEXT WEST  
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K. 

DATE: October 24, 2022  
ADDRESS: 4328 West Papin Street 
ITEM: Appeal of Director’s Denial to Demolish 2-Story Two-Family Brick House 
JURISDICTION: Preservation Review Area 
NEIGHBORHOOD:            Forest Park Southeast 
WARD: Old Ward 17/New Ward 9  
OWNER:  CLP St. Louis Real Estate LLC, Michael Hohl 
ARCHITECT:   Bellon Salvage, Donald Bellon 
STAFF:  Meg Lousteau 

 
4328 W. PAPIN STREET 

RECOMMENDATION:  
That the Preservation Board uphold the 
denial of the application to demolish a 
2 story, brick residential building as it 
does not meet the criteria for 
demolition under the Preservation 
Review District ordinance.  
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THE CURRENT WORK: 
      

4328 W. Papin Street is located in a Preservation Review District where the Cultural Resources 
Office/Preservation Board has jurisdiction over demolition applications. The building is a Merit 
structure per the definition in Ordinance #64689. 

The current owner purchased the building in 2006. The owner wishes to demolish the building for 
development possibilities, although there are no immediate plans. 

The Cultural Resources Office denied the demolition application as the building was determined 
to be a Merit building in Sound condition. The owner has appealed the denial and the matter is 
now before the Preservation Board.  

RELEVANT LEGISLATION: 
      

Excerpt from Ordinance #64832, Preservation Review Areas:  

SECTION FIVE. Demolition permit - Board 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. 4328 W. Papin is not in a Redevelopment Plan.  

B.  Architectural Quality.  
A 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.  

4328 W. Papin is a Merit structure. Built in 1909, the 2-story, two-family building is a vernacular 
property type but its front façade displays the influence of the Arts and Crafts style prevalent at 
the time of its construction. The two-bay, dark red brick front rises above a stone sill. In the 
eastern bay, paired one-over-one windows have steel lintels and limestone sills; the western 
bay presents paired entries under a 1-story brick porch with brick posts and railing. At the 
second story, the porch supports a small balcony with single-leaf entry and transom, and an 
original multi-light door. The facade is capped by a cornice composed of a stepped parapet 
supported by a prominent corbel table with projecting pinnacles at each corner. The parapet is 
marked by terra cotta coping and glazed brick inserts. There do not appear to be any unusual 
circumstances. 

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 
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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.  

The building appears to be in good, Sound condition. 

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 surrounding block consists of active warehouses and parking lots, along with 
some vacant lots. The house is flanked on the west by another historic building. In 
2014, the Cultural Resources Office approved the demolition of the house at 4322 
Papin, immediately to the east of this building, to expand an existing parking lot.  

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 building is situated in Forest Park Southeast, where there is a high volume of 
real estate activity, both renovation and new construction. However, this particular 
site is challenging in that the rest of the block, with the exception of the house next 
door, consists of vacant lots, warehouses, and parking lots, most owned by the 
applicant for this demolition. The parcel also overlooks Interstate 64. 

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. 

Economic Hardship information has not been presented to the Cultural Resources 
Office.  

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;  

2.  The proposed construction would equal or exceed the contribution of the structure to the 
integrity of the existing streetscape and block face….  

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;  

4.  The proposed use complies with current zoning requirements;  
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5.  The proposed new construction would commence within twelve (12) months from the 
application date. 

There is no currently proposed subsequent construction. 

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS & CONCLUSION: 
      

The Cultural Resources Office’s consideration of Ordinance 64832 and the specific criteria for 
demolitions led to these preliminary findings. 

 4328 W. Papin Street is located in a Preservation Review District. 

 The building appears to be in good condition and is Sound under the ordinance. 

 The building is a Merit structure.  

 There are no immediate plans for new construction. 

Based on these preliminary findings, the Cultural Resources Office recommends that the 
Preservation Board uphold the Director’s Denial of the application to demolish 5227 Alabama 
Avenue as it does not meet the criteria for demolition under the Preservation Review District 
ordinance. 

 
 

 
VIEW LOOKING SOUTHEAST 
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REAR (SOUTH) FACADES 

 

 
PARKING LOT TWO PARCELS DOWN 
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CONTEXT EAST                                                          CONTEXT WEST  

 


