
Building Energy Improvement Board 

Thursday, December 8, 2022 

2:00-3:30pm 
 

Meeting minutes 

 

1. Roll call  

a. ATTENDANCE: Jesse Arevalo, Christopher Bedell (Chair), Dr. Linda Little, Cheryl Lovell, 
Teresa Lutz, Douglas Miller. 

i. ABSENT:  
1. Excused:  Mary Ann Lazarus (Vice-chair), Terri Fritsche. 
2. Unexcused:  Craig Aubuchon. 

ii. Non-BEIB members 
1. Frank Oswald, Katarina Michalova, James Kelly, Robert Barnacle, & Lisa Witte 

(City of St. Louis – Building Division) 
2. Barbara Birkicht (City of St. Louis – Law Department) 
3. Paul Englert (Spire Energy) 

iii. Quorum is reached. 
2. Approve meeting minutes & notes – October 27, 2022. 

a. Chair Bedell put forth a motion to approve 
b. Member Lovell; Member Arevalo seconded. 
c. Unanimously approved. 

3. Prospective Regular Board Members. 
a. Member Little. 

b. Alternate Michels. 
c. Alternate Rayhawk. 
d. Steven Sobo – introduced himself briefly.  

e. Nobody has been confirmed by the Mayor yet. 
4. Technical Sub-Committee (TSC) & appeals procedure: 

a. Presentation of interested candidates. One person from the Building Division and seven from 
outside. The applicants okayed their sharing info with BEIB (but personal info was scrubbed 
from the spreadsheet before sharing). 

i. Douglas Miller – spoke about serving. He would recuse himself from any appeals with 
conflict of interest. Would Board be comfortable with that? He’s willing to serve as 

alternate, if necessary.  
1. Member Lovell – ordinance allows Board members to be on TSC, so should be 

fine.  

2. Member Arevalo – doesn’t Building Division review ALL requests? Wouldn’t he 
have to recuse himself every time? 

3. Katarina M – he would only review appeals of buildings he wasn’t involved with. 
ii. Benjamin Henningsen – Sales Manager at DIRTT Environment Solutions. 

1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications. 

2. Chair Bedell – was this a referral?  
3. Katarina – he attended BEPS sessions & Emily (Andrews) asked him to apply. 

iii. Jonathan Nichols – Director of Sustainability at Mac Properties in New York. 
1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications. 
2. Chair Bedell – he’s in New York? Do they need to be a St. Louis resident? 

3. Katarina – the ordinance is silent on that and the meetings will be virtual. 
iv. Heather M. Beeven – Property Manager at CIC and Manager at Cortex. 

1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications.  
2. No questions or comments. 



v. Deniz Piskin – Vice-president of facilities at MO Botanical Garden. Emily’s 
recommendation. 

1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications.  
2. No questions or comments. 

vi. Brendan Smith – Architect/Associate Director at Cannon Design. Emily’s 
recommendation. 

1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications. 

2. No questions or comments. 
vii. Andy Nowell – Director of Facilities at Horseshoe Casino.  

1. Katarina – gave candidate qualifications.  
2. No questions or comments. 

viii. Tracey Bodi – Administrative Leader at Ameren.  

1. Katarina – gave candidate’s qualifications.  
2. No questions or comments. 

ix. Member Arevalo and Chair Bedell thank Katarina for her good work and appreciate the 
wide spectrum of skills.  

x. Chair Bedell – do the candidates understand the frequency and pay scale of the role? 

1. Katarina – yes. And there are three or four more candidates who haven’t sent their 
bios yet. 

xi. Member Lutz – great candidates. What are our next steps and timeline? Will we continue 
to accept people and discuss them until we have a better sense of how the TSC will 
work? Will there be a master list of interested people? 

1. Katarina – would suggest having a master list, but it’s for the Board to decide on 
how to proceed.  

2. Chair Bedell – any thoughts about that, Member Lutz? 
3. Member Lutz – agrees. We’ve discussed keeping a diverse pool available since 

we don’t know what types of plans they’ll present or why they might get denied. 

A wide variety of people to pull from would be valuable for us, so I was hoping 
that was our direction at this point. 

xii. Member Miller – in a previous meeting, we liked the idea of a pool of nine and selecting 
panels of three, rotating through the list. The larger, more diverse group would be ideal. 
At least nine was the goal mentioned. 

xiii. Member Lovell – agrees with all. Even more than nine would be even better, because it 
will be easier to pick three with no conflict on a particular project. Plus, less burdensome 

on each person, which is key. 
1. Chair Bedell – there might be a lot of plans to review, so it’s better to spread it 

out.  

xiv. Katarina – is the Board going to vote on these applicants today? 
1. Chair Bedell – no, not today. 

b. The procedure of appeals.   
i. Katarina – suggests the Board figure out to handle the delegation of appeals. Does the 

Board what to have one leader of TSC who delegates appeals to review panels? Or will 

the Board itself assign reviews to members of the TSC master list? 
ii. Member Miller – suggests cycling through list in rotation rather than having pre-ordained 

sets of three. When a review comes up, it goes to the next three people on the list. If a 
member can’t do it, skip to the next. 

iii. Chair Bedell – is the onus on the Board identify conflicts? 

iv. Member Lovell – if you know there’s a conflict, bump them. But it’s also on the person to 
tell you there’s a conflict because we’d have no way of knowing. And she likes the 

rotation because it’s purely objective. 
v. Member Little – concurs about rotation and avoiding appearance of bias. 
vi. Member Arevalo – agrees with the above. 



vii. Katarina – and with a master list so if there’s a recusal or someone is sick or unavailable 
for a length of time, we’d just skip them.  

c. Would the OBP keep track of appeals to the Board? Suggestion is to create shared file where all 
members can see when application for eligibility or CACP was filed, so everybody can see the 

timeline. 
i. Chair Bedell – comments or questions? 

ii. Member Lutz – we discussed a tracker through the owner portal. 

iii. Katarina – owner portal has been delayed. She met with Frank Oswald and Tim Weir 
today and they promised portal will be up in first quarter 2023, but that particular 

tracking functionality might not be set at that point. 
iv. Member Lutz – a tracker in the interim will be helpful. 

d. Timeline of appeals. 

i. Katarina – we modified the OBP work plan (shared by Member Lazarus) to make a draft 
on how it could work. We can create an internal only file for us to keep track of all the 

timelines.  
1. Eligibility timeline. 

a. The deadline for owners to apply is April 2023. 

b. OBP has one month to review. 
c. Then building owner has 30 days to apply for appeal if OBP denies 

eligibility of custom plan.  
d. That gives TSC and Board three months to review eligibility appeals. That 

will be May, June, July 2023.  

2. CACP appeals timeline. 
a. The deadline for owners to apply is November 2023.  

b. OBP has one month to review the plan. 
c. If we deny, the Board has four months to review appeals, as it’s more 

time-consuming to read plans which might be 20-50 pages long. That will 

be January February, March, April, 2024.  
3. Late entries. 

a. If a building owner has a good reason for applying late, we will accept 
those. If we deny eligibility or the CACP, can go to appeal so you might 
see appeal between the dates on the standard timeline.  

4. Tracking spreadsheet. 
a. If OBP creates a tracking document, would that be sufficient until the 

building owner portal is up and running?   
ii. Chair Bedell – questions or comments? 
iii. Katarina – suggestions on how to make it work better for everyone? 

iv. Member Lovell – is this in the Dropbox? 
v. Katarina – not yet, because we just finished it yesterday. We’ll share it as an internal 

document. 
vi. Member Lovell – it’s very small [onscreen] and it’d be nice to review it. Also, a tracking 

spreadsheet works great for now until the portal is working.  

vii. Lisa – will send with minutes and add to Dropbox. 
viii. Chair Bedell – will you recirculate the Dropbox link to prospective members? 

ix. Lisa – I’ll send it to all current members and check with Katarina about the rest, as 
they’re not official yet. Barb’s on the phone so we can’t ask about the legality of making 
it available to non-Board members. 

x. Katarina – we have Lisa as secretary to the board, but all of OBP will be keeping track of 
appeals (when they come in, following the procedure, mailing it out). We'll be accepting 

appeals via email. There is a $100 fee, and we're working on a way they can pay online 
instead of coming with a check. So, we're working on making the process seamless. 
We’re also working with Zoning and Building Division, getting trained on how to run 



these appeals. The suggestion is to read decisions during BEIB meetings. Or would the 
Board prefer to set up additional online meetings for appeals? Katarina suggests handling 

appeals for the first part of the meeting (possibly taking an hour or more), then move on 
to the rest of the agenda. Or Board would prefer separate appeals meetings?   

xi. Chair Bedell – so we could potentially have meetings longer than two hours? 
xii. Katarina – possibly. 
xiii. Member Lutz – likes the idea of putting it on the standard monthly agenda. A lot of our 

work thus far has been figuring out how [the TSC] works (timelines, etc.). There may be 
longer agendas in an overlap period, in which case we’d split it out to another meeting.  

xiv. Katarina – and we can add more meetings for appeals if that’s needed.  
xv. Member Lovell – it’s a good plan but we’ll have to watch and see the volume, then 

adjust. We have to be careful about having meetings that are too long. 

xvi. Member Arevalo – agrees with doing it during meetings but has a question about the 
actual appeals. What would take 15 or more minutes per appeal? Are they making their 

plea at that time or would we have reviewed it beforehand and announce decision at the 
meeting?  

xvii. Katarina – for owner appeals of OBP’s decision, they submit documents to BEIB and the 

TSC would meet virtually to decide whether OBP’s denial was justified, and then give a 
recommendation to BEIB. (They wouldn’t make suggestion on eligibility or CACP, 

merely ‘we suggest approving/denying appeal’.) The Board would state ‘TSC advises 
denial/approval’ at the public meeting. Owner will be invited to the meeting and could 
make their case, but their case should have already been stated in the application or plan. 

Doubts meetings will be as long as Board of Adjustment’s where owners and/or 
representatives speak. It should be more cut and dried because TSC will have met prior to 

review the appeal. Maybe 10-15 minutes per appeal, following the formal procedure. 
xviii. Member Lovell – don’t think the ordinance has specific appeals process, so we can 

determine one. If we do allow owners to speak, they should be limited (5 mins, 3mins are 

common). Or just say, we referred it to our subcommittee, they reviewed, and their 
answer is no or their answer is yes, and then the Board votes on whether to accept the 

recommendation or not. We get to define the process. Allowing owners to speak is good 
but we should definitely limit the time and the scope of what they can speak about. 

xix. Chair Bedell – have we determined who can speak on behalf of an owner? Can it be a 

consultant, can it be an attorney etc.? Does it have to be James Smith, Building Owner? 
xx. Katarina – our forms say that any representative elected by owner can file on their behalf. 

xxi. Chair Bedell – is concerned that some nuclear physicist will plead a case and could 
overwhelm us. And people can hire consultants, but we’ll cross that bridge when we get 
there. 

xxii. Member Miller – in his experience with Building Division’s Board of Appeals, if an 
owner or contractor appeals in regards to the code they’ll send one representative (the 

owner, a contractor or designer) to speak, effectively electing their own ombudsman, 
distilling their argument into one person rather than having six who reiterate the same 
points. The option would be theirs but it would have to be limited in regards to who and 

how long (for logic and time). The front end of this is going to be pretty heavy and 
nobody wants these to turn into five-hour meetings. 

xxiii. Robert B – possibly limit speaker to the people named on the application? 
xxiv. Katarina – applications and plans should include ALL documentation so speaking time 

should be limited to 3 or 5 minutes because everything that needs to be said or proved 

should already be in written form for review by TSC. Other boards may work differently 
because owners, or others speaking on their behalf, present their case during the meeting, 

but we won’t (and shouldn’t) have that. Ultimately, it’s whatever the Board thinks is most 
fair. 



xxv. Barb B – before any appeals occur, the Building Commissioner or whoever is over the 
Office of Sustainability is going to be promulgating some guidelines. And there should be 

a session about the hearing, so you can adopt a procedure. You need to make sure that- 
the applicant or appellant is going to design their own case, with their own witnesses and  

evidence, and they’re going to be able to put that on. And in the event that it’s appealed, 
it has to be preserved in a certain way. Those are all details that we can look at in another 
meeting and she’ll ask Katarina to weigh in as well. 

xxvi. Katarina – thank you for bringing that up. We’re working with Zoning and observing the 
Board of Adjustment to make sure we’re versed in the rules and procedure, and also in 

the proper documentation: how it should follow, how to read, and what we need to keep. 
5. Affordable Housing- Energy Justice Mapping Tool review. 

a. Wants to present it at next meeting, as we’re working on a list of affordable multifamily housing. 

6. OBP/BE-Ex 2023 work plan calendar. 
a. Katarina – shared and discussed Member Lazarus’s spreadsheet.  

b. It shows workload, timeline, and what needs to be done and sending notices. It’s split into 
benchmarking, BEPS (including the Board and TSC), and trainings OBP will co-present with 
BE-Ex. 

c. Can be updated as needed. 
d. Plan for January/February 2023: 

i. Send benchmarking notices. 
ii. Update benchmarking guide and checklist. 
iii. Update extension and exemption forms. 

iv. Send notice on migrating Portfolio Manager natural gas meters from ‘therms’ to ‘ccf’. 
v. Inviting eligible owners to apply for Early Adopter or Narrow the Gap. For unique 

buildings/operations, we’ll invite them to apply for CACP. 
e. Later dates include: 

i. Sending first and second benchmarking Notice of Obligation to Comply. 

ii. Benchmarking deadline. 
iii. Sending Violation Notices and citations. 

iv. Working on and finalizing 2021 benchmarking data report. 
f. It also tracks our BEPS deadlines, building owner portal progress, and TSC duties. 
g. Will be shared in Dropbox so BEIB can make comments and suggestions. 

h. No questions or comments. 
7. Workload update. 

a. Compliance status. 
i. Required Reporters = 685. 

ii. Reported = 539 shown, but it’s actually 544. 

iii. Not Compliant = 145, though five are listed in error. 
iv. Manual Review = 12 properties with a total of 28 issues. 

v. Percent reported = 79.4%. 
vi. Katarina – this is the highest ever. 

b. Final Notice of Violation mailed last week to 155 owners.   

i. Resulted in many calls from building owners, and about 18 properties reporting. 
ii. Chair Bedell – do we know how many properties there are where we don’t know who the 

contact is? 
iii. Katarina – multifamily can be an issue, trying to reach property management. 
iv. Lisa – condos are hard, because there’s no easy way to get the association’s address, but 

today we learned that there can be contact name and number on STLPermits site. 
v. Katarina – we’re also working with inspectors, who may know the maintenance person at 

the building.   
8. Miscellaneous. 

a. Board calendar for the 2023 year. 



i. Chair Bedell – suggestions, for the next couple, at least? 
ii. Member Lovell – fourth Thursday has been working. We could stick with that for now. 

iii. Lisa – tentatively schedule a combo meeting November/December? 
iv. Chair Bedell – pencil it in. Hopefully we’re back in-person by that time. 

v. Katarina – that’s the next question. Most people seem to like virtual meetings but shall 
we meet once in person next year? 

vi. Chair Bedell – pencil in July 27 as in-person. The Board of Alderman is considering 

resuming in-person meetings. 
vii. Barb – it should be easier for us because the BoA because they have no A/C and we 

won’t have that issue, plus we’re a much smaller group. And if we’re still social 
distancing, we can reserve a large room and notate safe distance seating. The July 
meeting will give OBP time to work out logistics of parking, etc. and let everyone know 

the details. 
viii. Katarina – can use Building Commissioner’s conference room. 

ix. Barb – suggests the Kennedy room as appropriate. It’s spacious and has a podium. Or the 
1520 Market 2nd Floor Conference rooms are nice. First floor, too. Will talk with 
Katarina offline about reserving a room. 

x. Chair Bedell – concurs the 1520’s second floor room is nice. 
b. Access to Adobe Pro to make fillable form (instead of Google)? 

i. Katarina – some companies block Google forms. 
ii. Chair Bedell – are you looking to install it in the OBP office? 
iii. Katarina – no. Just to create form for CACP application. We’ve requested Adobe Pro but 

it might be a while, or even denied. 
c. Getting new carpet in OBP office.  

i. Unrelated to benchmarking, but wanted to end on good news. 
9. Adjournment – December 8, 2022. 

a. Chair Bedell put forth a motion to approve. 

b. Member Lovell; Member Lutz seconded. 
c. Unanimously approved. 


