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The meeting was called to order by Chair Callow at 4:05 pm. 
 
Regarding the February minutes, Board Member Allen noted that there was an edit needed on 
Agenda Item E., 2234, 2233, 2235 Hickory Street. Ms. Lousteau stated that staff would work to 
make the edit, and would get a revised version of the minutes to the Board by the end of the 
meeting.   
 
Alderman Coatar noted that he would recuse himself from Agenda Item B., 490 Kingshighway. 
 
Alderman Coatar suggested that the Board take up Agenda item C first.  There were no 
objections. 
 
 

C. 1800 LAFAYETTE AVENUE    Lafayette Square Local & National Register Historic 
District 
Owner:  Brian Foxworthy/Incite Design Studios  
Applicant: Celina Gerling/Quintin Totta/Luminous Neon Inc.  
Plan: Preliminary Review to install a projecting sign 
 
PROCEEDINGS 
On March 28, 2022, the Preservation Board of the City of St. Louis met, pursuant to Ordinance 
#64689 of the City Code, to consider a Preliminary Review for the installation of a projecting 
sign at 1800 Lafayette Avenue, in the Lafayette Square Local Historic District.  
 
Board Members Richard Callow (Chair), Mike Killeen, David Richardson, Alderman Jack Coatar, 
Michael Allen, Anthony Robinson and David Weber were present for the testimony for this 
agenda item.  



Bob Bettis of the Cultural Resources Office made a presentation that considered City Ordinance # 
70926, which sets forth the standards for the Lafayette Square Historic District, and particularly 
the sections that pertain to signs at public facades. 

Mr. Bettis stated that he and Andrea Gagen had prepared the presentation. He said that it was a 
Preliminary Review for a new sign that was next to the entrance ramp to westbound I-44, at the 
edge of the Lafayette Square Historic District. Mr. Bettis stated that the proposed sign was a 7 ½ 
foot tall blade sign which would be located at the northeast corner of the building. He said that 
the size and design of the sign were approvable, but that the sign did not meet the historic 
district standards as it would extend above the second story window sill, which is specifically 
not allowed by the standards.  

Mr. Bettis stated that the applicant had initially proposed placing the sign lower on the building, 
but that the Cultural Resources Office had suggested a higher placement as they did not want 
the sign attached to the historic metal storefront. He said that the office had also suggested that 
the sign – 7 1/2’ tall, as proposed - be reduced in size by 25%, which would be shorten the sign 
by approximately 2 feet. He then showed photos of the context surrounding 1800 Lafayette. Mr. 
Bettis said that the Cultural Resources Office staff believed that making the sign smaller and 
raising it, so that it could be affixed to the building via the mortar joints of the brick, would be a 
good compromise.   

Mr. Bettis recommended that the Preservation Board approve the Preliminary Review with the 
stipulation that the height of the sign be reduced by 25% and that final plans, details and 
materials be reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resources Office. He also stated that the 
office had received one email in opposition of the sign from a city resident. 

Board Member Richardson questioned why a 25% reduction was suggested. Mr. Bettis 
responded that that size would align the top edge of the sign with the top of the adjacent 
second story window, so that it would not block or overwhelm the historic details. Board 
Member Weber asked if the staff felt that a precedent would be set by putting the sign on the 
second story. Mr. Bettis replied that all projects are reviewed on a case-by-case basis. He said 
that the staff had tried to come up with a creative solution that would protect the building’s 
historic integrity.   

Quintin Totta of Luminous Signs represented the applicant, Incite Design Studio, and testified on 
behalf of the project. He stated that his office had worked through many revisions in an effort to 
develop a tasteful design that would complement the historic building yet offer the client the 
desired visibility, and that his client would love for the sign to be approved as proposed. Mr. 
Totta said that his office would love to get the sign into production, but that they were happy to 
accommodate the Board’s suggestions.  

In response to a question from Chair Callow asked as to the impact of a 25% reduction in size 
would mean, Mr. Totta stated that it would still be visible, but that it would further reduce the 
logo and already-small “Incite Design Studio” wording on the sign, affecting visibility by passers-
by. 

Mr. Bettis read a portion of an email from the Lafayette Square Preservation Committee as their 
representative had not yet joined the meeting. He said that the Committee was not in favor of 



the blade sign in general and would like to see signs in the sign band above the storefront, 
especially as the sign as proposed violated the Lafayette Square standards. Andrea Gagen noted 
that the sign band was only about a foot high. 

Suzanne Sessions of the Lafayette Square Preservation Committee testified in opposition to the 
sign. She stated that a 1’ 9” decrease would not do much to lower the sign. She said her 
committee would like to see the sign - reduced by 2’ 6”, which they might support. Ms. Sessions 
noted that the sign would violate the historic standards, and expressed concern that other 
applicants might want to do the same. The Lafayette Square Preservation Committee had been 
careful with a signage issue at a nearby apartment complex, ensuring they followed the 
standards. Ms. Sessions also noted that the standards limit the number of signs on corner 
buildings. She reiterated the committee’s position that they’d prefer to see the sign in the sign 
band above the storefronts. She offered that leaving the base of the sign where it is, and reducing 
its size from the top, would still leave the top above the second story window sill, but that that 
would be more visually manageable.  

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 1800 Lafayette Avenue is located in the Lafayette Square Local Historic District. 

 The proposed non-illuminated projecting sign only partially complies with the Lafayette 
Square Historic District standards, as it projects above the second story window sill. 

 Although the sign does not meet the historic district standards in that respect, an 
installation higher on the building would negate the need to drill into the historic cast 
iron storefront.  

 As the sign only partially complies with the standards, the Cultural Resources Office 
asked that the size of the sign be reduced by 25%, but the applicant has applied for the 
7 ½ foot high sign. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

After due consideration and after weighing each piece of evidence and making a determination 
of the credibility of the witnesses, the Board made a determination as to the substance and 
credibility of the evidence and exhibits.  

The Preservation Board moved to approve the Preliminary Review of the sign, with the 
stipulation that the sign be reduced by 25%, and that final plans, details, and materials be 
reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resource Office. The motion was made by Board 
Member Alderman Coatar and seconded by Board Member Allen. The motion passed 5-1, with 
Board Members Killeen, Richardson, Allen, Robinson and Alderman Coatar in favor of the 
motion and Board Member Weber in opposition. Chairman Callow abstained.  

By Order of the Preservation Board 
Cultural Resources Office  
 



A. 718 N. GRAND BOULEVARD    City Landmark #78  
Owner:  St. Louis Symphony/Marie-Hélène Bernard, President and CEO 
Applicant: Christner Partnership/Stacey Wehe 
Plan: Preliminary Review to renovate Powell Symphony Hall and construct a 1-story addition; 

and to demolish a 2-story single-family building at 3514 Delmar Boulevard 
 
PROCEEDINGS 
On March 28, 2022, the Preservation Board of the City of St. Louis met, pursuant to Ordinance 
#64689 of the City Code, to consider a Preliminary Review for the renovation of Powell 
Symphony Hall and the construction of a large addition to its south and east facades. The 
project includes the demolition of the adjacent Culver House at 3514 Delmar. Powell Hall is a 
City Landmark; the Culver House does not fall under any Cultural Resources/Preservation Board 
jurisdiction. 
 
Board Members Richard Callow (Chair), Mike Killeen, David Richardson, Alderman Jack Coatar, 
Michael Allen, Anthony Robinson and David Weber were present for the testimony for this 
agenda item.  
 
Meg Lousteau, Director of the Cultural Resources Office (CRO), made a presentation that 
considered City Ordinance #64689, which sets forth the requirements for City Landmarks. She 
stated that she and Jan Cameron of the Cultural Resources Office had conducted the review. Ms. 
Lousteau showed the existing and proposed site plan, current photos of Powell Hall and 
renderings of the proposed addition, and explained the scope of the project. She noted that the 
Culver House, at 3514 Delmar, was not in a National Register District nor in any Preservation 
Review District. Any demolition permit regarding this address does not require approval of the 
Cultural Resources Office or the Preservation Board. Ms. Lousteau testified that the staff had 
reviewed the project based upon the standards for the treatment of City Landmark buildings in 
Ordinance #64689, which she cited; and stated that the proposal complied with those 
requirements. She then noted that the Office had received 53 letters in support or opposition to 
the project, copies of which had been provided to the Preservation Board. Three of those letters, 
including one from Alderwoman Marlene Davis, were in full support. The other 50 included 
support as well as opposition to the addition, but all mentioned opposition to the demolition of 
3514 Delmar. 
 
Ms. Lousteau concluded with the recommendation that the Preservation Board grant preliminary 
approval to the project as presented, with the stipulation that final plans and exterior materials be 
reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resources Office. 
 
Alderman Coatar noted that a major point of contention for many was the demolition of the 
Culver House and asked if it were to be torn down tomorrow, if the Board would have any say. 
Ms. Lousteau replied the Board would not. 
 
In response to a question from Board Member Allen, Ms. Lousteau replied that the Office had 
been working with the applicants for several months.  



 
Board Member Killeen noted that the Board often required applicants to get building permits 
prior to demolition, but that in his opinion would not be an option in this situation.  
 
Board Member Weber inquired as to whether part of the addition would be on the site of the 
house; Chairman Callow recommended that the Board wait for the applicant’s presentation to 
discuss that question. 
 
Stacey Wehe, managing principal of Christner Architects and the project’s architect of record 
testified on behalf of the project. She stated that Christner was working with the widely-known 
firm of Snøhetta Architects. Ms. Wehe testified that Powell Hall was never intended to be a 
concert hall, and therefore there were numerous problems with the building: there’s no 
rehearsal space, and dressing rooms and other back-of-the-house functions and systems are 
outdated. She stated that the project as proposed would have three main components: a front-
of-house extended lobby and concourse area; a new education and learning center; and back-
of-house spaces for warm-up, practice, and video and audio productions. The project, she said, 
will improve the audience experience, afford better accessibility and provide a greater 
educational experience to enhance and prolong the life of Powell Hall. 
 
Regarding the demolition of 3514 Delmar, Ms. Wehe said they recognized the community’s 
concern and although it was not a National Register property, they did not take the loss of the 
building lightly. Ms. Wehe went on to outline the difficulties of trying to reuse the building or 
incorporate it into the new addition, and stated that the design team had begun meeting with 
former Cultural Resources Office Director Dan Krasnoff in February of 2021, when the 
demolition and the lack of jurisdiction of CRO was first discussed. Ms. Wehe said the Symphony 
was committed to going forward with its project and while the budget seemed large, it was the 
minimal necessary for successful completion of their mission and there was insufficient funding 
to relocate the Culver House. Regarding similar projects where historic buildings had been 
moved, she stated that they all had Federal funding and therefore, were not applicable to this 
project. However, she said, the Symphony would be more than happy to speak with anyone 
who might have the land and money to accomplish this. Finally, she noted that the Symphony 
planned to salvage significant elements of the building and display them, or donate them; and 
was intending to research and produce a narrative history of the house as mitigation for its loss.  
 
Michael Cotton, of Snøhetta Architects, testified on behalf of the project. He said they 
appreciated the concerns expressed and understood how difficult it is to create an addition to a 
building that people love. He said the new addition would be comparable in materiality, with a 
champagne brick color accented with terra cotta, inverting the colors of Powell Hall without 
duplicating the historic building. He noted the design team was inspired by the original 
drawings of Powell Hall and the large entry arch of the addition relates to the arches 
throughout the Hall.  
 
Mr. Cotton then presented the design of the renovation and addition, noting that the profile of 
the expansion was set back from and lower than Powell Hall, and that new large opening recalls 



the Hall’s proscenium. He also showed renderings of various views, including the landscaped 
corner plaza, details of the brick masonry and displayed the back-of-house addition, which he 
stated retained the same restrained palette. 
 
Board Member Allen, who stated the Board had received letters of opposition to the demolition 
of the Culver House from the Landmarks Association of St. Louis and Missouri Preservation, 
asked if the design team had engaged these organizations. Ms. Wehe said that they had not. 
 
Board Member Weber stated that to his eyes, Powell Hall becomes an afterthought and asked 
why this was so. Mr. Cotton replied that the view of the rendering currently displayed had been 
choreographed to feature the new work, but other renderings show the addition subsidiary to 
Powell Hall. 
 
Mr. Allen stated that there was a lot to like but he was worried equally about the vehicular 
drive on the south and the reorientation of the historic entry to the Hall, and asked the 
rationale for the driveway. Mr. Cotton responded that accessibility was a primary goal to 
provide a safe drop-off point that the building currently did not have, and that the plaza will be 
landscaped and attractive.  Mr. Cotton also discussed the street wall along Delmar, noting that 
they were adding a new entry on that façade, along with an expanded sidewalk.  
 
Mr. Weber asked if the current front entrance were to be closed, and Mr. Cotton replied it 
would no longer serve as an entry but look the same. He stated that there would be three 
entries: from the south, the north and an entry for performers on the east. The entry for the 
bistro area would not be a true entry point. 
 
Mr. Allen asked if Historic Preservation Tax Credits were being used. Ms. Wehe said they were 
not. 
 
Board Member Killeen asked if the design team had tried to adhere to the National Park Service 
(NPS) Standards for additions to historic properties and Mr. Cotton replied that yes, the design 
is a distillation of that document. Mr. Killeen asked if the NPS approved this design, as he 
expressed concerns that the addition was not subservient to the historic building. Mr. Cotton 
said no but did not agree that the addition was not subsidiary to Powell Hall; however, its 
design couldn’t be blank or unexciting. 
 
Randy Vines spoke against the project, specifically the demolition of the Culver House. He 
thanked the Symphony for its investment in the City, but was opposed to the demolition and 
asked that more thought be given to incorporating it into the development or making every 
effort to move the building. 
 
Andrew Weil of the Landmarks Association of St. Louis spoke in opposition to the project, 
particularly the demolition of the Culver House. He stated he thought it was a bad idea to 
demolish the house, which would qualify as a City Landmark and National Register property. He 
asked the Symphony to take time for conversations with stakeholders, noting that the 



announcement of the project was recent and organizations like Landmarks had not been 
consulted and would like to be at the table. Mr. Weil further stated that many people had 
contacted him with concern, and asked for a delay to consider the issue. 
 
Steve Smith spoke in support of the Powell addition but against the demolition. He stated he 
was a long-time developer in Grand Centre and that the neighborhood has transformed 
substantially, with almost all the historic buildings renovated with tremendous investment and 
he felt the area had a bright future. He stated that what was needed was to fill in all the parking 
lots. He stated that Powell Hall was a world-class building and he understood the challenge of 
putting additions on important buildings. He said the Culver House would be a challenge to 
incorporate, but Mr. Weil, Mr. Vines and others in the community should come together to 
preserve St. Louis architecture and find a way to save the house by moving it. As part of that, he 
offered a site at Shepard and Cardinal that he would donate for its relocation.  
 
Richard Bose spoke against the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver House. He said 
he encouraged the Symphony to move the house and do the right thing, and that the 
Community was showing up to tell them that.  
 
Rich Simmons, Executive Director of Grand Center spoke in support of the project. He stated he 
was very much in favor of this project, and it would be good for the City in many ways: it will 
expand the Symphony’s programming and provide amenities that will attract World Class 
musicians. Further, he said it would provide the City a greater tax base; expand employment 
both during and after construction; and be a catalyst of investment in the district by private 
industry. Mr. Simmons said he was open to the Culver House being preserved in some way if 
possible but Symphony needs to attend to their own goals. 
 
Alderwoman Marlene Davis spoke support of the project. She stated that she applauded the 
Symphony’s director in making sure that everything she does with Symphony includes the 
community. She did not want to prevent this project from moving forward. If it was feasible, 
she thought they should work towards the goal of saving the Culver House, if it could be viable 
and successful in the end. She concluded by saying that the Symphony was 20 years behind 
most symphonies in the improvement of their facilities and she would do anything she could to 
help in any way.  
 
Mitch Jorstad spoke against the project. He stated he was a native of the area, and was 
frustrated a year ago when the area lost the 1900 block of Olive. He said the City was 
compromising its historic architecture for an unnecessary sacrifice and lamented the design 
team’s lack of engagement with stakeholders, asking for more effort to saving this building. He 
requested that the Preservation Board use whatever powers they had to get it right.  
 
Nathan Jackson, owner of St. Louis History and Architecture and a writer on historic 
architecture, spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver House. 
He said the house was actually one of the City’s most historically significant buildings and to 
remove it would detract from the entire historic neighborhood. Mr. Jackson said that only 



about 5 or 6 mansions remain in the little district behind Powell Hall. Robert Henry Stockstrom 
and Lucius L. Culver founded Majestic Stove Company and he said he thought the Culver house 
was a mansion of equal significance to the Stockstrom mansion, which was listed on the 
National Register. Mr. Jackson said that the architect of the house, Jerome Bibb Legg, was 
important to history of the Symphony as he designed the Music and Exposition Hall for St. 
Louis. Mr. Jackson concluded with saying the house should be moved or the design 
reconsidered to incorporate the house and keep the integrity of the 19th century Midtown 
neighborhood. He noted that every other historic house designed by architect Legg is listed in 
the National Register.  
 
Elizabeth Gerard spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver 
House. She stated that in any other city it would be incorporated into the project or at least 
moved. She said she felt this would set a precedent for future demolitions and that the house 
was viewed as an obstacle rather than an asset. She concluded that the preservation of the 
building is part of the mission of the Symphony and asked that the concerns voiced in the 
community be considered, and she encouraged the design team to think more creatively.  
 
Paul Hohmann, of the Skinker-DeBaliviere neighborhood, spoke in opposition to the project, 
particularly the demolition of the Culver House, and asked that the Preservation Board consider 
the effect upon the historic environment in deciding what to do. He said he understood from an 
architectural and programmatic standpoint the building would not easily fit in with expansion 
and that the Symphony needs a back-of-house space, but the Symphony should feel an 
obligation to move the house. Mr. Hohmann noted one other item in the project that he 
disagreed with: that the main entrance on Grand would be closed. He acknowledged that 
managing entries are challenging and did not disagree with adding a new entrance, but strongly 
felt the Grand entrance should remain open as part of the preservation of the building. 
 
Jeff Vines spoke in support of the project but against the demolition of the Culver House. He 
said that he was thrilled to hear about the Symphony’s investment. He then stated that it was 
St. Louis’ breathtaking architecture that impressed visitors, and was the City’s biggest 
competitive advantage. He stated that each demolition chips away at what sets St. Louis apart. 
He thought the addition’s design is great, modern and fresh, but it shouldn’t be an either-or 
situation. 
 
Kimberly Arnold-Anspach spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the 
Culver House. She stated she was an architect and was frustrated with the blatant disregard for 
the historic character of the area, and felt that there was a plethora of options to consider. She 
agreed that investment very much needed and that a $100 million budget is not to be taken 
lightly, but demolition of the Culver House was not acceptable. She noted that the Kaufman 
Center expansion in Kansas City did not infringe on the Webster House and a similar approach 
could be used here.  
 



Lucy Hannigan spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver 
House. She suggested it be relocated on the parking lot and used as guest house and for 
receptions. 
 
Imran Hanafi spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver 
House. He said he would have offered a site for the house’s relocation if a previous speaker had 
not already done so. Even though the Preservation Board is not involved in the approval of the 
demolition of the house in question, he asked that they use whatever power they have to send 
the project back to drawing board. 
 
W. S. Bubelis spoke in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver 
House, stating that as a Central West End resident and a subscriber to the Symphony he would 
love to see the house used as an Artist’s residence and said it needs to be saved. He stated that 
we are losing history in St. Louis due to neglect, arson, and storm damage at a great pace. Mr. 
Bubelis added that he felt that artistic organizations should not destroy art. He further stated 
that front entrance on Grand should not be closed, as it was part of a great St. Louis experience 
to emerge through a small ticket area into the Hall’s grand space.  
 
Rebecca Bolte testified in opposition to the project, particularly the demolition of the Culver 
House. She said she was a Shaw native, and echoed everyone else’s opposition to the 
demolition of the Culver mansion, saying that we cannot afford to lose another building like 
this. 
 
Bryan Hadley spoke in opposition to the project, stating that while he admired the Symphony as 
an institution, he objected to the demolition of the Culver house but also to the statement by 
the architect that northern facade of the hall was considered an enhancement. He said he did 
not view it that way; that there was great attention paid to the southern portion but the north 
elevation appears just a long wall along Delmar and perpetuates the Delmar Divide. Overall, he 
said, this design seems disjointed in how it corresponds to the original structure and does not 
relate in any way.  Mr. Hadley concluded by saying that the Board has resoundingly heard that 
we prefer the Culver House be saved and preserved, or perhaps wrap the facility around house 
or relocate the back side of the house. He said there would be a massive push-back from the 
Preservation Community and asked the Board to please hear their voices. 
 
Elizabeth Olwig spoke in opposition to the project. She said she was a life-long St. Louis resident 
and supported the objections already made by prior speakers. She stated she was disappointed 
about plans for Culver House, that it has been brushed aside as if it doesn’t matter, and that no 
one had reached out to those groups that could give advice and help with projects just like this. 
She said she hoped that everyone’s voices would be heard. Ms. Olwig said also that the closure 
of the entrance on Grand was a bad decision. Agreeing with the previous speaker, Ms. Olwig 
said the addition had an interesting design on south side but it feels disjointed from the rest of 
the building; that the design, not building off the original building, feels like a mismatch. 
 



Michael Cotton, in response to the testimony, said he wanted to thank everyone for their 
comments and will take them into consideration. 
 
Alderwoman Davis in conclusion said that in our City there are collision courses that that can 
result in something good. She said there is time to work on the project and make it exciting and 
asked all who have concerns and suggestions to stay vigilant in the process to find a good 
remedy. However, she said, it was not in best interest to delay at this point; and therefore, she 
asked the Board for the project’s favorable consideration. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

 The project requires the demolition of the Culver house at 3514 Delmar, a historic 2-
1/2-story, single-family building. The building is not listed in the National Register, nor 
located within a City Historic District or a Preservation Review District; therefore, 
neither the Cultural Resources Office nor the Preservation Board will review the 
demolition permit for this building. 

 The exterior of Powell Hall will be appropriately rehabilitated, and the north façade will 
gain a new entry and other improvements, while retaining the architecturally significant 
facades of Powell Hall and maintaining it as a clearly distinct and separate element from 
the new construction. 

 The new addition, while contemporary in form and detail, has been carefully considered 
to integrate with the historic building in material and color; and being withdrawn from 
the street, its massing will not dominate the N. Grand street elevation. 

 The project architects have worked with the Cultural Resources Office to refine the 
design of the addition and protect the historic character of Powell Hall. 

 The Cultural Resources Office has received several letters of support regarding the 
project, and a number of letters against demolition of the Culver House. 

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
After due consideration and after weighing each piece of evidence and making a determination 
of the credibility of the witnesses, the Board made a determination as to the substance and 
credibility of the evidence and exhibits.  
 
The Preservation Board moved to grant Preliminary Approval to the project with the stipulation 
that final plans and exterior materials are reviewed and approved by the Cultural Resources 
Office. The motion was made by Board Member Richardson and seconded by Alderman Coatar. 
The motion passed 3-2, with Board Members Richardson, Robinson and Alderman Coatar in 
favor of the motion and Board Members Killeen and Allen in opposition. Chairman Callow 
abstained.  
 
By Order of the Preservation Board 
Cultural Resources Office  
 



B. 490 N. KINGSHIGHWAY BOULEVARD    City Landmark #90 & Central West End 
Certified Local Historic District 
Owner:  Pier Property Group/Michael Hamburg 
Applicant: Arcturis/Tyson Pyle 
Plan: Preliminary Review to renovate the Reliance Building (Castles-Wilson Buick Company 

Building) and construct a 5-story addition; and to demolish a 2-story multi-family 
building at 4952-54 McPherson Avenue 

 
On March 28, 2022, the Preservation Board of the City of St. Louis met, pursuant to Ordinance 
#64689 of the City Code, to consider a Preliminary Review for the proposed renovation of the 
Reliance Building (originally the Castles-Wilson Buick Company Building) and the construction of 
a 5-story addition. The project includes the demolition of the adjacent multi-family building at 
4952-54 McPherson. The Reliance is a contributing resource to the Holy Corners Landmark 
District, the Holy Corners National Register District and the Central West End Certified Local 
Historic District.  4952-54 McPherson is a contributing resource to the Central West End Historic 
District. 
 
Board Members Richard Callow (Chair), Mike Killeen, David Richardson, Michael Allen and 
Anthony Robinson were present for the testimony for this agenda item.  
 
Jan Cameron of the Cultural Resources Office (CRO), made a presentation that considered City 
Ordinance #64689, which sets forth the requirements for City Landmarks, and City Ordinance 
#69423, Revised Rehabilitation and New Construction Standards for Ordinance #56768, the 
Central West End Historic District.  
 
Ms. Cameron showed photos of the building and a site map, and briefly described the project: 
to rehabilitate the Reliance building for parking and construct a 5-story residential tower above. 
Ms. Cameron noted that 4952-54 McPherson, an adjacent multi-family building would be 
demolished in order to allow access to the parking levels and that the McPherson building, 
while altered, remains a contributing resource to the Central West End Historic District. She 
displayed a map of the Holy Corners District and stated that the project property fell within 
three jurisdictions: the Landmark District; the Holy Corners National Register District and the 
Central West End Historic District. Ms. Cameron then displayed the proposed site plan that 
showed a small rear addition and 5-story tower proposed for the roof and renderings of 
building elevations. 
 
Ms. Cameron stated that this is a revised proposal with the walls of the addition recessed from 
the parapet of the Reliance building, at the recommendation of the Cultural Resources staff, to 
ensure that the historic building remained perceivable as a separate, original building. Similarly, 
the proposed addition along McPherson was recessed slightly from the Reliance facade. She 
noted that the staff had two concerns regarding the McPherson elevation: appropriate 
treatment of the original vehicle entry, and the design of the corner plaza. Both, she said, 
would be appropriately addressed by the staff when reviewing the final building permit.  



 
Ms. Cameron then showed photos of 4952-54 McPherson, which was proposed for demolition. 
She said it had started out in 1905 as a single family home, but had sustained a number of 
alterations including a large brick ell; the front façade was also altered. More importantly, the 
building is ringed by asphalt parking lots and is not cohesive with the rest of the McPherson 
block. Because of this, she said the CRO staff is willing to accept its loss and feels that it will not 
have a negative impact on the McPherson streetscape. Ms. Cameron testified that otherwise, 
the project complies with the standards for new construction with exception of the use of 
vertical metal panels. The CRO staff is reasonably supportive of this deviation, but she said 
should the Board feel that cement panels were more appropriate, the staff would concur. She 
recommended that the Board grant preliminary approval to the project subject to the usual 
conditions of staff review of final plans, details and exterior materials.  
 
Finally, Ms. Cameron noted that letters had been received and transmitted to the Board 
Members from Peter Thatcher, primarily concerned with the demolition of 4952-54 
McPherson; Ryan Day, also opposed to the demolition; Brian Kolde, regarding the possible 
salvage of interior elements; and the Central West End Planning and Development Committee, 
which was generally in support of both the construction and demolition. 
 
Michael Hamburg, developer, spoke in support of the project. He said he has a history of 
historic redevelopment; that the Reliance building was an important building on an important 
corner; and that it was critical to maximize its highest and best use. He said the existing building 
was built and used primarily as car storage, with a small dealership floor.  He noted that the 
development team had had to address a number of structural concerns related to adding 5 
stories atop the existing building.  
 
In response to a question from Board Member Michael Allen, who acknowledged that 
preservation standards for additions urge deviation but said he would prefer more harmony or 
reconciliation with the building, Mr. Hamburg deferred to his architect and stated that they 
would not be applying for any historic tax credits or other incentives.  
 
Tyson Pyle of Arcturis, the architect, testified on behalf of the project. He showed a site plan of 
the property, noting that the building shared party walls with the Racquet Club. He explained 
the design decisions made to accommodate parking and the process of developing the final 
design. He stated that the construction was 5 stories of wood construction atop the Reliance 
building, and that the project included a new podium building on the east, whose express 
purpose was to accommodate an internal ramp to get to second floor parking, and the reason it 
was necessary to demolish the McPherson building. Mr. Pyle detailed the interior conditions 
that made conversion to allow modern parking, noting that originally the building was designed 
with a car elevator, which would no longer be practical. 
 
Mr. Pyle said they had concurred with the CRO office to withdraw the third floor to distinguish 
the Reliance building, and it allowed them to provide garden terraces for those units; they also 
pushed the podium addition as far back as was possible given the turning radius of cars.  



 
Mr. Pyle said they had deliberately left out the landscaping of the corner plaza, which would be 
submitted later so they could take time in its design. He noted the planned restoration of 
several closed storefronts on the Kingshighway elevation. He said they’d made a deliberate 
choice to preserve the authentic appearance of the historic building; the only change would be 
to the parapet, which had been earlier rebuilt and was composed of unsupported brick. It 
would be lowered slightly to create a railing to protect the roof gardens, but otherwise, he said, 
there would be little change to the exterior of the building. Finally, Mr. Pyle noted that lighting 
would be an important element of the final design. 
 
Imran Hanafi testified in support of the project. He said he like the design and loves how the 
site is being used; however, he regretted sacrificing housing for parking ramps and parking 
minimums. He agreed that the McPherson house was not spectacular but was a remnant of 
middle-class houses, so he had mixed emotions about its loss. 
 
Jim Dwyer, Development Committee Chair of the Central West End Association, spoke in 
support of the project. He stated that when the Committee first heard of the project, their main 
concerns were whether the final product could support the demolition of the house and if the 
quality of the design would justify a place in the Holy Corners District. Mr. Dwyer stated that 
the developer had been incredibly responsive to their concerns. Due to the current condition 
and siting of 4952-54 McPherson, he said the committee felt that there was a sufficient reason 
to vary from the Standards prohibiting demolition. Mr. Dwyer concluded by saying that the 
project was a suitable proposal for reuse of the site and the committee agreed with the CRO 
staff that preliminary approval should be granted. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 The proposal will construct a five-story tower atop the Reliance building, converting its 
interior into two stories of parking and a commercial space. 

 The Reliance Building is a City Landmark; is part of the Holy Corners Landmark District; is 
listed on the National Register as part of the Holy Corners Historic District; and is a 
contributing resource to the Central West End Historic District. 

 Originally built in 1925 as a two-story showroom and service center for the Castles-
Wilson Buick Company, the developer proposes to convert the now-vacant building for 
interior parking, serving five floors of residential apartments. 

 In order to provide access to parking for the apartments, the developer is requesting the 
demolition of 4952-54 McPherson Avenue, a 2-1/2 story building altered from its 
original single-family character. While a contributing resource to the Central West End 
District, it is detached from the surrounding blockface and surrounded by parking lots. 

 The architect and developer have worked with Cultural Resources Office to revise the 
first submission so that the original form of the Reliant Building is maintained in the 
design and its exterior rehabilitated, and that the tower’s visual impact upon the street 
and district is reduced.  



 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
After due consideration and after weighing each piece of evidence and making a 
determination of the credibility of the witnesses, the Board made a determination as to the 
substance and credibility of the evidence and exhibits.  
 
The Preservation Board moved to grant Preliminary Approval to the project with the 
stipulation that that final plans and exterior materials are reviewed and approved by the 
Cultural Resources Office. The motion was made by Board Member Allen and seconded by 
Board Member Killeen. The motion passed 4-0, with Board Members Allen, Killeen, 
Richardson, Robinson and in favor of the motion and none opposed. Chairman Callow 
abstained.  
 
By Order of the Preservation Board 
Cultural Resources Office  
 

Ms. Lousteau noted that a revised version of the minutes had been sent to the Board Members 
during the course of the meeting. Board Member Allen made a motion to approve the revised 
minutes.  Board Member Richardson seconded. The vote to approve was unanimous.  
 
Board Member Killeen moved to adjourn the meeting. There were no objections. The meeting 
adjourned at 7:13 p.m. 


