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

MEETING OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE
Thursday, October 22, 2020
6:00 p.m.

IMPORTANT NOTICE REGARDING
PUBLIC ACCESS TO THE HPC MEETING & PARTICIPATION

HPC will Meet Electronically on October 22, 2020

On March 20, 2020, City Manager Gregory Rose declared a State of Emergency for the City of
University City due to the COVID-19 Pandemic. Due to the current order restricting gatherings
and the ongoing efforts to limit the spread of the COVID-19 virus, the October 22, 2020 meeting
will be conducted via videoconference.

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

https://us02web.zoom.us/|/88414741088?pwd=Y0JmYXQ5TjRyZ2FDK3VNTVMOZEg2QT09
Passcode: 377576

Audio Only Call

iPhone one-tap : US: +13126266799,,884147410884#,,,,,,0#,,377576# or +19292056099,,88414741088#
Or Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location)

US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 6833
or +1 253 215 8782 or 877 853 5247 (Toll Free) or 888 788 0099 (Toll Free)

Webinar ID: 884 1474 1088

Citizen Participation

Those who wish to provide a comment during the “Public Comment” portion of the agenda may
provide written comments or request video participation invites to the Director of Planning &
Development ahead of the meeting. Please specify which case and portion of the agenda you
wish to comment.

ALL written comments or video participation invites must be received no later than 12:00 p.m.
the day of the meeting. Comments may be sent via email to: ccross@ucitymo.org or mailed to
the City Hall — 6801 Delmar Blvd. — Attention Clifford Cross, Director of Planning & Development.
Such comments will be provided to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to the meeting.
Comments will be made a part of the official record and made accessible to the public online
following the meeting.

Please note, when submitting your comments or invites, a name and address must be provided.
Please also note if your comment is on an agenda or non-agenda item, and a name and address
are not provided, the provided comment will not be recorded in the official record.

The City apologizes for any inconvenience the meeting format change may pose to individuals,
but it is extremely important that extra measures be taken to protect employees, residents
board/commission members and elected officials during these challenging times.
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AGENDA

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Minutes — NA

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

ALL written comments or video participation invites must be received no later than 12:00 p.m. the day
of the meeting. Comments may be sent via email to: ccross@ucitymo.org or mailed to the City Hall —
6801 Delmar Blvd. — Attention Clifford Cross, Director of Planning & Development. Such comments will
be provided to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to the meeting. Comments will be made a
part of the official record and made accessible to the public online following the meeting.

Please note, when submitting your comments or invites, a name and address must be provided.
Please also note if your comment is on an agenda or non-agenda item, and a name and address are
not provided, the provided comment will not be recorded in the official record.

4. Old Business
a. None
5. New Business
a. 608 Kingsland — Exterior Upgrades / Lighting Review
6. Other Business
a. None
7. Reports
a. Council Liaison Report

8. Adjournment
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City of
niversity
C

ity, Department of Planning and Development
m 6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 505-8500, Fax: (314) 862-3168

MINUTES
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING
Via Video Conference
6:30 pm; Thursday August 20, 2020

The Meeting was called to order at approximately 6:30 PM.

Roll Call

Present: Absent:
Donna Leach, Chair Donna Marin
Robert Klahr

Bill Chilton

Sandy Jacobson
Christine Mackey-Ross
William Andrews

Clifford Cross, Director of Planning and Development
John Mulligan, City Attorney

Esley Hamilton, Requested Presenter
Frank Ollendorff, Requested Presenter

1. Approval of Minutes

Ms. Leach announced the consideration of the approval of the minutes from
February 20, 2020. Mr. Klahr moved to approve the minutes from February 20,
2020. Ms. Mackey-Ross seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

2. Public Comments

Public Comments Attached



3. Old Business
None

4. New Business
None

5. Other Business

a. Mr. Ollendorff and Mr. Hamilton introduced discussion pertaining to the
University Civic Plaza District. The discussion was completed with the
directive that staff further review and research information pertaining to the
Civic Plaza discussion.

b. The Commission discussed how to move forward with term limits and
expirations as it pertains to Commission members.

6. Council Liaison Report

Chairwoman Leach indicated that Council Woman Klein was the new liaison for
the Commission. Mr. Mulligan mentioned that the City is considering a space
needs study as it pertains to City owned buildings. Mr. Mulligan also discussed the
status of the Olive and 170 Tif project. Other discussion pertained to the potential
renaming of streets and parks.

7. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:08 PM.

Prepared by Clifford Cross



Clifford Cross

From: Jane & Frank Ollendorff <jane.franko@charter.net>

Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2020 11:49 AM

To: Clifford Cross

Subject: Citizen Comment 8/20/2020

Attachments: Bwayne_Commentary on the Police Station and study_8-2020.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

To: Historic Preservation Commission
From: Frank Ollendorff, 8128 Cornell Court, U City, MO 63130
Agenda Item 6a: Future use and preservation of City Hall Annex

The City Council has been considering this subject in terms of Police Department location including Study Session
9/9/19, 6/22/20, and 7/13/20. Council plans to discuss and possibly decide on the future direction for this Civic Plaza
restoration project at a Study Session 9/15/20. If HPC wants to advise City Council now, prior to any Council decision-
making on the direction of this Civic Plaza project, I've been advised that you should request that City Council include
HPC in an advisory capacity. See attached memo from Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson giving his decision to
relocate the Police Department out of the Civic Plaza to Olive Blvd.

Thank you, Frank Ollendorff
314.791.6466 mobile
Jane.franko@charter.net



Plan for the future, not relive a past.

This council has been given a chance to do something different by showing vision and
forward-thinking. We’ve been given a chance to place this city’s government and police
department directly in the path of growth and development that will meet new
demands and challenges.

The Civic Plaza is evolving and changing.

= Lewis Place use to be Six Grade Center. Wash U is redeveloping that building into
residential and office space. It will never be a school again.

= Demolition of the Delmar Building will be replaced by a hotel and the renovated
Harvard building will house a conference center and business offices.

The only thing not evolving in the Civic Plaza is City Hall and the Annex. Putting the
police back into the Annex will set this city back for decades! This closes the door for
the city government and the police department to better address current issues and
their future potential, for decades. This will be similar to the “Famos Barr” decision,
now that was “infamous!”

Moving the police back into the annex is convenient, not forward-thinking, and is a
short-term fix with long term consequences. Progress is happening all around us. An
example is right in front of us, Coca’s new building is progressive, built for the future.
Let us continue in that vein.

City Hall is historic, however, it is not optimal as a functioning business office, and
unfortunately, we’re not giving this building the maintenance attention it deserves.
We're using it as a workplace but should be celebrating its history. Here’s the reality;

= Every department on the 3™ and 4""-floor departments of Public Works, Parks,
Recreation and Forestry, and Planning Development should be moved to the
Annex to better serve our citizens and municipal customers/developers/business
operators.

= City Council should be using the Trinity building for Council meetings and as a
Municipal Court.

= An additional use for the Trinity building should allow all of our Commissions to
meet in our Government Center (Trinity building) and not in the Community
Center and board room at Centennial Commons.



| know the next question is what happens with three empty floors in City Hall? One
possibility to that question is simple and previously stated. Convert the 3 and 4™ floors
into a “U City-centric” historical museum which it could be, making it another
“destination” drawing people to appreciate the history this building represents. The 5t
floor is special and should be appreciated for its view, allowing a minimum number of
visitors due to the same entrance and exit. One way in, one way out. This view of how
we should proceed not only keeps the door open for the future but adds to the
importance of the Delmar Loop.

Here is a chance to continue that evolution.

= University City Police Department is recognized as being one of the best in St.
Louis County.

= |t was strongly suggested that other police departments emulate their policy and
practices.

= A new police station should be a built-in appreciation for the job our police are
doing and not put them back in a building not suitable but also not attractive to
recruits.

If this council is serious about developing Olive, then that will put a bigger responsibility
on our police. The fact that there are no police departments other than the North
County Cooperative in Wellston, Vinita Park, and Hanley Hills, is currently a bigger role
for our police. What will it mean when St Louis County and St Louis City finally decide to
merge? What role would our police play? Remember we’re the big dog in this pond.
We want to be prepared and positioned to take a leadership role.

Directly around University City is Wash U, Clayton, Ladue, Olivette, Overland, Vinita
Park, Pagedale, and Wellston. If we stick our police back into the cave, we will never be
able to serve a larger consolidated role for the new county organization. Those ever-
expanding duties aren’t affected by the current economy or a shrinking population.
Also, what role will our police play with Wash U, supporting its campus police and their
expanding student population?

This issue requires strategic thinking. The University City Delmar Loop is not and should
not be the consideration for the police location. It’s Olive that should determine the
future location of the police station due to this city’s focus on its development.



Let’s build a state-of-the-art Police Station for a deserving department and a progressive
community. Plan for the future, not relive a past.

Bwayne Smotherson
3" Ward City Councilman

University City resident for more than 50 years



Clifford Cross

From: Jane & Frank Ollendorff <jane.franko@charter.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2020 1:43 PM

To: Clifford Cross

Subject: HPC Citizen Comment

Attachments: Index_U CITY CIVIC PLAZA MASTER PLAN_8-16-2020.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Cliff, I would like to submit this Citizen Comment for the HPC 8/20/2020 meeting.
To: HPC Members

From: Frank Ollendorff

8128 Cornell Court

U City, MO 63130

| would like to submit for your use the attached Index to the Civic Plaza Master Plan.

314.791.6466 mobile
Jane.franko@charter.net



MASTER PLAN: UNIVERSITY CITY CIVIC PLAZA HISTORIC DISTRICT- Index

Chapter | EXECUTIVE SUMMARY page 1-2
Chapter Il MODEL FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT GUIDING PRINCIPALS page 3-9

e HISTORIC PRESERVATION page 3

e STREETSCAPE page 3

e PARKING page 4

e BOUNDARIES page 5

e |LANDSCAPE page 6

e LIGHTING page 6

e MODELSITE PLAN page 7

e PARKING SITE PLAN page 8

e LANDSCAPING & LIGHTING SITE PLAN page 9
Chapter lll DEVELOPMENT RECOMMENDATIONS page 10-35

e PUBLIC PROJECTS (9 Projects) page 10-14

e |IMPLEMENTATION (Funding Sources) page 15-16

e DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES (4 Top Sites) page 16-17

e INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY GUIDELINES

o 10 Standards page 17-18
o 16 Individual Property Restoration Guidelines page 19-33
e DESIGN GUIDELINES page 34-35

o “The zoning affecting the District was reviewed and found to be
complete, giving the Historic Preservation Commission the authority to
review and approve developments within the District. It is intended that
this Master Plan will provide the Commission and developers the criteria
for review of proposals.” page 34

Frank Ollendorff 8/16/2020



UNIVERSITY CITY HISTORIC CIVIC PLAZA

Property Owner Architect
*CITY HALL University City Trivers
*ANNEX/POLICE AND FIRE University City Trivers
630 TRINITY/OLD LIBRARY University City Trivers
*STREETSCAPE, R-O-W University City
*LION GATES University City WUTA
D-H PLAYGROUND/TEMP POLICE University City Trivers

*LEWIS CENTER

Washington University

560 MUSIC CENTER/CASA

Washington University

CASTLEREAGH

Washington University

PARKING STRUCTURE

Washington University &
COCA

*CENTER OF CONTEMPORARY ARTS COCA

TRINITY DELMAR/GREEK ORTHODOX

UNIVERSITY UNITED METHODIST CHURCH | Church

U.S. POST OFFICE U.S. Postal Service
*CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY/6901 DELMAR | Church

HARVARD SCHOOL

TRISTAR/Rod

GARDEN BUILDING

Steve Stone

Frank Ollendorff 8/16/2020
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ity, Department of Planning and Development
m 6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 505-8500, Fax: (314) 862-3168

MINUTES
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING
Via Video Conference
6:30 pm; Thursday September 17, 2020

The Meeting was called to order at approximately 6:30 PM.

Roll Call

Present: Absent:
Donna Leach, Chair Donna Marin
Robert Klahr

Bill Chilton

Sandy Jacobson
Christine Mackey-Ross
William Andrews

Clifford Cross, Director of Planning and Development
John Mulligan, City Attorney
Council Liaison Klein

Esley Hamilton, Requested Presenter
Frank Ollendorff, Requested Presenter

1. Approval of Minutes

No Minutes were considered. Mr. Cross advised that future minutes will pertain to
actions and general discussions would be part of the audio files.

2. Public Comments

Public Comments Attached



3. Old Business

a. Mr. Ollendorff and Mr. Hamilton introduced continued discussion pertaining
to the University Civic Plaza District. The discussion was completed with
the directive that a schedule would be determined to move forward with a
plan update.

4. New Business

a. 524 Trinity Sign Permit request. Mr. Cross introduced the proposed sign
permit request associated with the Coca building at 524 Trinity. The
discussion pertained to Mr. Cross providing an update to the Commission
that staff was intending to issue a building permit but wanted to reach out
to the Commission and advise. Chairwoman Leach made a motion to
approve the signage as presented. Mrs. Mackey-Ross seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously.

5. Other Business

6. Council Liaison Report

Council Liaison Klein discussed and updated the Commission on the space needs
study. She further updated the Commission on the status of the TIF project at Olive
and 170. Discussion pertaining to the status of the Trolley was also discussed.
Further discussion pertained to how Washington University impacts the City
budget in terms of tax revenue that is lost due to the tax-exempt status of the
University.

7. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:01 PM.

Prepared by Clifford Cross



To: Historic Preservation Commission
From: Frank Ollendorff and Esley Hamilton
Subj: Civic Plaza Boundary

Date: 9/5/2020

First step in Update is to determine District boundary. The only change to date was addition of 630
Trinity (Old Library) by City Council on recommendation of the HPC in 2016.

Two changes are recommended at this time:

e Add one lot to COCA site: multifamily building purchased and cleared for Additions approved by
HPC as in conformance with Civic Plaza Master Plan Standards.

o Delete Delmar School lot since it will no longer meet Master Plan Standards for inclusion in
Historic District.

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



HPC Agenda September 17, 2020

MASTER PLAN UPDATE PROJECT — TASKS AND SCHEDULE:
Note: HPC members are encouraged to participate in any part of this project.

A. Transparency and Participation

Contact 9 owners of 14 properties (Wash U three, U City four) for update on changes since 1985,
current issues, and plans for the future by Cliff, Frank, Esley and HPC member(s):

v'"Wash U (3) Lawrence Group: Greg Trost

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

v/Steve Stone: 314.369.6503

v'COCA:

v'TriStar/Rod Thomas: 314.852.7000

v'Trinity Delmar: 6900 Delmar

v'University United Methodist Church:

v'Church of Scientology: Matt Hanner, Exec Director

v'Post Office:

Contact U. Heights | and neighbors to contribute to and critique Update by Cliff, Frank HPC
member(s).

Any others? Citizens and groups such as Historical Society, past HPC members? Difficult with COVID-
19, also time-consuming — but transparency is key in U. City, where each opinion is valued.

B. Specific Tasks

U City and HPC select architect consultant (if City Manager agrees to seek an appropriation) pre-
qualified by extensive Civic Plaza architectural experience by October 2.

Update to the 2020 INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY GUIDELINES (P. 19-33) Master Plan and Esley’s “The
University City Civic Plaza” (p. 7-37) with history, use, ownership and exterior changes since 1985 for
each of the 14 structures. Frank, Esley, Cliff by 9/30/2020 with assistance of interested HPC
members.

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

Update INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY RESTORATION GUIDELINES by consultant, HPC architect members,
Cliff, Esley, Frank, with input and review by owners and neighbors, by November 11 for HPC
November 19 Agenda.

Update Public Projects (Master Plan p. 3-13) by consultant, HPC architect members, and others: U
City in Bloom, Public Works, Parks and Forestry, Council and Staff liaison, Frank, Esley, by November
30 for HPC December 17 Agenda.

Public invited to comment at HPC meeting: October 15, November 19 and December 20.
Recommendations to City Council with Plan Commission review on December 17.

Frank Ollendorff



STUDY SESSION
VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE

Administrative Offices and Solid Waste

Space Needs Study
July 13, 2020 - 5:30 p.m.

AGENDA
Requested by the City Manager

. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
At the Study Session of the City Council of University City held via videoconference, on Monday, July 13,
2020, Mayor Terry Crow called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. |

In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present:

Councilmember Stacy Clay
Councilmember Aleta Klein
Councilmember Steven McMahon
Councilmember Jeffrey Hales

Councilmember Tim Cusick
Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson

Also. in attendance were City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan, Jr.; Director of
Public Works, Sinan Alpaslan; Amanda Truemper of Trivers, and Bob Schwartz of HOK.

. Space Needs Study — Concept Design Options — Administrative Offices and Solid Waste
Mr. Rose stated tonight's goal is to conclude the presentations related to the Space Needs Study.

Df?é&?&“ﬁf@lblic Works, Sinan Alpaslan stated Amanda Truemper will provide Council with an overview
of the Space Needs Study for the City's administrative offices and Solid Waste Department.

Ms. Truemper stated this has been a comprehensive study of approximately 110,000 square feet of
program space for the remaining City departments.

Options 1 and 2 are focused on testing for ideal workplace and department locations across all facilities,
as well as what the best distribution would be for moving as few departments as possible.

Option 1
» Test for ideal workplace and department locations across available facilities

Police + Municipal Court programs remain together in the Annex (per the previous study)
Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility

Revitalization of the historically significant building(s)

Option 2
e Test for ideal workplace and departmental distribution moving as few departments as possible

e« Separate Police + Municipal Court programs (per Ferguson Commission Report
recommendation) ﬁ
Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility
Revitalization of the historically significant building(s)

H'\.
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Available Buildings Total = 110,510 Square Feet
Available building square footage includes City Hall and Heman Park.
e Existing departments total approximately 90,000 square feet, where about 10 percent growth is
anticipated.
e Approximately 45,000 square feet encompasses Police and Courts.

University City Department Adjacencies
This scheme looks at all of the departments in an attempt to make each facility more accessible to public
interaction.

Departments with low public interaction vs. high external-facing departments like:
Council chambers

Planning & Development - 4th floor

Finance & Collections - 1st floor

Public Works

Parks, Recreation & Forestry

Pubifc/High Externai
frterochion

F-o .;:_-.:-.;;.p‘; - Municipal

City ~t . o q:mi;: Eoonamic
QI AL s

Manager | 7 e ¥ Development

|

|

e —————— N BB RCN

i e ey '
! T Humon Resources
RIS

Imternoi/Low Foce to Face
Fisblic intargctiom

Summary - City Hall Campus
Option 1 provides for the ideal placement of departments.

The Trinity Building with only two-stories is a great location for high external-facing departments
because it would be easier to make accessibility upgrades here vs. City Hall.

Option 2 provides fewer changes with all departments remaining in City Hall.

Accessibility upgrades are limited due to the vertical dynamic within City Hall. Therefore, all
departments will remain, with the addition of a consolidated one-stop-shop on the ground floor where the
public can access all external-facing departments.

e Moving the Courts out of the Annex allows room to consolidate these departments on the ground
floor with a New City Hall entrance.

Summary - Heman Park
Trivers determined there was no need for an abundance of additional space to house departments and

make improvements to the facility. E.2.2



This scheme looks at accessibility upgrades, building improvements, maintenance, the consolidation of
offices into shared zones to create more efficiency, better places for collaboration, and meeting spaces.
e Removing the Courts allows Heman Park to be used purely for community functions and
additional programming.

Option 1 Overview (looks at both campuses)
Option 1 - City Hall Campus - Level 00

Currently, Level 00 contains a lot of storage space which has been resized to provide storage for various
departments, as well as a server room for IT that can support the entire campus, the Annex, and the
Trinity Building.

The Trinity Building provides a great opportunity to create a lobby, an elevator, and easily
accessible programs on the first and second floors.

e In this scheme, the Finance Department has been moved to the first floor and the Planning &
Development Department has been moved to the second floor, along with reading and

conference rooms.

Option 1 - City Hall Campus - Level 01
Once the Finance Department has been relocated the Mail/Print Room will be moved to Level 01. This

level also includes a staff break room, a ground floor conference room; (City Management Conference
Room), that can be shared with all departments, and a legal suite for the City Attorney and Prosecutor.

Option 1 - City Hall Campus - Level 02

The only change on this floor is an expansion of the restroom footprint which is accomplished by
reducing the size of the conference room.

Option 1 - City Hall Campus - Levels 03-05

This scheme depicts the current floor plan. The shaded areas represent sections where reconfiguration
will take place to create growth options for Public Works, Parks & Recreation, and IT, along with a
shared reception area.

e The 4th floor will be reconfigured to allow for shared conference rooms or additional public
meeting/overflow spaces for Council's Chambers.
e Council's Chambers will be configured to allow for a secure entrance on the 5th floor.

Option 1 - Heman Park
Updates are proposed for restrooms and a new central entrance that is more accessible to the parking

lot.
e The update for Centennial Commons includes relocating the custodial office for Parks &
Recreation to create a shared office space that can be utilized by the Director and his team.

Option 1 - Public Works Yard
Trivers determined that the main thing lacking in this yard was a meeting space where employees could

discuss the day's activities. Consolidation of the Central Garage could provide this needed meeting
space, as well as an additional break room.

o Updates are proposed for all existing break areas.
o Currently, the Transfer Station has a remote office that could be moved to create a shared Public
Works area.

e There is also some potential for additional space to allow for a dedicated overhead door to
separate salt storage from the sign shop; two conflicting activities. And based on the City's
desire, a separate outbuilding could be constructed to house the salt operation.

E-2-3



Option 2 - Overview
The accessibility needs remain the same across all options, resulting in expanded and upgraded

restrooms in City Hall and Heman Park.

Option 2 - City Hall Campus - Level 00
The new main lobby area with a security checkpoint, a one-stop-shop for interaction with representatives
from high public-facing departments, shared break rooms, and meeting spaces are proposed for the one-

story connector building between City Hall and the Annex.

Option 2 - City Hall Campus - Level 01
e Sections of the Finance Department will be consolidated.

e City Council Chambers is relocated from the 5th floor to the Trinity Reading Room.

e An abundance of footage and several anterooms in the Trinity Building allows this space to be
shared with the Courts, Heman Park community meetings, and the upgrade of restrooms to meet
ADA accessibility standards.

Option 2 - City Hall Campus - Level 02
Minimal upgrades and cosmetic improvements.

e The executive conference room is vacated to expand and upgrade restrooms.

Option 2 - City Hall Campus - Levels 03-05
e Configuration changes that add efficiencies for Public Works, Parks & Recreation, and IT

departments.

e Density configurations to the 4th fioor to accommodate the Planning & Development Department
with a plan room to manage multiple phases of a construction project. (No need to move this
department to the Trinity Building as depicted in Option 1.)

e The 5th floor can be used as an event or open space that showcases the historic beauty of this
building.

Option 2 - Heman Park
Minimal upgrades and cosmetic improvements.

e Plumbing upgrades for better accessibility to showers.

e Although it is not depicted in this scheme, Trivers recommends creating a new entrance for this
facility.

e Question: Should the Municipal Courts remain at Heman Park?

Option 2 - Public Works Yard
Minimal upgrades and cosmetic changes.

Councilmember Clay stated he was intrigued by the idea of utilizing the 5th floor as a venue to hold

events and questioned whether the City already had the capability to execute this concept? Mr. Rose
stated although the 5th floor is not currently designed to encompass a broad range of events, staff would

certainly like to pursue this idea. And this study intends to structure the floor in a way that would be more
conducive to making that happen. Councilmember Clay stated the 5th floor really is a beautiful space
and he would like staff and Council to pursue this idea. He stated the creative thinking associated with
that idea is applicable throughout these discussions about space. So there might be ways to leverage

other parts of the building for that same purpose because the opportunity to generate revenue is one he
thinks should be looked at seriously.

Councilmember Smotherson stated today, many of the City's Boards and Commissions meet in the
Community Center, but no mention has been made about incorporating them into any of these facilities.
He stated his belief is that they are an extension of the work many of these departments perform and
therefore should be a part of this plan.

E 24




U City lost Aging Ahead because of the inconveniences created by the meetings and events being held
at the Center and their relocation would allow the Community Center to expand its programming. Mr.
Rose stated while a specific area to conduct Board and Commission meetings was not identified, both of
the designs being proposed offer additional office space that can be utilized for these meetings. And
since some of these committees meet on the same night, Trinity has also been identified as a facility with
the capacity to conduct multiple events. However, the focus of this study was simply on how to expand
office space.

Councilmember Hales stated his experience with the Traffic and Urban Forestry Commissions is that it is
exceedingly rare to have a group of more than twenty people. So looking at these plans there appears
to be ample meeting and conference rooms that can serve the City's Boards and Commissions.

Councilmember Hales stated he has always thought the 5th floor was a stunning area that
could be re-imagined into a venue that a lot of people would use to hold special events. And even
though he may be putting the horse before the cart, he is curious to know whether staff has given any
consideration to the type of amenities needed to make this area more conducive to this concept, and
what the revenue potential for a space that size would be? Mr. Rose stated he would have to provide
Council with information about potential revenues at a later date since staff has not made any projections
at this point. But the type of improvements will be premised on the kinds of events the City decides it

would like to be in the market of promoting.

Mayor Crow stated although there is no plumbing on the 5th floor, and the elevator is less than desirable,
his assumption is that these upgrades have been included in the plans? Mr. Rose stated while there is
an elevator being proposed for Trinity, he is not sure if there are any changes of that nature being
proposed for the 5th floor.

Ms. Truemper stated since the historic core of this building makes it somewhat prohibitive to enlarge
elevators; their proposal includes making upgrades inside the existing shaft.

Mayor Crow stated every person who has ever used this elevator has had their moment of trepidation.
So, upgrades would have to be made before any consideration can be given to any substantial use by
the public.

Mr. Rose stated this certainly presents the City with an opportunity to make some improvements to
ensure that no one is crossing their fingers when they step inside.

Mr. Rose stated in an effort to move this item forward, he intends to present Council with a proposed
layout based on the following guiding principles that:

e Limits the movement of each department;

e Advances towards a one-stop-shop for public-facing departments;

e Reduces costs;

» Ensures the City's compliance with ADA guidelines, ana

e Enhances the efficiency of all operations

Mr. Rose stated if Council is generally in agreement with these principles and layout, the next phase will
be to present Council with steps outlining how the plan will be phased into existence.

| Councilmember Smotherson asked if the outline would be presented to Council in a Study Session or as
" an Agenda ltem? Mr. Rose stated based on the understanding that the Mayor and Council will make the
final decisions concerning every phase of this project or even whether new construction is needed, he
thinks it would be better to present his outline during a Study Session. Councilmember Smotherson
stated he would like the opportunity to discuss other options because he does not think the Police belong
in the Annex or Civic Plaza. Therefore, would he would like to suggest that the meeting commence at
five o'clock to provide ample time for discussion?

Mr. Rose stated while he certainly has no problem with Councilmember Smotherson's request, his
~ proposals will be consistent with the findings rendered by Trivers and will not include new construckony _ 5




Councilmember Clay stated at one point Councll received some information on costs associated with the

construction of a new station. So perhaps, that work could be resurrected and presented at the session
as well? Because his concern is that there will be lots of information on one set of options and nothing

on the other.

Mr Rose stated while he can certainly pull that study, he would remind Council that the premise of that
study was that the Annex had a number of structural issues that prevented the Police from being housed

there.

Councilmember Clay stated he thought the initial study was conducted prior to his appointment, and that
Trivers had been asked to do some work on this topic that provided the City with a cost estimate; albeit

not an in-depth proposal.

Mr. Rose stated Trivers was asked to revisit the initial study, wherein they rendered a different option
than the original firm. But he does not recall them providing a cost analysis for new construction.
Nevertheless. he will provide Council with all of the documentation they have to date.

Mayor Crow stated Councilmember Clay brought up a valid point that seems to parallel with
Councilmember Smotherson's request. So he agrees that additional time should be allocated to allow for

a broad-ranging discussion.
Mayor Crow stated he failed to ask if there were any changes to tonight's City Council Agenda

and would do so at this time.

. ADJOURNMENT
Hearing no amendments, Mayor Crow thanked Bob and Amanda for tonight's presentation and adjourned
the Study Session at 6:14 p.m.

| aRetie Reese
City Clerk
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STUDY SESSION
OF THE UNIVERSITY CITY COUNCIL
5th Floor of City Hall
6801 Delmar
September 9, 2019

AGENDA
Requested by the City Manager

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
The City Council Study Session was held in Council Chambers on the fifth floor of City

Hall, on Monday, September 9, 2019. Mayor Terry Crow called the Study Session to
order at 5:30 p.m.

In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present:

Councilmember Steven McMahon
Councilmember Paulette Carr
Councilmember Jeffrey Hales
Councilmember Tim Cusick
Councilmember Stacy Clay
Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson

Also, in attendance was City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan

Jr.; Principal for Trivers Architecture, Amy Gilbertson; Senior Justice Planner for HOK,

Bob Schwartz, and Vice President, Compliance Services for Environmental Operations,
Inc., Bill Witts

2. POLICE ANNEX PRESENTATION
Facility Assessment & feasibility Study

Mr. Rose stated tonight Council will hear a presentation on the findings from the Police

Annex Study conducted by Trivers Architecture. Ms. Amy Gilbertson is the lead person
on this project and she will start by introducing the other members of her team.

Ms. Gilbertson stated Trivers has been working with U City over the last several months
studying the Annex by looking at it from a historic rehabilitation standpoint, a reuse
standpoint, and its posture within the City. The other members of her team are Bob
Schwartz from HOK, who is the justice consultant on the project with expertise in police
programming; the department they decided to study in terms of a fit study for the Annex
Building, and Bill Witts, who worked on the environmental hazardous materials side of
the study. Ms. Gilbertson stated since tonight's presentation will only provide a high-

level summary of their findings she would invite Council to ask specific questions about
any of the undisclosed details.
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City Hall Annex History

-

Trivers

City Hall Annex History

e (Conservatory - Built as the press annex to City Hall

e Redesign - Compatible with City Hall;, 13 bays; two floors

e 1930/1940 - Police and Fire Departments move into building
@

City Hall Plaza History District - one of four contributing businesses to this District;
(as a result of a fire there are now only 5 bays.)
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Project Goals

o Complete facility assessment and feasibility study to determine City Hall Annex
building’s usability for proposed program.

o |dentify and outline recommendations for upgrades, modifications, and renovations
to better serve the building’s proposed functions

o Test fit possible programmatic solutions for the Police Department within and/or in
addition to the City Hall Annex

e Determine how much of the police program can be housed within the Annex itself
and to identify a program that could be housed elsewhere (if applicable).
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Project Team

Project Team
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Operations, Inc.
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Mechanical, Elactrical, + Plumbing Sructural Erviranmental

Environmental Analysis

Mr. Witts stated in order to determine what things; i.e., bulbs and ballasts, would have to
be removed and disposed of prior to renovation, Environmental Operations performed
an asbestos and miscellaneous materials inspection of the building. PSI performed a
mold study several years ago, and this is a summary of both studies.

There was approximately:
e 10,000 square feet of floor tile and adhesives that contained asbestos, and

e 28,000 square feet of drywall and joint compound that contained asbestos

If any of this material is going to be disturbed during renovation it will have to be
managed as asbestos-containing material, which means utilizing asbestos certified
workers, air monitoring, containment of the areas being worked in, and removal prior to

demolition and construction.

(Council's packet contains floor plans that illustrate the locations of where the asbestos-
containing materials, water damage, and mold were observed.)

Asbestos & Lead

e 21 out of 65 samples tested positive for asbestos

e 47 out of 565 painted and glazed ceramic surfaces are lead-based by EPA
standards

e 19 categories, totaling 1,382 items, were identified as regulated waste materials
in the building

e (Cost of abatement included in Cost Estimate

Fungal

e Fungal Evaluation completed by PSI in April 2016, identified locations and
possible sources of airborne fungal amplification (visible mold, water staining,
water damage, and efflorescence)

» Recommended exterior of building be evaluated and repaired before interior

remediation activities are implemented
» Recommended completing fungal remediation at the same time as planned

asbestos and lead abatement
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» Recommended testing to make sure there are no mold spores in the air, and
that all of the leaking windows, ceilings, and doorways are repaired

Program Evaluation - Phase |
Ms. Gilbertson stated they also toured the modular police facility. Pictures in the left

column and the bottom row depict the existing Annex, and the upper four pictures depict
the modular facility that the police are currently operating out of.

Program Evaluation e

gy . T

Trivers

Program Consensus
Mr. Schwartz stated he worked with the Department of Public Works and the Police

Department to develop their programmatic needs, utilizing nine standards.

e The Annex Building will meet operating standards and guidelines as described
by:

Missouri Police Chiefs State, Certification Standards

International Association of Chiefs of Police, Police Facility Planning

Guidelines.
International Association for Property and Evidence, Inc., Professional

Standards

American Correctional Association, Adult Local Detention Facility Standards
CPTED — Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Principles
Americans with Disabilities Act

Prisoner Rape Elimination Act

International Building Code

NFPA 101

Y VYV
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VVYVVVVYVY

Page 4 of 12



Program Evaluation

PUBLIC SUPPORT

EUREAU OF SERVICES

MUMICIPAL COLURT

= U ke e o

Trivers

Program Evaluation - Phase |l

The open boxes on top of each category represent the square footage available today
and the solid color represents the need. The total reflects that there is a need for an
additional 11,000 square feet.

The existing facility is approximately 25,500 square feet. Although it was constructed
expeditiously, it was purposed specifically for the Police Department and has been
servicing their needs. However, the proportion of space is not adequate for staff, i.e.,
Field Operations, the Bureau of Services, and the Bureau of Investigation.

Ms. Gilbertson stated the graph also indicates the areas where there is a need for
growth and the areas where there is more space than necessary for that specific
component of the program.

The evaluation also included an analysis of how this facility interfaces with the Municipal
Court and lobby. Bringing the courts back into the building versus utilizing the Rec.
Center would lead to a much more efficient operation.

Available Program Area
Existing Modular Building

» No Municipal Court Functions
» 29,700 Square Feet

Proposed Annex Building

> Includes Municipal Court Functions
» 37,434 Square Feet

Satellite Substation
» 9,886 Square Feet

Feasibility Analysis
(Tofals include abatement. The conceptual design estimates also include hefty
contingencies based on indefinites.)
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1. Renovate Annex Building + Renovate Substation

Renovate Annex Building $12,949,995 $345.94/SF
Renovate Substation

(Location to be determined) $ 1,677,093 $284.93/SF
Option 1 Total: $14,627,088

2. Renovate Annex Building + Build New Substation

Renovate Annex Building $12,949,995 $345.94/SF
Build New Substation

(Location to be determined) $ 2,923,569 $496.70/SF
Option 2 Total: $15,873,564

3. Build All New Building

Building New Police Department Building  $18,593,467.80 $496.70/SF
No Substation $0 $0/SF
Option 3 Total: $18,593,467.80

Design Team Recommendations
e Renovate Annex Building + Renovate Substation if additional space is needed

» Primary police function remains in the same location
> Revitalization of historically significant and under-utilized building
> Most cost-effective solution
Councilmember Clay asked if the scope of this study was to look at the use of this

building for police purposes only? Ms. Gilbertson stated that is correct, however, it
could be used for other purposes. The police can probably speak to dollars per square
foot for their use, which has a higher level of requirements in terms of construction. So
a different use would likely have a lower cost.

Councilmember Clay stated since his opinion has always been that Council will be
undertaking a generational decision with this project, one thing he would suggest is that
it be viewed in the context of the Space Needs Assessment that is currently taking
place. This is a building that certainly needs a use, but whether or not a police facility is
the best use can only be determined in the context of looking at all of the City's facilities.

The second thing he would offer to his colleagues and the City Manager is that
whenever he has looked at similarly situated cities or school districts the buzz word
seems to be consolidation as opposed to expansion; taking two, three or even more
facilities and trying to consolidate them into one or two. Today, we find ourselves in an
inner ring suburban area with a declining population and given where we are it seems
as though this should be an expansion, rather than running counter to the trends. What
other organizations have recognized is that while one building may be significantly
smaller than another building, combined they represent two HVAC systems; two parking
lots, and two of everything that needs maintenance and attention. So to maintain two
facilities he would want to understand; to the degree possible, what that maintenance is
going to look like. Because in his opinion, this is something that has to go into Council's
decision-making process as they analyze this study and any other possibilities.
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Ms. Gilbertson asked Councilmember Clay if his reference to two facilities included the
modular facility because it would go away? Councilmember Clay stated he was not,
although since that facility is here, we have to acknowledge its existence. Ms.

Gilbertson stated that was an issue that had not been completely decided.

Councilmember Carr questioned whether it was a correct assumption based on the
Program Evaluation that the needs of the City's Police Department have increased? Mr.
Rose stated based on the information presented to Trivers by the police it appears to be
expanding. However, he is not convinced, nor has he studied whether such an
expansion is needed at this point in time. The main focus of this analysis was to
determine whether any operations could be housed out of the Annex, with a specific
emphasis on the police since it might require a higher level of renovation. But the
second step related to this process is the Space Needs Analysis, and as a part of that
study, his intent is to drill down on the needs of the police, as well as the entire
organization.

Councilmember Carr stated if you accept the analysis outlined under the Program
Evaluation, in terms of operations, it looks like the police will require some expansion
and modernization. So in spite of the fact that the School District may be losing
students, she has not seen a decrease in crime and therefore believes that the City's
first line of defense should have an adequate facility.

When looking at the needs analysis she thinks consideration should be given to the
fact that each of those relative departments may now have a different function than they
had previously. Not because the City's population has dropped from 65,000 to 35,000
over the past fifty years, but because we are expecting more from these departments,
requiring them to provide functions that may not have been necessary in the '60s and
"70s. So on one hand, she would concur with Councilmember Clay's suggestion to see
what the maintenance is going to look like before making a decision. But on the other
hand, the City is working with a team of experts in this field, so it would be reasonable to
believe that the police operations are pretty accurately reflected. She stated while there
could be some consolidation once the conditions have been truly justified, at this point,
she is not sure that they have been.

Mr. Rose stated one thing he would ask everyone to keep in mind is the Ferguson
Report. Even though the most efficient and effective structure might be a consolidation
of the police and courts, from a practical standpoint that might not be the best alignment.
There is strong interest at the State level to ensure that the relationship between the
courts and police are kept separate whenever possible. These are some of the things
that staff will have to consider as a part of the Space Needs Analysis that might dictate
the location of these two operations.

Mayor Crow asked Ms. Gilbertson if she could provide him with the contingency
percentage that has been filtered into the conceptual design estimates? Ms. Gilbertson

stated her belief is that it is 20 percent, but she can email Mr. Rose with the actual
number.

Mayor Crow stated he has always viewed City Hall as being both historic and
significantly important and the Annex as historic, but not significant. Can you tell me

what factors you relied on to reach the conclusion that the Annex falls in both of these
categories?



Ms. Gilbertson stated since the Annex functioned as a support building to City Hall the
historic significance has been attached to both buildings: especially in terms of their
architecture, which for the most part is still intact on the exterior of the Annex. City Hall
Plaza has four contributing buildings, City Hall is certainly one, and the Annex is
another. so taken together, they create the Historic District. The Annex is also listed as
a nominee on the National Register of Historic Places.

Mayor Crow stated he is also not convinced that the desired space indicated by the
Police Department accurately represents the space needed. And one of the
independent conversations he's had with mayors in some of U City's neighboring
communities is the idea of collaborations versus expansions. So while he certainly
understands that the initial concept may be challenging, it is something he would like
Council to talk about.

He stated when Council went through this process some years ago the study
generated at that time is virtually a total flip from your numbers. So what I'm trying to
understand is why there is such a stark difference between the two studies as it relates
to the cost to renovate: which the previous study listed as being much higher than a new
build, and your analysis, which states that the cost per square foot is significantly less to
rehab even with the inclusion of asbestos and mold remediation.

Ms. Gilbertson stated while she cannot speak to the first study, she can say that Trivers
has put together the most qualified group of experts as possible. Their Estimator,
Andrew Trivers, has completed over 100 historic buildings. It's what she does and it
represents about half of what the firm has done over the last forty years. HOK certainly
has the expertise to assist our firm with understanding the specific needs of police
departments, and as Bob said, they used all of the criteria required to meet the current
standards. Their team also included an environmental engineer because they knew that
was another important aspect, and each one of these experts worked with Trivers
throughout the entire study.

Mayor Crow stated he is not questioning the renovation numbers, but would like to
know if the new build numbers include land acquisition costs and other related factors.
Because historically when the City has built something it has not been built on land that
i< either owned or donated to the City. Ms. Gilbertson stated it has been a couple of
months since they completed the cost estimates, so she would have to review the
numbers in more detail to determine whether the land acquisition was included.

Mayor Crow stated while he is more likely to lean towards rehabbing the Annex, he
would like to make sure Trivers has had an opportunity to review the first study and
provide Council with any feedback that they can on the differences.

Councilmember Hales stated another key element in the previous study was the
suggestion to take down and rebuild all of the exterior walls, which is something this
analysis, does not seem to be recommending. But based on his recollection, Trivers’
new build cost is fairly close to the previous study.

Ms. Gilbertson stated since that previous study was prepared the envelope of the Annex
has been restored and the windows replaced. So their renovation costs only include
roofing and some minor work on the envelope.

Councilmember Carr stated other costs in the previous study were related to the need to
seismically reinforce the building and add an extension.




However, Trivers' analysis indicates while there are other things that could be done,
they would equate to additional costs. So in a sense, this seems like a comparison of
apples to oranges, rather than apples to apples.

Mr. Schwartz stated he and the Chief of Police started out with much larger numbers,
however, they worked extensively to reduce the programs to a number they believed
was manageable.

Councilmember Smotherson stated he is somewhat torn about his feelings towards this
analysis because his hope was that Council would not give any consideration to putting
the police back in the Annex. And something that plays a major part in that division IS
Councilmember Clay's statement about the importance of this plan being viewed as a
generational decision. Why would you put, what he believes, is the best police force in
St. Louis County, in a location that does not provide them with the opportunity to grow,
or somewhere they could be proud of? When you think about the Chief's first
presentation which depicted the construction of a new state-of-the-art police station, to
some degree, this study would be an insult. So why should we take a step backward
and allow a future Council to make a decision that ultimately, will have to be made?

Councilmember Smotherson stated another thing he is curious about is why the
standards of U City's police force were not included in the Program Consensus with the
other nine agencies? What is the Union's perception of this plan? That's something he
would like to hear from them. And why was their department the only one considered in
this analysis?

Mr. Rose stated initially, staff was aware that some operation would likely go into the
Annex; and today, they are still uncertain as to what operation that will be. But what

they did understand is that if Council decided to keep the police in the Annex, the
relocation of that department would represent the highest cost they were going to
experience. At this point, no recommendations have been made or will be made about
what operation should be located in this space until after the Space Needs Assessment
has been completed; which is the next step. Mr. Rose stated as a part of that study
related to relocation, he will be looking at three guiding principles:
1. To ensure that the operations can effectively and efficiently provide services to
our residents;

2. To ensure that City employees are in a safe and comfortable environment, and,
3. To ensure that the cost to taxpayers is minimized.

Councilmember Cusick asked what the Space Needs Analysis would encompass, and if
there was a timeline for its completion? Mr. Rose stated Council and staff will come
together as a team to identify all of the open spaces and talk with staff to determine
whether their operations could be more efficient if they were structured differently. So if
he gets a consensus from Council today to move forward with this study, the next step

will be to determine if an RFP is needed. If the answer is yes, staff will attempt to have

it issued within the next 30 days. However, based on the level of knowledge Trivers
already has about the City's existing operations, he is doubtful that another company

could reasonably compete. But that's another internal discuss that will need to take
place.
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That said, Mr. Rose stated he will be able to respond to the question about a timeline for
this Study after determinations have been made regarding the RFP, the scope of work
has been established, and he has received some initial feedback from the contractor
selected to perform the study.

Councilmember Cusick questioned whether the study would take a new facility for the
police into consideration? Mr. Rose stated the study will consider existing and new
spaces if they are deemed to be necessary. However, a big part of minimizing costs will
be to make a concerted effort to fit all of the City's departments into the spaces that
currently exist. If that cannot be achieved, then subsequent discussions will take place
to determine what is needed; no matter what operation it may impact.

Councilmember Cusick stated in his opinion, this is more than just a brick and
mortar issue, there are a lot of psychological issues that also need to be considered.
Will relocating this department to the Annex provide these vital employees with the type
of environment and state-of-the-art facility that makes them proud to get up and come to
work every day? What kind of subjective message will we be sending to our residents
and the Police Department about the value of their safety and significance to this City?
s relocating this department to the Annex the kind of emblem of protection this Council
and their constituents really want to project? Councilmember Cusick stated he is in total
agreement with Councilmember Smotherson; it's time for U City to move forward.

Mr. Rose stated in his opinion, he does not believe that placing the police in a state-of-
the-art facility and the renovation of the Annex are mutually exclusive. Oftentimes it's
difficult for people to imagine exactly what a finished project will look like, and that's why
the City has employed experts to assist them with how to make it work. He stated the
City of Clayton took one of their old buildings and renovated it for their Police
Department. Looking at it now, you probably could not imagine the transformation from
its original state to how it appears today. He stated at this point, the process is to bring
all of this information forward to provide Council with options when tasked with making
decisions about how they want to see their departments structured and where they
should be located. So while he is certainly not saying that U City should employ the
same strategy as Clayton, the costs associated with making these determinations will
play a major role.

Ms. Gilbertson stated although she understands that Trivers is only the architect for this
study, they have completed renovations for Federal buildings, courthouses, police
stations, and numerous workplaces. And on all of these projects, a goal they've been
able to achieve is to make sure everyone is excited about the final outcome. They really

don't build them like they used to. And renovating the Annex is a far more sustainable
solution than building something new because oftentimes, the savings will allow you fo
add more bells and whistles.

Councilmember Clay asked when work on the Comprehensive Plan was scheduled to
begin? Mr. Rose stated as a part of the FY20 Work Plan, staff will be issuing an RFP
for a consultant to assist with the plan on the thirteenth of this month.

Councilmember Clay stated this Council finds itself at a pivotal point in time, where they

are going through comprehensive planning and laying out what this community will look
like for the next twenty some odd years.
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And he thinks this conversation has to be a part of that. Certainly, Council wants what
the community desires as it relates to public safety to align with the type of facility the
police would like to inhabit. So is there any contemplated intersection between the
Space Needs Assessment and the Comprehensive Plan that might help to enact that
vision? Mr. Rose stated often the driving force behind a police facility is how effective
and efficient it will be with reducing crime. And sometimes that is very different than
simply saying a facility will look nice at one location versus another. Therefore, he had

not given any consideration to integrating the Space Needs Assessment with the
Comprehensive Plan. He stated what he has considered is that any recommendation

he provides to this Council will have to be largely centered on how U City can ensure
that its approach to policing is effective, and how its buildings should be integrated into
that approach.

Councilmember Clay stated he sees the two being aligned because, in his mind, this is
about more than just leasing for space needs. If we are laying out a vision for what our
community will be, clearly public safety is among the key elements. Now, while our
citizenry may not have deep justice construction experience, they do possess a vision
for what policing should look like; which we know from a community-oriented policing
perspective is a part of what they do. So, to the degree that we can incorporate
elements of that into our Space Needs Assessment might be beneficial. After all, every
element of this plaza impacts our citizens; it functions for them. They are the ones who
interact with this space, so he thinks their voice has to be a part of the considerations
when you think about space and what our facilities should look like.

Mr. Rose stated while Council may decide that the inclusion of community meetings to

vet the information provided to them from the Space Needs Assessment is an important
component, it will not be the initial phase.

Councilmember Carr stated Space Needs Assessments are primarily established to
evaluate the needs of employees, programs, and services, in order to meet current and
future space requirements that encourage productivity. So while the people who live
here may walk into the lobby of City Hall with the desire to have cheerful interactions
with well-organized employees, for the most part, residents are not, the focus of this
study.

While | certainly think we should support the police, as many of you may know, she
and Councilmember Smotherson are on the opposite sides of this issue.
Councilmember Carr stated she worked very hard to make sure the Annex was
protected from outside sales without the say-so of the people. And she believes it would
not be moving backward to consider its renovation. As Mr. Rose pointed out, the
Clayton facility; which is probably one of the most state-of-the-art facilities in St. Louis
County, was rehabbed from a building built back in the'70s. So by no means does she
think it would be disrespectful to house our police in a clean, safe, state-of-the-art,
rehabbed facility, as long as their salaries are commensurate with the market and the
City is providing them with adequate training. At the end of the day, the decision resides
with Council: after consultation with staff and our citizens. And while she would agree
that the Space Needs Study is mandatory to that decision-making process, she does not

think this is the type of issue where they need to hold open public meetings for two
years before reaching a resolution.
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Councilmember Carr stated she's glad that the City has moved away from the plan
to warehouse its Police Department at the Annex while attempting to build something
new. And she's glad they are pursuing this kind of systematic approach to determine
exactly what is needed because she believes in sustainability. But continuing to carry
empty buildings that are sick; as this one is, is a very bad decision.

Councilmember Smotherson stated he appreciates the historic significance of the Annex
and would like to see it remain in U City. But the way he sees it, City Hall and the
Annex represent the City's government center and therefore it should be used as such.
He stated can recall some of the incidents that police were involved in out on the
parking lot which oftentimes resulted in an unsafe environment for the employees that
worked here, as well as the general public. So in his opinion, relocating the police back
to this building would not be in their best interest.

Councilmember Smotherson stated based on his understanding, the building

renovated for Clayton's Police Department was a much larger building than the one they
were previously housed in. And their new location, which sits on Brentwood Blvd. does
not impact their City Hall located on Big Bend Bivd.

He stated he simply does not see anything to be proud about or forward-thinking by
relocating the police to the Annex; especially when he thinks about the psychological
impact it could have on the members of that department.

Mayor Crow stated his interpretation of the proposal is that the rehabbed facility would

have an open architecture allowing for the design of spaces that are appropriate for
current policing techniques.

Ms. Gilbertson stated this proposal was merely a conceptual block plan to do a test fi,
but the actual project will consist of a complete gut rehab designed specifically to meet
the needs of the Police Department.

Mayor Crow asked if the proposal included conversations with members of City's staff or
if it was basically prepared externally? Ms. Gilbertson stated her understanding is that
the Police Department and Public Works were involved in the programming sessions.

Mr. Rose concurred that input was provided by both members of the police and public

works departments, however, based on the likelihood that Council would agree to move
forward with the Space Needs Assessment emphasis was placed on whether the City
could operate out of this facility, rather than where people should be located.

. ADJOURNMENT
Mayor Crow thanked Amy and her team for their presentation and adjourned the
meeting at 6:27 p.m.

LaRette Reese
City Clerk
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STUDY SESSION
VIA VIDEOCONFERENCE
Space Needs Study — Public Safety
June 22, 2020
5:30 p.m.

AGENDA
Requested by the City Manager

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
At the Study Session of the City Council of University City held via videoconference, on Monday,
June 22, 2020, Mayor Terry Crow called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

In addition to the Mayor, the following members of Council were present:

Councilmember Stacy Clay
Councilmember Steven McMahon
Councilmember Jeffrey Hales
Councilmember Tim Cusick
Councilmember Bwayne Smotherson

Also, in attendance were City Manager, Gregory Rose; City Attorney, John F. Mulligan, Jr.; Director
of Public Works, Sinan Alpaslan; Chief of Police, Larry Hampton; Court Administrator, Kathy
Matthews; Amanda Truemper of Trivers, and Bob Schwartz of HOK.

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

3. SPACE NEEDS STUDY: CONCEPT DESIGN OPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SAFETY

Mr. Rose stated the purpose of tonight's presentation is to provide Council with an opportunity to
solicit answers to any questions related to the Space Needs Study Options for the Police Department,
Municipal Court, and City Prosecutor's Office. While this study demonstrates that the needs of all
three units can be satisfied through the use of existing facilities, Council is not being asked to make a
commitment or any decisions on whether these needs should be addressed by utilizing the City's
existing facilities or the implementation of new construction. Tonight's presentation is simply an
assessment of what the space needs are for each unit.

Amanda Truemper of Trivers stated while her understanding is that there will be a follow-up session to
look at the balance of the City's facilities, this portion of the study is focused on the Police and
Municipal Court. Ms. Truemper stated tonight's presentation will be led by Bob Schwartz, the Senior
Justice Planner for HOK.

Mr. Schwartz stated HOK has been working with Trivers on this study as well as the assessment
leading up to this study. He stated there are two Concept Options which have been reviewed to make
sure everything related to the Police and Courts has been covered.

Concept Options:

Option 1
Houses both entities in the Annex

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

study)
e Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility
o Reuvitalization of historically significant building(s) E-1-1
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Option 2
Houses the Police in the Annex and the Municipal Court in the Trinity Building
e Test for the ideal workplace and departmental distribution moving as few departments as
possible
o Separate Police + Municipal Court programs (per Ferguson Commission Report
recommendation)
Recommend areas for improvements/upgrades including for accessibility
¢ Reuvitalization of historically significant building(s)

Available Building Total = 110,510 sf

e The Annex has approximately 38,000 sf

e The Trinity Building has 8,500 sf plus 1,500 sf in stacks; (metal structures built into the building
to hold books). This creates a much lower floor to ceiling height. The total program
requirement for both the Police and Court is over 40,000 sf, which includes space for a
courtroom.

Today, the Courts utilize the Community Center on an as-needed basis, which has been proven to
have a low-efficiency level related to the number of employees needed to set up and take down the
equipment associated with conducting these sessions.

University City - Department Adjacencies
* Both the Police and Courts have a high adjacency level with other departments and a high level of
public interaction.

Summary

The Diagram for Option 1 is stacked by levels. The basement of the Annex and Trinity Building is
depicted at the bottom of the plan as Level 00. Each level; 00 through 05, is succinctly aligned with
the City Hall campus in Option 2.

Option 1: City Hall Campus - Basement Level
* The lowering of these floors to accommodate four vehicle bays for the Fire Department makes it
difficult to utilize the space located underneath the bays.
e Half of the area will be used for a Sally port to transport prisoners, which will tie into a holding
area on the upper floor.
e The other half will be used for the firing range, storage of evidence, and locker rooms.

Option 1: City Hall Campus - Level 00
* The floors will be raised in this column free area with high ceilings to house the courtroom that will
tie directly into the Municipal Court.
e It provides good public access with an ADA accessible lobby, offices for court personnel, the
Bureau of Field Operations, and other support units.

Option 1: City Hall Campus - Level 01
* Primarily office space for the Bureau of Investigations, administrative staff for field operations, watch
command, roll call, and training.

Option 1: City Hall Campus - Level 02
* A small section of the third floor can be used for both the Police and Court's administrative and
support staff, along with a shared lobby.

E-1-2
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Summary
* This option does not provide enough space for the 1,500-sf needed for storage that could potentially
be located on the ground floor of the Trinity Building.

Option 2: City Hall Campus - Basement Level
* Option 2 moves the Municipal Court to the Trinity Building and the Police is the sole occupant of the
Annex.
e There is an unassigned crawl space beneath the Sally Port where some of the virtual training
functions can be performed.

Option 2: City Hall Campus - Level 00

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

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

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

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

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

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

e ADA accessible restrooms could also be added to this level.

Option 2: City Hall Campus - Level 02
* Administration or other aspects of Field Operations could also be performed on the third level of the
Annex.
e The stacks will be removed from the Trinity Building to allow for the design of a spacious lobby
area.

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

Councilmember Clay asked Mr. Rose if he could provide Council with the next steps in this process?
Mr. Rose stated while Mr. Alpaslan may have more details this is his understanding of the next steps:
e Areview of the remaining City departments; tentatively scheduled for July 13th.
e A consensus by Council as to whether or not they are in agreement with the needs staff and
Trivers have identified.
¢ An assessment to review rough estimates associated with the costs of implementing these

needs with existing facilities versus new construction. E-1-3
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e Guidance from Council on how and when to move forward with the design process.

Sinan Alpaslan stated once a Concept Design is recommended and approved Trivers will prepare a
detailed Sketch Plan which will be used to prepare the cost analysis.

Councilmember Clay stated looking at the designs he gets the sense that both options would require
the use of another location to accommodate the Police Department's storage needs. Mr. Schwartz
stated an outside location may not be needed in Option 2 if they used space in the connector for
Police rather than other departments.

Mr. Rose stated staff was exploring the potential of creating a one-stop-shop in the connector where
all of the departments involved in conducting routine business with citizens and the development
community could be in one location. So, while this option would certainly expedite plan reviews and
provide a great deal of convenience, if the need arises it could also be used for storage.

Councilmember Clay questioned whether "it's going to be close" was a fair analogy when you look at
housing the Police in the City's existing facilities? Mr. Rose stated staff's charge to Trivers was to
look at the needs of the Police, Courts, and the Prosecuting Attorney's office, and determine how to
make these requests fit within the City's existing facilities. So, the space restrictions are based on the
combination of all three entities rather than just the Police.

Councilmember Smotherson stated he does not remember this assessment being limited to the City's
existing facilities and does not understand why this study was even necessary since the ability to
locate the Police in the Annex has already been established. So rather than repeating this same
information, it would have made much more sense to see the Space Needs Study on the City's other
operations.

Mr. Rose stated this project started with a study to evaluate whether the Annex; which had been
condemned for environmental reasons was now feasible to house any of the City's operations. That
study determined that it was inhabitable and that it would be suitable to house the Police Department
there.

He stated this study is different in the sense that it focuses on identifying the space needs
of the City's departments and develops projections and appropriate options to satisfy those needs for
five, ten, or fifteen years from now. However, since this is a very large and complicated process, staff
thought the best way to present this information to Council was to break it down into two segments;
Public Safety and Administration.

Councilmember Smotherson stated the reason for his confusion is that here again; the only thing this
study seems to confirm is that the Police can be housed back into the Annex, which is the same thing
the other study established. Because at this point, Council has not seen any other options for the
Annex.

Mr. Rose stated while this study will focus on the space needs of the entire organization, the most
complicated aspect of this process is how do you address these needs within your existing facilities.
So, staff decided to make Public Safety its first priority, and then tackle the other administrative needs.
He stated on the surface the information being presented tonight may sound familiar, but the scope of
this study is entirely different than the previous study. Its purpose is to demonstrate how everything
can work and what the cost of executing this plan will be.

Mr. Rose stated, of course, Council can still elect to do something different even after it
has been determined that all of the City's operations will fit into its existing facilities. But that's a
decision this body will need to make before anyone can move forward into the design phase of this
project.

Councilmember Cusick stated from his perspective, this study appears to be modifying Police

operations to make it fit in the Annex. E-1-4
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Which means this is what the City is going to be stuck with for the next twenty years. And after
touring the Annex, he can't envision that this building would actually survive for that length of time.
So, will Council be presented with a third option to build a new facility for the Police? Because he
thinks the best use of the money needed to make these renovations to the Annex would be to build a
brand new modern facility.

Mr. Rose stated the initial charge from Council was to identify the space needs of the organization,
and since he believed that the Police Department would present the most challenges, he decided to
start there first. But if Council desires to expand the scope of this project to include a new structure,
then he would need their approval to do so.

Councilmember Cusick questioned whether the original scope of this study included an option that
looked at building a new Police facility? Mr. Rose said he would have to defer the answer to this
question to Sinan, he does not believe a new facility was included in the original scope.

Mr. Alpaslan stated that is correct. The full extent of this study was to look at the existing facilities and
determine whether they could accommodate the current and future needs of the organization.

Councilmember Smotherson stated the range of scope detailed by Mr. Alpaslan and Mr. Rose, is not
what he recalls being discussed.

Mayor Crow stated if there are concerns about this issue, he is certain that staff can produce the
original documents for Council's review.

Councilmember McMahon stated if Council now wants to add new construction as a component of
this study, then his concern is what is going to happen to the Annex and Trinity Buildings? New
construction is a costly endeavor, and he thinks before anything along this line is implemented a
decision has to first be made about all of this unused square footage. Because in his opinion, making
such a request at this point; especially when you look at all of the other things this City needs to do,
would only be opening up a much bigger can of worms.

Councilmember McMahon stated the original discussions were based on whether the City
could use the Annex, so the first study was conducted to answer that question, and this study is about
how to use that space. The next step is for Council to determine whether the proposed options are
feasible for how they envision the City moving forward. And if that vision includes a new facility, then
he thinks all of this remaining unutilized space, which the City owns, is going to be a real problem.

Mayor Crow asked Mr. Rose if anyone could provide Council with the pros and cons of either
following or not following the recommendations made in the Ferguson Report?

Mr. Rose asked Ms. Truemper and Chief Hampton if either of them were familiar with the report as it
relates to the separation of Police, Courts, and prosecutors?

Chief Larry Hampton stated the Report talks about the importance of maintaining a physical and
intellectual separation of personnel, recordkeeping, and day-to-day business activities between the
Police, Courts, and Prosecution, in order to convey that each process is fair and unbiased. He stated
facilities constructed prior to the release of this report are allowed to maintain their original structure
as long as they can facilitate the separation of these duties.

Councilmember Smotherson asked if the Ferguson Report was merely a suggestion rather than a

mandate? Chief Hampton stated the recommendations contained in the Ferguson Report are what

led to the DOJ/Ferguson Consent Decree, which is not a mandate. However, what should be deemed

important to all municipalities is the evidence that Ferguson's Police Department allowed its focus on

generating revenue to compromise the role of its municipal court and advance the City's financial

interests. He stated the revenue generated by U City's Police through the payment of fines and fees

is 3 percent, while Ferguson's rate was between 7.5 and 10 percent. E-1-5
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Chief Hampton stated the impact of this Report has significantly impacted some municipalities like St.
Ann, who is appealing various aspects of the Missouri Supreme Court's decision on this issue.

Mr. Rose stated in essence, the Ferguson Report was simply the first step towards criminal justice
reform which made changes to the culture to ensure the emergence of a fair and just process.

John Mulligan stated the Ferguson Report is not a law and therefore does not necessarily govern
municipal court operations. But in the wake of this report, Missouri Supreme Court Rule Number 37
was revised to include minimum operating standards that are relevant to this discussion.

The Rule states that municipal divisions shall be operated in a manner that upholds the
Constitutional provisions of the separation of powers and the integrity of the judiciary as a separate
and independent branch of government. And with respect to facilities, it specifically states that a
municipal division's facilities' exterior and interior signage, design, functionality, and other factors
should convey an appearance to the public that it is a separate and independent branch of
government. So those are the guiding principles under the Missouri Supreme Court Rule for
municipal divisions.

Mayor Crow stated he would like to interject several discussion points for his colleagues to think about
moving forward.

In the face of nationwide protests focused on equality, wouldn't it make sense for U City to
implement these guiding principles Mr. Mulligan just spoke about?

Secondly, when you find yourself in a community whose population is stagnant, and you're
in the midst of a pandemic that seems to be changing the environments in which we work, perhaps,
we all need to pause and ask ourselves whether the prudent thing to do is have more buildings or
fewer buildings and whether we want to become a developer or a landlord?

Councilmember Clay stated although he does not doubt the language in the document or the scope of
this study being as staff has asserted, however, from a practical standpoint, it seems like we may not
have been asking the right questions. If the question is whether the Police can fit into the Annex, of
course, the answer would be yes. But maybe the question should have been what are their needs
and how do we configure a space that will accommodate those needs?

The other thing the City Manager alluded to is the Police being at this location for fifteen or
twenty years. But he thinks it should probably more like forty or fifty years. Renovating the Annex is
going to be a multi-million-dollar endeavor, and he simply can't envision a Council that would revisit
anything significantly related to this facility once that kind of decision has been made.

Councilmember Hales asked where the Court's support staff was currently located?
Mr. Rose stated they are located in the temporary facility that houses the Police.

Councilmember Hales stated he recollects that the first study talked about the feasibility of the Annex;
the possibility of relocating the Police into the Annex and the estimated cost of renovations versus a
new facility. So, his expectations were more or less aligned with the information contained in
Council's packet, which was what is the best use of the space that currently exists. And when he saw
the shared space in the lobby; which is something he never considered, he found it to be rather
interesting.

Councilmember Hales stated when the Police were originally housed in the Annex there
was a large amount of the building, they were unable to use. But a wholesale renovation offers them
a complete redesign of the entire building. So, while we may be talking about the same building,
we're definitely not talking about the same amount of space. And he would also agree with
Councilmember Clay's timeframe; this is a forty or fifty-year project.

Councilmember Smotherson stated he thought the whole point of this study was to illustrate what all

of the possibilities are; which would have included the unutilized space mentioned by Councilmember

McMahon. So, while it could be a mistake on his part, his expectation was that this study would

demonstrate multiple options for the location of a police facility. E-1-6
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Councilmember McMahon stated based on the study it looks like the Police will be going from an
18,000 square foot temporary facility to a 34,000 square foot facility. So, the only questions he needs
answered are these:
¢ Is the space being proposed in this study based on input from the Police and what they believe
will work?
¢ Do the Police believe this space, consisting of 34,000 square feet, will allow them to meet
today's policing standards and expand into the future?
Because if the answer to both of these questions is yes, then we are not just trying to jam them back
into the Annex, we are using this shell to provide them with a state-of-the-art modern facility.

Mr. Rose stated Mr. Alpaslan, Trivers and HOK, all worked with the Chief and his staff to determine
what they believed an ideal facility should include, and that's exactly what tonight's study depicts. In
fact, after those determinations were revealed to him, he conducted a follow-up meeting with Chief
Hampton to discern whether the amount of space being requested actually represented a need versus
a want. And as a result, his recommendation to Council is that the space the Chief has requested is
needed for their current and future operations. Mr. Rose stated this process started with a blank slate
and not from any perceived notations from Trivers or members of his staff.

Chief Hampton acknowledged that his office had input in this process and assisted in the decisions on
what it would take to facilitate 21st Century policing techniques. Storage space, evidence control
rooms, decontamination bays, showers, and locker rooms, were amenities they never had at the
Annex. So, while they are making do in the temporary facility, he believes the Space Needs Study
has addressed an abundance of their needs.

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

LaRette Reese
City Clerk

E-1-7
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SESSION 1404

Givie Plaza Naster ?/cm Adopted

'MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY CITY COUNCIL
March 10, 1986

At a regular meeting of the City Council of University City, held in the Assembly
Room of the City Hall on Monday, March 10, 1986, Mayor Joseph W. Mooney presided

and called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. In addition to the Mayor, the fol=-

lowing members of the Council were present:

Mr. Lawrence Lieberman
Mrs. Janet Majerus

Mr. Marvin B. Levy
Mr. Paul E. Schoomer

Mrs. Betty L. Thompson

Abgent: Councilmember Joseph L. Adams, Jr., who was attending a National League
of Cities meeting in Washington, D. C.

-Mso present were City Manager Frank Ollendorff and City Attorney Dennis Kay.

CIVIC PLAZA MASTEK riLanN

The City Manager recommended that the City Council adopt the Civie Plaza Master
Plan, which was developed by the University City Historic Preservation Commis-
gion. He said the plan had been reviewed favorably by the Plan Commission, and
in discussion with them, it was made clear that the general guidelines should
serve as principles to be closely followed, while the specifics were intended to

provide more flexibility in that they were guidelines and not specifications.

He said adeoption of the plan by the Council would lend encouragement to the Hie-
toric Preservation Commission to move forward with implementation plans and ef-
forts, and that the Commission deserved public commendation for this outstanding

plan development activity.

Mr. Lieberman, Council l1iaison to the Historiec Preservatien Commisgsion, said the

group had worked many long and hard hours reviewing proposals, rejecting some and
adding others, and working closely with the Christner Partnership in developing

the Plaza plan. He said the Commission deserved a special commendation for the
completion of this effort. :

Mr. Levy moved approval, with Mrs. Majerus seconding the motion. All voted Aye.

Mrs. Thompson asked for an explanation of the i:lan. Mr. Lieberman responded, say—
ing it was a detailing of what the Historic Preservation Commission hoped to see

in the future for the Civic Plaza development area, and was meant to enhance the -

historic value of the area while taking into account today’'s problems (traffic,
lighting, etc.); in other words, it was a complete, integrated plan, rather than
approaching development in the area in piecemeal fashion. -
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Planning for the Future
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STATEMENT OF GOALS AND COMMUNITY PRIORITIES.

The direction for the development and redevelopment of University Ci reflects

previously adopted goals as well as ideas generated through the public participation
process and numerous work study sessions. It is not all inclusive, but rather
Tesponds to the critical challenges that are or will confront University City in the
near future. By focusing on these areas, University City can better direct
__ resources and investment decisions to projects and programs critical to residents.
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\__Goals
\Eﬁ'{-;re organized around three key areas originally identified in the

T;& Comprehensive Plan Update of 1999: Cﬂmmunitx Qualiﬁ:_
% and\G Ve 1"}, These goals were reviewed during the planning process for.
the Comprehensive Plan Update of 200 j

Growth Management
I. The management and improvement of commercial areas.
2. The management and improvement of industrial areas.
% 3. The -preservation, maintenance, and improvement of _ residential
neighborhoods.

4. The preservation, maintenance, and renewal of the housing stock.
: e e g , B i
5. The management of physical development in a manner that produces high-

aquality, Iﬂng—lasting development, that projects a positive community image,
increases the value of surrounding prope ,.adds to the public convenience,
- ~-ﬁ““'—-‘im N " = e e 2,

T, 2
_enlarges _opportunities for pursuing an urban life style, and enhances
\J community resources.

e
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gssent:iaﬁy_i_m_s_ic_l_éntiaﬁ nature of the community, recognizes the importance of N
designated landmarks and historic areas, minimizes the consumption of energy J}

e

rom non-renewable sources, harmonizes infill development with surrounding
2l 12€$ Inlill develoy .
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The mana ement of physical development in a manner that protects the

e e
areas, and reduces the potential for damage resulting from flash floods, and
other natural disasters.

7. A population representing a wide variety of ethnic groups, ages and_incomes, -
with a predominance of those who have the means, will, and energy to provide
the resources required to ensure the long-term vitality of University City. :
8. Convenient access from University City to all parts of the St. Louis
metropolitan area, without sacrificing basic neighborhood amenities.
‘9. Provide opportunities for mixed-used developments to create a diverse blend
of commercial and residential uses to help meet the daily needs of residents.
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Levelopment lrends
In the 1980s and 1990s as suburbanization occurred in the St. Louis metropolitan

region, investment was directed to the new growth areas of West St. Louis County
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and St. Charles County. Recent develqugnt trends are more favorable to central _
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‘“\\\3 cities such as University Cii;}(_. The historic archlte;:tm_‘a_i” charm D_f c_ﬂdgr___ B
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%7 communities, the exciting environment of an urban setting, and the desire o be
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" AN dose to educational, employment, cultural and recreational opportunities have
in areas such as the City of St. Louis,

P e P —

created a renewed interest in locating

Clayton, “and University City. Residential dEVﬂlﬁpment is increasing, and
commercial development will follow to meet the increasing resident demand.
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1‘} Policies) .. ——
_L\—///‘/ The City will establish preferred land use patterns to guide *

|
""" development and redevelopment.. The designations will be reviewed

—

periodically to ensure that current market conditions, trends, and~

-
e
-
e

;ﬁs’__ibﬁsﬂ are being met.
® The City will encourage development activities.in the locations
%\~ identified in the Plan, but approve only those project which Rave the
potential for:
' = Producing high-quality, long-lasting development that

ek

| projects a positive community image, Increases the value of
! surrounding property, adds to the public convenience,
provides additional opportunities for pursuing an urban

lifestyle and enhances community resources; and ——
’x . # Protecting the essentially residential nature of the

;ﬁ / community; Tecognizing the importance of designated

N "~ [.__landmarks and historic areas, minimizing the consumption L
energy from non-renewable sources, reducing the potential

for damage resulting from flash floods, earthquakes and other

natural disasters, and minimizing noise impact of new

1 I W

Policies
i Residential neighborhoods should be preserved, maintained, and
where appropriate, improved.
New residential infill construction should be harmonious with the
existing neighborhood.
Neighborhood organizations should be actively involved in the
, preservation, maintenance, and improvement of neighborhoods.

Home ownership should be stmngly en cnurage&_
Preservation of historic buildings ax_;é_peighbnr}}?pég SP?E]FI}?F!_"_
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__encouraged or required where appropriate.

\\:5/ =< Preserve th historical intepritv of residential areas.
( R ,- . o
ncourage property owners of early twentieth century buildings )

not located within a historic district or subject to review by the
University City Historic Preservation Commission to retain the

'I.._-1 B = ST IR

historical character when maintaining, repairing and updating

'r——.-.--._.— whea i — e e e i e T,

‘building. Encourage property owners of such buildings to use The
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and
Guidelines for _Rehabilitating Historic _Buildings (U. S.

i Department of the Interior, 1950).

% P Ensure that new buildings in historic areas are compatible with
gt‘ijace"q‘g nearby buildings to minimally disrupt the visual character
of the neighborhood. Setbacks, size, scale, proportion, massing,
roof shapes, building materials, textures and colors of the new

building should complement nearby buildings. ,

aaaaa

\

UNIVERSITY GITY
- MI1SSQOUR:!



THE UNIVERSITY CITY CIVIC PLAZA
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niversity
U City

Department of Community Development
6801 Delmar Boulevard, University City, Missouri 63130, Phone: (314) 862-6767, Fax: (314) 862-3168

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING

STAFF COVER SHEET
MEETING DATE: October 22, 2020
APPLICATION TYPE: Design Review for Comment (HPC 20-01)
LOCATION: 608 Kingsland
HISTORIC DISTRICT: University City Civic Complex (Local Historic District)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Exterior Upgrades / Lighting
APPLICANT: NA
PROPERTY OWNER: City of University City
COUNCIL DISTRICT: 2
EXISTING ZONING: Core Commercial (CC)
EXISTING LAND USE: Mixed Use
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE
North: Core Commercial (CC) Parking Lot
East: Core Commercial (CC) Commercial
South: Core Commercial (CC) Commercial
West: Public Activity (PA) Governmental

PERTINENT CODE
SECTION(S):

Article 6 — Historic Landmarks and Districts
- Division 4 Building Permit
400.1630 Review of Building Permit Application

B. Enlargements, Alterations Or Repairs To The Existing Structures At A Historic Landmark
Or Within A Historic District. In reviewing an application for a building permit subject to
this Subsection, a determination shall be made as to whether or not the historical or
architectural character of the existing building, structure, humanly constructed object or
environmental feature will be preserved, and whether the proposed enlargement,
alteration or repair is compatible with other buildings, structures, humanly constructed
objects or environmental features within the district, and with open spaces to which it
may be visually related. This determination shall be made on the basis of standards set
forth in the Section of the Zoning Code which establishes the historic landmark or
district.
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Article 6 — Historic Landmarks and Districts
- Division 7 University City Civic Complex Historic District
400.400.1750 District Regulations

No major change in landscaping or construction, placement, demolition, removal or
substantial exterior alterations of any structure shall take place; nor shall any exterior
installation of electrical, mechanical or utility devices, such as cooling towers, meters,
transformers or poles, take place; nor shall any change or installation of street furniture
take place; nor shall any changes be made to the interior center hall and staircase, nor
to the former E. G. Lewis office, nor to the fifth (5th) floor in the City Hall; nor shall any
changes be made to the first (1st) and second (2nd) floor lobbies, hall and stairways,
third (3rd) floor former studio space and the auditorium of the Ward Building; nor shall
any permits be issued by the City for any such work without first referring the matter to
the Historic Preservation Commission for review of the proposed construction,
placement, demolition, removal or alterations to determine conformity with the standards
established for this district. To reach its determination, the Commission shall require the
submission of plans and specifications necessary to a decision concerning the
appropriateness of the proposed undertaking.

Article 6 — Historic Landmarks and Districts
- Division 7 University City Civic Complex Historic District
400.400.1760 District Standards

In reviewing applications within this district, the Historic Preservation Commission shall be
guided by the following standards:

1.

In reviewing an application for a proposed undertaking that involves a color change or
alteration that affects the external appearance of any building, structure or part thereof or
any appurtenance related thereto or that affects the interior spaces designated above,
the Commission shall approve such proposed undertaking only if it is satisfied that the
historical and general architectural character or the building, structure or appurtenance
will be properly preserved.

No specific architectural style shall be required for the construction of a new building,
building addition or other structure; but the Commission shall not approve such proposed
undertaking unless it makes a determination that it is compatible with other buildings and
structures in the district, and with open spaces to which it may be visually related in
terms of form, proportion, scale, configuration, arrangement of openings, rhythm of
elements, architectural details, building materials, texture, color and location on the lot.

The Historic Preservation Commission may prepare and recommend to the City Council,
with review opportunity to the Plan Commission and general public, a plan for the future
development of this district, which, following adoption, shall be utilized in the review of
any proposed development as well as in the proposing of development by the
Commission.

Prepared by:Clifford Cross, Director of Planning and Development
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P ROJ E( :T N OT ES THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COMPLETING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL CODES INCLUDING THE S
FOLLOWING AND ALL AMENDMENTS THEREOF: S
GENERAL NOTES i g,.!,
LEVATIONS OF FLOOR DRAINS, REGISTERS 2012 International Building Code 2|2y
1. ALL WORK, MATERIALS, AND METHODS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 33.  COORDINATE LOCATIONS AND/OR E ] , 4. EVERY DOORWAY WHICH IS LOCATED WITHIN AN ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL SHT. NO. SHT. TITLE no
Q|l=o
ACCEPTED PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS, APPLICABLE GOVERNING CODES GRILLES, LOUVERS, DUCTS, UNIT HEATERS, PANELS, ETC. WITH MECHANICAL AND SHALL BE OF A SIZE AS TO PERMIT THE INSTALLATION OF A DOOR NOT LESS THAN
PERTAINING TO THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA) TITLE Il ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS AND ARCHITECT. 3'IN WIDTH AND NOT LESS THAN 6'-8" IN HEIGHT. WHEN INSTALLED, EXIT DOORS
ACCESSIBILITY GUIDELINES FOR BUILDING AND FACILITIES. 34.  CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH LOCAL BUILDING CODES IN FIRESTOPPING SHALL BE CAPABLE OF OPENING SO THAT THE CLEAR WIDTH OF THE EXIT IS NOT ARCHITECTURAL
2. IN THE EVENT OF CONFLICTS, EXPLANATORY NOTES IN THE DRAWINGS TAKE ALL RATED WALLS AND FLOOR PENETRATIONS. LESS THAT 32", MEASURED BETWEEN THE FACE OF THE DOOR AND THE
PRECEDENCE OVER GRAPHIC INDICATIONS; LARGE-SCALE DRAWINGS AND 35.  SHOULD ANY CONFLICT OCCUR BETWEEN MEP FP, STRUCTURAL, AND OPPOSITE STOP. A0.0 COVER SHEET ®
DETAILS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SMALLER SCALE DRAWINGS, AND FIGURED ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS, ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS SHALL SUPERSEDE 5. WHERE A PAIR OF DOORS IS UTILIZED, AT LEAST ONE OF THE DOORS SHALL A0 DEMOLITION FLOOR PLAN Py
DIMENSIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER SCALED DIMENSIONS. ALL DIMENSIONS ALL OTHERS. PROVIDE A CLEAR, UNOBSTRUCTED OPENING WIDTH OF 32" WITH THE LEAF i
MUST BE VERIFIED ON THE JOB AND THE ARCHITECT MUST BE NOTIFIED OF ANY 36.  DETAILS NOT SHOWN ARE SIMILAR TO THOSE DETAILED. POSITIONED AT AN ANGLE OF 90 DEGREES FROM ITS CLOSED POSITION R EV I EW I N ( 3 A( ; E N ( : I E S A11 DEMOLITION EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS .
DISCREPANCIES BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE WORK. 37. THE ANCHORAGE, ATTACHMENT ANGLES, SHAPES AND DETAILS FOR GLAZING, 6.  THERE SHALL BE A LEVEL AND CLEAR FLOOR OR LANDING ON EACH SIDE OF A 20 PARTIAL FLOOR PLAN AND DETAILS Py
3. IF AND TO THE EXTENT OF ANY INCONSISTENCY, AMBIGUITY, DISCREPANCY, OR PRECAST, AND STONE BASE ARE SUGGESTIVE AND ARE TO BE ENGINEERED AND DOOR. THE LEVEL AREA SHALL HAVE A LENGTH IN THE DIRECTION OF DOOR :
ERROR IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS (REFERRED TO AS "DISCREPANCY" DETAILED AS REQUIRED TO MEET CURRENT CODES. SWING OF AT LEAST 60" AND THE LENGTH OPPOSITE THE DIRECTION OF DOOR A40 DOOR SCHEDULE AND DETAILS ®
COLLECTIVELY IN THIS PARAGRAPH), THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY 38.  ALL EXTERIOR FINISHES AND DETAILS MUST BE REVIEWED AND ACCEPTED BY SWING OF 48" AS MEASURED AT RIGHT ANGLES TO THE PLAN OF THE DOOR IN
SEEK CLARIFICATION FROM THE ARCHITECT. IN INTERPRETING THE CONTRACT THE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO FABRICATION. THE CLOSED POSITION. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR COORDINATING AND COMPLYING WITH THE FOLLOWING AS.0 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS A
DOCUMENTS, ALL TERMS AND CONDITIONS SHALL BE HARMONIZED AND 39.  CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE ALL LABOR & EQUIPMENT TO PERFORM THE WORK 7. THE WIDTH OF THE LEVEL AREA ON THE SIDE TO WHICH THE DOOR SWINGS REVIEWING AGENCIES IN CONNECTION WITH THE PERMIT APPLICATION, PERIODIC INSPECTION AND ALL A5.1 PARTIAL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS e
EFFECTUATED, AND NONE SHALL BE RENDERED SUPERFLUOUS OR INDICATED ON THESE DRAWINGS. CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE SITE FOR SHALL EXTEND A MINIMUM OF 24" PAST THE STRIKE EDGE OF THE DOOR FOR REQUIRED APPROVALS FOR THIS PROJECT.
MEANINGLESS. IN THE EVENT OF A DISCREPANCY THAT CANNOT BE \T/EE';(;‘;{TT'%"L%EQ;LTSSQTD&?NS THAT MAY AFFECT THE PROJECT, PRIOR TO EXTERIOR DOORS AND A MINIMUM OF 18" PAST THE STRIKE EDGE FOR INTERIOR A6.0 WALL SECTIONS o
HARMONIZED, THE INTERPRETATION THAT IMPOSES THE MOST STRINGENT . DOORS A6 A WALL SECTIONS AND DETAILS PY
PERFORMANCE OBLIGATION ON THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTROL. 40.  ALL EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL SHALL FOLLOW ALL GEOTECHNICAL (SOILS) 8. THE FLOOR OR LANDING SHALL BE NOT MORE THAN 1/2" LOWER THAN THE 1. CITY OF UNIVERSITY CITY
4. EACH PRIME SUB-CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LAYOUT OF HIS REPORTS RECOMMENDATIONS. THRESHOLD OF THE DOORWAY.
OWN WORK AND BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL LINES, ELEVATIONS AND WORK AND 41.  SIGNAGE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING SHOP DRAWINGS TO 9. THE BOTTOM 10" OF ALL DOORS EXCEPT AUTOMATIC AND SLIDING SHALL HAVE A
MEASUREMENTS, AND OTHER ITEMS AS MAY BE REQUIRED OF AND FOR HIS OWNER AND CITY AGENCIES FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO FABRICATION AND SMOOTH, UNINTERRUPTED SURFACE TO ALLOW THE DOOR TO BE OPENED BY A
WORK. HE SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL FIGURES AND DETAILS INSTALLATION. WHEELCHAIR FOOTREST WITHOUT CREATING A TRAP OR HAZARDOUS
SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS WHICH RELATE TO HIS WORK, PRIOR TO LAYING OUT 42.  GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY ON-SITE TOILET FACILITIES CONDITION. WHERE NARROW FRAME DOORS ARE USED, A 10" HIGH SMOOTH B U I L D I N ( ; C O N ST R U ( ;T I O N I N F O R MAT I O N
HIS WORK HE SHALL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY ERRORS RESULTING FROM DURING ALL CONSTRUCTION PHASES. PANEL SHALL BE INSTALLED ON THE PUSH SIDE OF THE DOOR, WHICH WILL G RAP H I ( : SY M B O LS
HIS FAILURE TO TAKE SUCH PRECAUTIONS. 43. FURNISH ALL ANCHORAGE FOR MILLWORK ALLOW THE DOOR TO BE OPENED BY A WHEELCHAIR FOOTREST WITHOUT
5. IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL SUB-CONTRACTORS TO HAVE 44.  ALL LUMBERIN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE TO BE PRESSURE TREATED. CREATING A TRAP OR HAZARDOUS CONDITION.
EXAMINED AND REVIEWED THE COMPLETE SET OF WORKING DRAWINGS AND OR 45. rL\lng‘-I'ElflsC(())L'-'ltERi\g'll's(llE\lI:\‘gl)cél;rllzz?(lgrﬁg %_)I[\‘gmlénglT%NhAgoﬁxT’\/'Eﬂ\gfsAfN%E'NG 10.  MAXIMUM EFFORT TO OPERATE DOORS SHALL NOT EXCEED 5 POUNDS FOR
SPECIFICATIONS AND TO PROVIDE ALL LABOR AND MATERIAL FOR THEIR 1.C. . . EXTERIOR DOORS AND 5 POUNDS FOR INTERIOR DOORS, SUCH PULL OR PUSH PROJECT: ___ ELEVATION NUMBER
RESPECTIVE AREA OF WORK FOR A COMPLETE AND FINISHED INSTALLATION IN INSTALLATION ARE PART OF THE CONTRACT, AS DEFINED IN THE CONSTRUCTION EFFORT BEING APPLIED AT RIGHT ANGLES TO HINGED DOORS AND AT THE DEFERRED SUBMITTALS _ SHEET REFERENCE NORTH
COMPLIANCE WITH THE INTENT OF THE DRAWINGS AND OR SPECIFICATIONS, DOCUMENTS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND INSTALL ALL CENTER PLANE OF SLIDING OR FOLDING DOORS. COMPENSATING DEVICES OR EXTERIOR RENOVATION OF EXISTING FOUR STORY —_ ARROW POINTS IN &
WHETHER OR NOT, SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH ALL BUILDING CODES AND ACCESSORIES, COMPONENTS AND ASSEMBLIES REQUIRED FOR THE WORK AUTOMATIC DOOR OPERATORS MAY BE UTILIZED TO MEET THE ABOVE RETAIL AND APARTMENT BUILDING BUILDING SIGNAGE DIRECTION OF VIEW NORTH
ORDINANCES WHICH ARE APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT. DEPICTED OR SPECIFIED STANDARDS. WHEN FIRE DOORS ARE REQUIRED, THE MAXIMUM EFFORT TO -
6. PRODUCTS, SUBMITTALS, EXECUTION AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION ARE 46. CONTRACTORS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL WORK REGARDLESS OF THE OPERATE THE DOOR MAY BE INCREASED TO THE MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE BY THE N\ SHEET (WHERE DRAWN ~__—— DETAIL NUMBER
TO BE PROVIDED IN THE ACCORDANCE WITH ACCOMPANYING PROJECT MANUAL. LOCATION OF THE INFORMATION ON THE DOCUMENTS APPROPRIATE ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY, NOT TO EXCEED 15 POUNDS. LOCATION: - ( ) O
7. CONTRACTOR IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SUPERVISION AND 47. PROVIDE METAL TRIM OR CASING AT ALL EDGES OF DRYWALL SURFACES WHERE - > w , — SHEET (WHERE DRAWN)
COORDINATION OF ALL CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES. IT TERMINATES OR MEETS ANY OTHER MATERIAL, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE CORRIDORS AND AISLES 6680 DELMAR BOULEVARD <—  ELEVATION NUMBER
8. PRODUCTS, SUBMITTALS, EXECUTION AND OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION ARE 48. PROVIDE METAL CORNER BEADS AT ALL OUTSIDE CORNERS OF EXTERIOR 1. EVERY CORRIDOR SERVING AN OCCUPANT LOAD OR 10 OR MORE SHALL NOT BE
TO BE PROVIDED IN THE ACCORDANCE WITH PRODUCT MANUFACTURER'S CEMENT PLASTER AND DRYWALL SURFACES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. LESS THAN 44" IN WIDTH UNIVERSITY CITY, MO 63130 -
SPECIFICATIONS. 49.  ALL EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR EXPOSED METAL, TRIM, TRELLISES RAILINGS, FLOORS AND LEVELS 3 ARROW POINTS IN
9. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF FINISHED WALLS AND TO THE FACE OF MOLDlNG, FRAMES, CASTlNG, ETC., SHALL BE PRIMED AND PAINTED UNLESS m LEVEL BETWEEN 1/4" AND 1/2" SHALL BE ACCOMPANIED BY MEANS EXI TIN B ILDIN ARE F TA E DlRECT|ON OF V|EW
MASONRY WALLS AS SHOWN, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. NOTED OTHERWISE OF A RAMP NO STEEPER THAN 1 VERTICAL TO 2 HORIZONTAL STING BU G SQu OOTAG
10. ALL FLOOR ELEVATIONS ARE TO CONCRETE SLAB UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 50.  INTERIOR CONCRETE SLABS SHALL BE POURED LEVEL (UNLESS OTHERWISE — SHEET (WHERE DRAWN)
11. INSTALL SEALANT AT EXTERIOR SIDE OF ALL JOINTS, SEAMS, CONNECTIONS OR INDICATED) 1/8" TOLERANCE ON A 10'-0" EDGE IN ANY GIVEN DIRECTION SPACE ALLOWANCE AND REACH RANGES FIRST FLOOR 8973S.F
OPENINGS AS WELL AS SIDEWALKS ABUTTING TO BUILDING, WHICH WOULD 51. SECURE ALL PIPING AS CLOSE TO WALLS AS POSSIBLE 1. IF THE CLEAR FLOOR ONLY ALLOWS FORWARD APPROACH TO AN OBJECT, THE ’ T
ALLOW WATER OR AIR INFILTRATION EXCEPT AS NOTED OTHERWISE. SEALANT 52.  ALL PENETRATIONS OF 1-HOUR FIRE RESISTIVE CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE MAXIMUM HIGH FORWARD REACH ALLOWED SHALL BE 48". THE MINIMUM LOW SECOND FLOOR 8,973 S.F.
COMPATIBILITY OF SEALANTS WITH ALL CONTIGUOUS MATERIALS. 53. ALL EXPOSED ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT SHALL BE PAINTED TO MATCH ADJACENT APPROACH BY A PERSON IN A WHEELCHAIR, THE MAXIMUM HIGH SIDE REACH FOURTH FLOOR 8.973 S.F
12. ALL DISSIMILAR METALS SHALL BE EFFECTIVELY ISOLATED FROM EACH OTHER SURFACES (MIN. 2 COATS OF PAINT) ALLOWED SHALL BE 54" AND THE LOW SIDE REACH SHALL BE NO LESS THAN 9" > —
TO AVOID. MOLECULAR BREAKDOWN. SAFETY/EXITING ABOVE THE FLOOR. TOTAL 35,892 S.F.
13. DOOR OPENINGS IN FRAME CONSTRUCTION WHICH ARE NOT DIMENSIONED ARE 1. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE AND LIABLE FOR NOTIFICATION APPLIANCES FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED
EITHER CENTERED IN THE WALL OR LOCATED 4" FROM THE FACE OF STUD TO PUBLIC AND EMPLOYEE PROTECTION AS NECESSARY AND AS REQUIRED BY THE 1. IF EMERGENCY WARNING SYSTEMS ARE REQUIRED, THEY SHALL ACTIVATE A
THE FINISHED JAMB ON THE HINGED SIDE. CODES, ORDINANCES AND REGULATIONS OF GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES HAVING MEANS OF WARNING FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED.
14. ALL SPECIAL ACCESSIBLE FACILITIES SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH APPROVED JURISDIGTION AT THE PROJECT LOCATION
SIGNAGE. B SIGNS AND IDENTIFICATION
2. EXIT SIGNS WHERE NOTED OR REQUIRED SHALL BE WORDED "EXIT" IN LETTERS
15.  THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PRODUCING A WEATHER TIGHT HAVING THE PRINGIPLE STROKE o?= NOT LESS THAN 3/4" WIDE AND AT LEAST 6" 1. IF THE INTERNATIONAL SYMBOL OF ACCESSIBILITY SHALL CONSIST OF A WHITE
BUILDING - - DETAILS AND OMISSIONS TO DRAWINGS NOT WITHSTANDING. ALL HIGH AND SHALL GONFORM TO CODES AND/OR APPLICABLE REGULATIONS FIGURE ON A BLUE BACKGROUND. THE BLUE SHALL BE EQUAL TO COLOR NO.
DRAWING CONFLICTS WHICH MAY NOT ALLOW THIS ARE TO BE BROUGHT TO THE 3 ALL RAMPS SHALL HAVE A HEAVY BROOM FINISH UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 15090 IN FEDERAL STANDARD 595B SEC. 1117B.5.1.2
IMMEDIATE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT. 4 ALL FLOORS IN PUBLIC AREAS SHALL BE OF NON-SLIP TACTILE SURFAGE IN 2. LETTERS AND NUMBERS ON SIGNS SHALL HAVE A WIDTH-TO-HEIGHT RATIO
16.  DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN ACTUAL CONDITIONS AND PLANS SHALL BE BROUGHT COMPLIANGE WITH HEALTH AND SAFETY CODES OF THE PREVAILING MUNICIPAL BETWEEN 3:5 AND 1:1 AND A STROKE WIDTH-TO-HEIGHT RATIO BETWEEN 1:5 AND
TO THE IMMEDIATE ATTENTION OF THE ARCHITECT. CODE. 1:10 SEC 1117B.5.3
17. ALL FLOORS WITH DRAINS ARE SLOPED A MINIMUM OF 1/8" PER FOOT TO DRAIN 5. GOVERNING CODES AND/OR FIRE DEPARTMENT FIELD INSPECTOR SHALL DIGTATE 3. CHARACTERS AND NUMBERS ON SIGNS SHALL BE SIZED ACCORDING TO THE
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. SIZE. TYPE. QUANTITY AND LOCATION OF BOTH TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT VIEWING DISTANCE FROM WHICH THEY ARE TO BE READ. THE MINIMUM HEIGHT IS
18.  LOCATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITIES ARE SHOWN TO THE BEST OF OUR FIRE EXTINGUISHERS MEASURED USING AN UPPER CASE X. LOWER CASE CHARACTERS ARE
KNOWLEDGE. CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF VERIFYING IN PERMITTED FOR SIGNS SUSPENDED OR PROJECTED ABOVE THE FINISH FLOOR IN
6. ALL LEGAL EXIT DOORS SHALL BE OPERABLE FROM INSIDE WITHOUT THE USE OF
S:IIIE_ I?YELL% SEE%F:IES ngﬁgggﬁgﬁg iL/—E)R;’SN/I-ggAC_)rCl)C())'\I‘RSDINATING ALL NEW AKEY OR ANY SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE OR EFFORT AND SHALL BE LABELED, "THIS gpggélmc;g \éVIsTH SECTION 1121B, THE MINIMUM CHARACTER HEIGHT SHALL BE
: ' : DOOR TO REMAIN UNLOCKED DURING BUSINESS HOURS." THIS SHALL BE IN : -
19. ALL REQUIRED EXITS SHALL BE OPERABLE FROM THE INSIDE WITHOUT SPECIAL LETTERS NOT LESS THAN ONE INCH HIGH ON A CONTRASTING BACKGROUND 4. CHARACTERS AND SYMBOLS SHALL CONTRAST WITH THEIR BACKGROUNDS,
KNOWLEDGE OR THE USE OF A KEY. SPECIAL LOCKING DEVICES SHALL BE OF AN APPROVED TYPE. MANUALLY EITHER LIGHT CHARACTERS ON A DARK BACKGROUND OR DARK CHARACTERS ON
20.  BLOCKING AT OPENINGS, DOORS, WINDOWS AND GRAB BARS, TO BE 2X OPERATED. FLUSH BOLTS OR SURFACE BOLTS ARE PROHIBITED A LIGHT BACKGROUND
MATERIALS. AT WALL MOUNTED EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS, USE 1/2" PLYWOOD : . 5. WHEN RAISED CHARACTERS OR SYMBOLS ARE USED, THEY SHALL CONFORM TO
7. EXIT DOORS MUST OPEN OVER A LANDING NOT MORE THAN 1/2" BELOW THE
SHEET MATERIALS. ALTERNATES: MINIMUM OF 16 GAUGE X 8" MATERIAL TO BE THRESHOLD THE FOLLOWING:
USED WITH METAL FASTENERS (WOOD BLOCKING SHALL BE FIRE TREATED) 8 PROVIDE EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS PER GITY FIRE DEPARTMENT A. LETTERS AND NUMBERS ON SIGN SHALL BE RAISED 1/32" MINIMUM AND
21.  PROVIDE BLOCKING AS REQUIRED TO SECURELY ANCHOR ALL WALL MOUNTED ' REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE SANS-SERIF CHARACTERS ACCOMPANIED BY GRADE 2 BRAILLE
EQUIPMENT (E.G., CABINETS, TOILET ROOM, ACCESSORIES, HARDWARE, ETC.) B. RAISED CHARACTERS OR SYMBOLS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 5/8" HIGH
BLOCKING SHALL PROVIDE A RIGID CONNECTION CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING ADA NOTES C. PICTORIAL SYMBOL SIGNS (PICTOGRAMS) SHALL BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE
LOADS AS DETERMINED BY MANUFACTURER. PROVIDE SOLID BLOCKING DISABLED ACCESS REQUIREMENTS EQUIVALENT VERBAL DESCRIPTION PLACED DIRECTLY BELOW THE
SECURED TO 2 MAIN WALL STUDS TO SECURELY SUPPORT ALL WALL STOPS 1. ALL PUBLICLY AND PRIVATELY FUNDED PUBLIC ACCOMMODATIONS AND PICTOGRAM. THE BORDER DIMENSION OF THE PICTOGRAM SHALL BE A
(DOOR BUMPER). COMMERCIAL FACILITIES SHALL BE ACCESSIBLE TO PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES MINIMUM OF 6" IN HEIGHT
22.  THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY AND COORDINATE WITH ALL TRADES, SITE DEVELOPMENT AND ACCESSIBLE ROUTE OF TRAVEL 6. CONTRACTED GRADE 2 BRAILLE SHALL BE USED WHEREVER BRAILLE SYMBOLS
SIZES AND LOCATIONS OF ALL OPENINGS MECHANICAL & ELECTRICAL 1. AT LEAST ONE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE WITHIN THE BOUNDARY OF THE SITE SHALL BE ARE SPECIFICALLY REQUIRED IN OTHER PORTIONS OF THESE REGULATIONS.
EQUIPMENT, EQUIPMENT PADS OR BASES, AS WELL AS POWER, WATER, AND PROVIDED FROM PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION STOPS, ACCESSIBLE PARKING AND DOTS SHALL BE 1/10" ON CENTERS EACH CELL WITH 2/10" SPACE BETWEEN CELLS.
DRAIN INSTALLATIONS, BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH WORK. ANY CONCERNS OR ACCESSIBLE PASSENGER LOADING ZONES, AND PUBLIC STREETS OR SIDEWALKS, DOTS SHALL BE RAISED A MINIMUM OF 1/40" ABOVE THE BACKGROUND
STRUCTURAL CONFLICTS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE TO THE ACCESSIBLE BUILDING ENTRANCE THEY SERVE. THE ACCESSIBLE ROUTE 7. ALL BUILDINGS ENTRANCES THAT ARE ACCESSIBLE TO AND USEABLE BY
ARCHITECT. SHALL, TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE, COINCIDE WITH THE ROUTE FOR THE PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES AND AT EVERY MAJOR JUNCTION ALONG OR
23.  ALL FLOOR OR WALL OPENINGS REQUIRED FOR PIPES, DUCTS, CONDUITS, ETC. GENERAL PUBLIC LEADING TO AN ACCESSIBLE ROUTE OF TRAVEL SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH A
SHALL BE SEALED IN AN APPROVED MANNER. WALKS AND SIDEWALKS SIGN DISPLAYING THE INTERNATIONAL SYMBOL OF ACCESSIBILITY AND WITH
24, PROVIDE RIGID INSULATION AT SLAB EDGE PER LOCAL ENERGY CODE. 1. WALKS AND SIDEWALKS SHALL HAVE A CONTINUOUS COMMON SURFACE NOT ADDITIONAL DIRECTIONAL SIGNS, AS REQUIRED. TO BE VISIBLE TO PERSONS
25. STRUCTURAL NOTES GOVERN TYPICAL CONDITIONS WHETHER OR NOT INTERRUPTED BY STEPS OR BY ABRUPT CHANGES IN LEVEL EXCEEDING 1/2" AND ALONG APPROACHING PEDESTRIAN WAYS
SPECIFICALLY DETAILED OR NOTED. SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 48" IN WIDTH 8. WHEN PERMANENT IDENTIFICATION IS PROVIDED FOR ROOMS AND SPACE,
26. REFER TO STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS FOR LAYOUT, SIZE, AND LOCATION OF ALL ENTRANCES AND EXITS RAISED LETTERS SHALL BE PROVIDED AND SHALL BE ACCOMPANIED BY BRAILLE.
STRUCTURAL MEMBERS. 1. ALL BUILDING ENTRANCES THAT ARE ACCESSIBLE TO AND USABLE BY PERSONS SIGNS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON THE WALL ADJACENT TO THE LATCH SIDE OF THE
27. THE COLOR, CHARACTER, AND QUALITY OF ALL MATERIALS ARE TO MATCH WITH DISABILITIES AND EVERY MAJOR JUNCTION ALONG OR LEADING TO AN DOOR. WHERE THERE IS NO WALL SPACE ON THE LATCH SIDE, INCLUDING AT
ARCHITECT'S SAMPLES. ACCESSIBLE ROUTE OF TRAVEL SHALL BE IDENTIFIED WITH A SIGN DISPLAYING DOUBLE LEAF DOORS, SIGNS SHALL BE PLACED ON THE NEAREST ADJACENT
28. CONTROL JOINTS SHALL BE PROVIDED IN CONCRETE FLOOR SLABS AND THE INTERNATIONAL SYMBOL OF ACCESSIBILITY AND WITH ADDITIONAL WALL, PREFERABLY ON THE RIGHT. MOUNTING HEIGHT SHALL BE 60" ABOVE THE
MASONRY WALLS WHETHER OR NOT SPECIFICALLY REFERENCED ON PLANS. THE DIRECTIONAL SIGNS AS REQUIRED, TO BE VISIBLE TO PERSONS ALONG FINISHED FLOOR TO THE CENTERLINE OF THE SIGN. MOUNTING LOCATION SHALL
MAXIMUM AREA PERMITTED BETWEEN JOINTS SHALL BE 400 SQUARE FEET FOR APPROACHING PEDESTRIAN WAYS BE DETERMINED SO THAT A PERSON MAY APPROACH WITHIN 3" OF SIGNAGE
REINFORCED CONCRETE SLABS, 250 SQUARE FEET FOR NON-REINFORCED 2. EXIT DOORS AND BARS, GRILLES, GRATES, OR SIMILAR DEVICES PLACED OVER WITHOUT ENCOUNTERING PROTRUDING OBJECTS OR STANDING WITHIN THE
SLABS AND 400 SQUARE FEET FOR MASONRY UNLESS SHOWN OTHERWISE. EXIT DOORS, SHALL BE OPERABLE FROM THE INSIDE WITHOUT THE USE OF A KEY SWING OF A DOOR.
PROVIDE EXPANSION JOINTS AS REQUIRED AND/ OR AS SHOWN ON THE OR ANY SPECIAL KNOWLEDGE OR EFFORT 9. PROVIDE ADDRESS NUMBERS THAT ARE CLEARLY VISIBLE AND LEGIBLE FROM
DRAWINGS. 3. LATCHING AND LOCKING DOORS THAT ARE HAND ACTIVATED AND WHICH ARE IN THE STREET FRONTING THE PROPERTY
29. ALL ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL AND PLUMBING WORK SHALL BE CONCEALED A PATH OF TRAVEL SHALL BE OPERABLE WITH A SINGLE EFFORT BY LEVER TYPE
FROM VIEW EXCEPT WHERE EXPOSED TO STRUCTURE. LOCATE PIPING AND HARDWARE, PANIC BARS, PUSH-PULL ACTIVATING BARS, OR OTHER HARDWARE
SUPPORTS IN A NEAT AND CONSISTENT MANNER. DESIGNED TO PROVIDE PASSAGE WITHOUT REQUIRING THE ABILITY TO GRASP
30. IT IS THE CONTRACTORS RESPONSIBILITY TO FOLLOW DRAWINGS FOR LOCATION THE OPENING HARDWARE, LOCKED EXIT DOORS SHALL OPERATE AS ABOVE IN
OF ELECTRICAL RECEPTACLES OR SWITCHES TO AVOID CASEWORK, DOORS, EGRESS DIRECTIONS
ETC.
31.  PROVIDE FINISHED SURFACE UNDER AND BEHIND ALL EQUIPMENT AND
CASEWORK.
32.  THERE SHALL BE NO BACK-TO-BACK ELECTRICAL, TELEPHONE, OR OTHER SIM
ITEMS
/A\ ADJ. ADJACENT LAM. LAMINATE EXIST EXISTING SHT. SHEET
: SIM. SIMILAR
AFF. ABOVE FINISH FLOOR M.O. MASONRY OPENING
W —— 6680 DELMAR BOULEVARD EXP. EXPANSION o STAIN
| ALT. ALTERNATE MACH. MACHINE ExXT EXTERIOR :
. | ALUM ALUMINUM MAX. MAXIMUM o FLOOR DRAIN STD. STANDARD
| : i APPROX. APPROXIMATE MECH. PLUMBING = STG. STAGGER TOP AND BOTTOM
| = = F.E. FIRE EXTINGUISHER STL STEEL
,7 ‘ ARCH. ARCHITECT MIN. or MN. MINIMUM :
® = | 3 F.E.C. FIRE EXTINGUISHER CABINET  gTOR. STORAGE
= | wellsion 7 BD. BOARD MISC. MISCELLANEOUS FHG FIRE HOSE CABINET
Ruth Park Golf Cu_ulrse : “ () BLDG BU”_DlNG MNT MOUNT’ or MOUNTED NG, STRUCT STRUCTURE
: | CA CLEAR ANODIZED MTL METAL FIN. FINISH SUSP. SUSPENDED
University Cit .’.' | i 2 o "
= | ToN CEM CEMENT N.IC NOT IN CONTRACT FL. FLOOR SYNTH. SYNTHETIC
4 | 7 y . ’ o F.O.B. FACE OF BRICK T0OS TOP OF STEEL
% Hemariza | CER. CERAMIC NO. NUMBER S
2D & 5
= — L ce. CORNER GUARD NOM. NOMINAL F.O.S. FACE OF STUD TEL. TELEPHONE
| : e E c.J. CONTROL JOINT N.T.S. NOT TO SCALE F.R.P. FIBERGLASS REINFORCED THK. THICKNESS
: | CLG. CEILING 0.C. ON CENTER PANEL TYP. TYPICAL
: vt’émﬂqd = B Dl el C.M.U. CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT ~ OD. OUTSIDE DIAMETER F.RT. FIRE RETARDANT TREATED U.ON.or UN.O. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
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DEMOLITION NOTES

= SCOPE
A. FURNISH EQUIPMENT AND PERFORM LABOR

REQUIRED TO EXECUTE THIS WORK AS
INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS AS SPECIFIED
AND AS NECESSARY TO COMPLETE THE
CONTRACT INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO
THESE MAJOR ITEMS.
| . PROTECTION OF EXISTING WORK TO REMAIN
, 2. REMOVAL OF PARTITIONS, DOORS, FLOOR
/ COVERINGS AND CEILINGS
== = = g, = B. RELATED WORK:
l I‘:‘:‘: 1‘1‘1‘.”7 || I | . TEMPORARY FACILITIES
= = 2. ALL NEW WORK
| | : ; C. WORK NOT IN CONTRACT:
S i | | . ENCAPSULATION, REMOVAL AND DISPOSAL
S EEEe e . : OF ASBESTOS, TOXIC SUBSTANCES, OR
OTHER HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IF
/ —EXISTING BUILDING ENCOUNTERED
: e == : - NO WORK 2. QUALITY ASSURANCE
i e : e : : : === : : e : = : e ] ] I A. USE ADEQUATE NUMBERS OF SKILLED
== : : : : S : : : : S : : e : : : = WORKMEN WHO ARE THOROUGHLY TRAINED
AND EXPERIENCED IN THE NECESSARY CRAFTS
Esessiis == = i AND WHO ARE COMPLETELY FAMILIAR WITH
EESE EESE ' THE SPECIFIED REQUIREMENTS AND THE
p METHODS NEEDED FOR PROPER
PERFORMANCE OF WORK OF THIS SECTION
B. USE EQUIPMENT ADEQUATE IN SIZE, CAPACITY
] AND NUMBERS TO ACCOMPLISH THE WORK. IN
s S —= /] A TIMELY MANNER
e T TR iy iy ity | | ity s’ [ AR (it il s il il il einiely | N 3. APPLICABLE REFERENCE STANDARDS
FINISH TO MATCH I Il Il 1 Il | I I I| Il 1 Il 1 Il 1 | :| 1 I 1 I |I I 1 INT A. SAFETY REQUIREMENTS FOR DEMOLITION
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oo Sl i i A TRANSOM 4. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS, EXISTING CONDITIONS
| |
ELECTRICAL LINES ']< '
|

| 1
! ! I I I || ———DEMO/REMOVE A. FIELD CONDITIONS- TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION
i | /// i /// i /// i /// | AWNING AS NECESSARY- WORK. ALL OBVIOUS EXISTING
BACK TO SOURCE N ! l I l CONDITIONS AND INSTALLATIONS ON THE SITE
Y, —— L M | | A A | I |
N 7“ T _________________ | 1 | AS THOUGH THEY WERE COMPLETELY SHOWN
foo—===s====s==heseeesn | N pmmmmmmmmesssmms A g ool OR DESCRIBED. ACCEPT THE SITE OF THE
WORK AS IT EXISTS AND CLEAR
OBSTRUCTIONS TO THE WORK. INDICATED.
B. ALL CONTRACTORS FOR THIS WORK SHALL FIRST
DEMO / REMOVE DOOR DEMO / REMOVE EXAMINE THE SITE AND ALL CONDITIONS AND
AND STOREFRONT - PREP MARBLE BASE - TYP. LIMITATIONS THEREON AND THEREABOUTS. ALL
FOR NEW STOREFRONT PROPOSALS SHALL TAKE INTO ACCOUNT ALL
SUCH CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS WHETHER
SOUTH ELEVATION OR NOT THE SAME ARE SPECIFICALLY SHOWN OR
MENTIONED IN ANY OF THESE DOCUMENTS AND
P EVERY PROPOSAL SHALL BE CONSTRUED AS
1/8" = 1'-0" (ALONG DELMAR BLVD) INCLUDING WHATEVER SUMS ARE NEEDED TO

COMPLETE THE WORK IN EVERY PART AS SHOWN,
% %

EXISTING BUILDING /
- NO WORK

63119

314-434-9700

DEMO / REMOVE /
NEON LIGHTS AND
ALL ASSOCIATED B
ATTACHMENTS AND B ———

PATCH / REPAIR = IF__—II___:II____H___—II___—I r——r——u——ﬂ
|

- ~

Louis, Missouri

ARCHITEXTURES BIx

St.

phone:

DEMO / REMOVE LDEI\/IO/ REMOVE
AWNING - TYP. MARBLE BASE - TYP.

DEMO / REMOVE
MARBLE BASE - TYP.

DEMO / REMOVE DOOR
AND STOREFRONT - PREP
FOR NEW STOREFRONT

DEMO / REMOVE
WALL AND STUDS

DEMO / REMOVE
WALL AND STUDS

DESCRIBED OR REASONABLY REQUIRED OR
IMPLIED AND ATTAIN THE COMPLETED CONDITIONS
CONTEMPLATED BY THE CONTRACTOR.
C. CODES- PERFORM ALL WORK IN ACCORDANCE
% WITH THE BUILDING CODE OF THE GOVERNING

it
ﬁﬁﬁ

HHHHHH

BODY HAVING JURISDICTION. THE GOVERNING
STATE INDUSTRIAL SAFETY ORDERS AND THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY
AND HEALTH ACT.
E. UNFORESEEN CONDITIONS- INCLUDE IN THE BASE
BID MISCELLANEOUS CUTTING AND NECESSARY
AS A RESULT OF UNFORESEEN CONDITIONS AND
THE REWORKING OF ABUTTING PATCHING
SURFACES TO REMAIN. NO EXTRA PAYMENTS
BASED ON THE PLEA OF UNFORESEEN
CONDITIONS WILL BE ALLOWED.
F. NOISE CONTROL- CARRY ON ALL WORK IN A
MANNER WHICH WILL PRODUCE THE LEAST
——EXISTING BUILDING AMOUNT OF NOISE. INSTRUCT ALL WORKERS IN
- NO WORK NOISE CONTROL PROCEDURES.
5. EXECUTION
A. PROTECTIONS
| . GLASS- PROVIDE SUCH PROTECTION AS MAY BE
REQUIRED TO PREVENT GLASS BREAKAGE AT NO
ADDITIONAL COST. REPLACE IN KIND ALL BROKEN
GLASS.
2. LOWERING MATERIAL- PROVIDE HOISTS AND
CHUTES AS REQUIRED TO LOWER MATERIAL.
THROWING, DROPPING OR PERMITTED FREE FALL
OF MATERIAL AND DEBRIS
DEMO / REMOVE 3. PROTECTION OF PERSONNEL- ERECT SIGNS,

L CONDUITS AND BARRICADES AND SUCH OTHER FORMS OF
ELECTRICAL LINES WARNING AS MAY BE REQUIRED TO PREVENT
BACK. TO SOURCE PERSONNEL FROM PUTTING THEMSELVES IN THE
CTYP. WAY OF INJURY

4. EXISTING WORK TO REMAIN- PROVIDE SUCH
i iﬁﬁ i FORMS OF PROTECTION AS MAY BE NECESSARY
/// I /// IHI \ |H | DEMO / REMOVE TO PREVENT DAMAGE TO EXISTING WORK AND

i >[|| TRANSOM EQUIPMENT.
fl 5. ERECT AND MAINTAIN DUST PROOF PARTITIONS
|

(I PN ] i/ s AND CLOSURES AS REQUIRED TO PREVENT THE
A y _ A SPREAD OF DUST OF FUMES TO OCCUPIED
DEMO / REMOVE PORTIONS OF THE BUILDING
WALL AND STUDS B. GENERAL
DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DOOR DEMO / REMOVE I. DOORS AND HARDWARE- REMOVE AND DISFOSE
MARBLE BASE - TYP. MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AWNING STOREFRONT ENTRY AND STOREFRONT - PREP MARBLE BASE - TYP. OF NOTED DOORS AND FRAMES.
2. PARTITIONS- REMOVE PARTITIONS, FINISH,
LDEMO/ REMOVE DOOR DEMO / REMOVE CANOPY FOR NEW STOREFRONT STUDS AND TOP AND BOTTOM PLATES WHERE
AND STOREFRONT - PREP STRUCTURE - PREP BUILDING ONLY A PARTIAL RUN IS REMOVED CUT BACK
FOR NEW STOREFRONT TO RECEIVE NEW STRUCTURE FINISH MATERIAL TO THE CENTER OF THE NEXT
ADJACENT SUPPORT TO REMAIN. LEAVE
WEST ELEVATION REMAINING MATERIAL WITH A CLEAN TERMINAL
LINE WITH NO LOOSE MATERIAL ADHERING.
REMOVE ALL SHOTPINS AT FLOOR.
1/8" = 1'-0" (ALONG KINGSLAND AVE) 3. PATCH AND LEVEL FLOOR TO ACCEPT NEW
FLOORING MATERIALS.
5. REMOVE ALL WALL BASE FROM EXISTING WALLS
TO REMAIN
6. REMOVE ALL LIGHT FIXTURES AND ASSOCIATED
S — WIRING FROM AREAS NOTED ON DEMOLITION

TiGHRAL

=

EXISTING BUILDING
- NO WORK

DEMO / REMOVE
NEON LIGHTS AND
ALL ASSOCIATED
ATTACHMENTS AND
PATCH / REPAIR
FINISH TO MATCH
EXISTING - TYP.
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PLAN.
%% 9. CLEAN AND PREP EXISTING DOOR AND FRAME TO
Em REMAIN FOR NEW FINISH
0. PATCH ALL FLOORS, WALLS, SOFFITS, ETC.
(WHEATHER NOTED ELSEWHERE OR NOT) WHERE The seal(s) and signature(s) apply only to the
‘\ AFFECTED BY DEMOLITION AND OR document to which they are affixed and we

CONSTRUCTION OR WHERE DAMAGE WAS expressly disclaim any responsibility for all other

CAUSED DURING CONSTRUCTION plans, specifications, estimates, reports or other
/ C. MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL AND PLUMBING documents or instruments relating to or intended

I REVIEW WITH OWNER AND DETERMINE LINES to be used for any part or parts of the project.
i TO BE REMOVED AND THOSE TO BE KEPT
1 ACTIVE OR TO BE REACTIVATED. PROTECT
LINES TO REMAIN. PROVIDE FOR MINIMUM . .

EXISTING BUILDING SERVICE INTERRUPTION OF LINES TO Revisions:

- NO WORK REMAIN. o
2. REMOVE FIXTURES AND EQUIPMENT AS # Description: Date:

/ INDICATED WHEN INDICATED FOR REUSE
CLEAN STORE AS DIRECTED AND PROTECT
IDENTIFY POINT OF REUSE.

3. REMOVE LINES COMPLETELY WHEREVER
POSSIBLE. CUT AND CAP OR PLUG IN A

‘\ POSITIVE MANNER BEHIND THE BACK OF

EXISTING BUILDING
- NO WORK————

/

FINISH MATERIAL OR UNDER SLAB
4. REMOVE ALL EXISTING LIGHTING FIXTURES,
/ SPEAKERS AND CONDUIT UNLESS
DEVO J REMOVE OTHERWISE NOTED THROUGHOUT

S DEMOLITION SCOPE OF WORK AREA.
__LI_% NEON LIGHTS AND 5. REFER TO DESIGN BUILD MECHANICAL,

bl A e e B - - >—- ALL ASSOCIATED ELECTRICAL, AND PLUMBING FOR UTILITY

FINISH TO MATCH B L e | - - ATTACHMENTS AND DISCONNECTS AND BY-PASS CONNECTIONS
EXISTING - TYP. LA b ' | ' Il I I I Il I I R PATCH / REPAIR TO MAINTAIN CONTINUITY OF SERVICES OF

| 1 1 Il 1 1 Il _li T 71
._—_—"'_—_—:"_—_—;”_—_—i"_—_—i"_—_—H'_—;"-_—_—_—_-l_ Lesdeessdessldcs==b=a=de == |__ﬁ===":==£==="===”_‘=====u;======: _||_ ________ _: FINISH TO MATCH OCCUPIED SPACES
}‘ T \ EXISTING - TYP. D. REMOVED MATERIAL AND DEBRIS DEMOLITION EXTERIOR
B AN DENO REMOVE " ""BESIENATED AND ALL DEBRIS BECOMES THE ELEVATIONS
AN

i i T CON?Ul‘Ti A“I‘D PROPERTY OF THE CONTRACTOR WHO
! I il ECTRICA DS SHALL REMOVE IT FROM THE SITE
N N T L TSF'f O SOURCE 2. DO NOT ALLOW MATERIALS AND DEBRIS
.

DEMO / REMOVE /
NEON LIGHTS AND

ALL ASSOCIATED % |
ATTACHMENTS AND

PATCH / REPAIR j? ———1

DEMO / REMOVE A A
TRANSOM - TYP./ I

Yavava

I Il

I Il

L ____ I __ |
o

|
T A | v GENERATED BY DEMOLITION ACTIVITIES TO
______ - ACCUMULATE. REMOVE DAILY AND DISPOSE
OF IN A LEGAL MANNER.

3. LEAVE ALL SPACES BROOM CLEAN WITH ALL
DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DOOR DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE DEMO / REMOVE LEDGES AND CORNERS PROPERLY CLEANED 3 of

MARBLE BASE - TYP: ?gg Sg\(/\)/ligfggé\gabziﬂ:’ MARBLE BASE - TYP. AWNING - TYP. DOOR MARBLE BASE - TYP. E. FLOOR FINISHES- REMOVE ALL EXISTING FLOOR
DEMO / REMOVE AWNING - FINISHES

NORTH ELEVAT|ON PREP BUILDING TO RECEIVE 6. SALVAGE CONDITIONS Issue Date: 09-23-20
NEW STRUCTURE A. VERIFY WITH OWNER ITEMS TO BE SALVAGED
1/8" = 1'-0" (ALONG PARKING LOT) PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF DEMOLITION
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EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION
- NO WORK

EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION

CLOSURE RETURN, PAINT
TO MATCH WALL COLOR

FLOOR PLAN LEGEND

I EXISTING PARTITION TO REMAIN

NEW STOREFRONT

NEW PARTITION

PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM

PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM

PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM

e
I

LFABRIC AWNING

L _

NEW DOOR

— DOOR NUMBER

ROOM NAME
ROOM NUMBER

R SN N S |y
-
i —
EXISTING
INTERIOR
WALLS - NLC CONSTRUCTION
e - NO WORK
9 ¥
VESTIBULE & VESTIBULE &
o EXISTING EXISTING EXISTING EXISTING il e |" INSULATED GLAZING IN .
1 CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION A 1 PREFINISHED ALUMINUM .
- NO WORK - NO WORK - NO WORK - NO WORK l STOREFRONT SYSTEM
"1 i i i 0 0 i 0 i = = i i
Z" INSULATED GLAZING IN Z INSULATED GLAZING IN L| " INSULATED GLAZING IN Ll " INSULATED GLAZING IN
PREFINISHED ALUMINUM PREFINISHED ALUMINUM PREFINISHED ALUMINUM PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM STOREFRONT SYSTEM STOREFRONT SYSTEM STOREFRONT SYSTEM
ol gl L )
20" 20 30" g 2% 3 EQUAL SPACES 2 EQUAL SPACES 20" 4 EQUAL SPACES 20" 3 EQUAL SPACES 20" 2 30 g 28 P 2 EQUAL SPACES 20"
VESTIBULE
PARTIAL FLOOR PLAN N
I/4" (ALONG DELMAR BLVD)
H_/ L_\r T 41”
2
EXISTING e AF
CONSTRUCTION VESTIBULE
- NO WORK INTERIOR
WALLS - N.I.C. )
(8N}
!
EXISTING EXISTING INSTALL NEW I" INSULATED GLAZING IN EXISTING INTERIOR DOOR - N.1.C. EXISTING
CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION | DOOR IN SAME PREFINISHED ALUMINUM CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION
- NO WORK - NO WORK LOCATION AS STOREFRONT SYSTEM - NO WORK - NO WORK
OLD DOOR
o n . - - o - - EXISTING
! i ! i | | i i i i o CONSTRUCTION
| | | 7 - NO WORK
N | L I | " INSULATED GLAZING IN
_L 'l | | PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
I INSULATED GLAZING IN FABRIC AWNING FABRIC AWNING ~ LINE OF PREFINISHED | | STOREFRONT SYSTEM
PREFINISHED ALUMINUM ABOVE - RE: 3/A6. | ABOVE - RE: METAL CANOPY ABOVEl |
STOREFRONT SYSTEM 3/A6. | RE: 7/A2-0 |
N R | B | R | S D
4|_ I 3|\ 2|_9_||| 4__||| 5|_€§n
2-0" 3 EQUAL SPACES 2-0" 2 2, 3-0 2 EQUAL SPACES 2-0" )22 19" 2 c-0" 20 129" 212", 2-0" 4 EQUAL SPACES 2-0" 2 4 2 2 12 4 2L 2-0"
FIELD VERIFY
/4" = (ALONG KINGSLAND AVE) N
INFILL EXISTING DOOR EXISTING INTERIOR
OPENING TO MATCH CONSTRUCTION WALL - N.I.C.
INTERIOR EXISTING CONSTRUCTION - NO WORK B |
WALL - N.I.C. |
I
EXISTING
CﬁgSV\T/EURCKT'ON EXISTING EXISTING DOOR TO BE IN L:E><|5T|NG
- CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION SAME LOCATION AS CONSTRUCTION
r \ - NO WORK - NO WORK EXISTING DOOR. |- NO WORK
_
I I
gl gl iy gl | 'L 'L
0 0 { —! ' L I d EXISTING
S, CONSTRUCTION
74 - NO WORK
I" INSULATED GLAZING IN I" INSULATED GLAZING IN I" INSULATED GLAZING IN NI,

________ | I'" INSULATED GLAZING IN
LINE OF PREFINISHED ABOVE - RE: 3/A6. | g?(E)FéEII:?—(’)EI\IDTASLYUS%ENI\l/IJM
METAL CANOPY ABOVE
RE: 6/A2-0
" _|||
3 EQUAL SPACES 300 g 20 3 EQUAL SPACES 210" 3 EQUAL SPACES S N O I o T - A=) 70" 210" 3 EQUAL SPACES 28 2-0"
NOTE:
ALL STOREFRONT TO BE PARTIAL FLOOR PLAN
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N
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2(- n 1 , " 41_OII n 51_8" " 41_OII 1_ I " 7II ’-\2
oy
:kAF
lu Ln _=IN:
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45

AN

PLAN DETAIL

BREAK METAL CLOSURE
TO MATCH EXISTING
WINDOW SYSTEM AT
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— N
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PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION

2|_O||

Ln
45

TYPICAL PLAN DETAIL
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PREFINISHED ALUMINUM
STOREFRONT SYSTEM
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METAL CANOPY

4" DEEP COFFERS
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ALUM. STOREFRONT
SYSTEM

LINE OF THRESHOLD
BELOW, SEE SCHEDULE ——

o — " INSUL. GLAZING,

SEE ELEVATIONS
FOR MORE INFO.

<
T

DOOR PER SCHEDULE—

B

=

_ SEE SCHED.
FOR DOOR SIZE

STOREFRONT DOOR JAMB, HEAD SIM.
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/ SEE DOOR TYPE

g

SCHEDULED DOOR

DOOR JAMB, HEAD SIM.

N

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION——/

3 " — I I_OII

DOOR- SEE DOOR

SCHEDULE -
“\\ N
. [TRL
A
ALUM THRESHOLD \\ |
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(MAX HT. 1/2") 5
/* FLOOR FINISH RE:
EXISTING SIDEWALK N / FINISH PLAN
< 2]
<
A 4 )
<
A

2 STOREFRONT DOOR SILL

l I/ZII p— 'I_OII

EXISTING CONSTRUCTION—

ALUMINUM STOREFRONT
SYSTEM

DOOR - SEE DOOR
SCHEDULE

O [ _—1C1X

%

STOREFRONT DOOR HEAD

' I/ZII — 'I_OII

DOOR SCHEDULE

)
w
w 4 pa
zZ = = nd n
% |0 5 2 z N E MK
E 74
xa | Q o o o a2 | <
8 = |O o g O =
@ < w
oz 9 WIDTH [HEIGHT| THICK | TYPE |[MATERIAL FINISH |MATERIAL| TYPE FINISH HEAD JAMB SILL w IO |(x
VESTIBULE 3-0" | 7ujok]| - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG. (FIELD VERIFY HEIGHT)
VESTIBULE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
VESTIBULE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
VESTIBULE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3-0" &-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3’,3_'2” -1 | A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 4/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-2 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
ENTRANCE 3-0" 8.0 | 1-3/4" B H.M. PAINT H.M. B PAINT 3/A4.0 3/A4.0 - | LOCK CORE TO MATCH BUILDING STANDARDS
ENTRANCE 3-0" 8-0" - A | ALUMINUM | ANNODIZED | ALUMINUM A ANNODIZED | 1/A4.0 1/A4.0 2/A4.0 A-1 | BY STOREFRONT MFG.
HARDWARE SET A- |
SINGLE STOREFRONT DOORS IOOA, 100B, I0I1A, 101B, 102, 104, 105, 107, 108
EACH TO RECEIVE:
ou o
| EA CONT HINGE BY STOREFRONT MFG. %‘L %
| EA CYLINDER T.B.D. BLACK ANOD. _%:
| SET  PUSH/PULL T.B.D. BLACK ANOD. al
| EA CLOSER BY STOREFRONT MFG. BLACK ANOD.
@) NOTE PADDLE, LOCK, SEALS ¢ THRESHOLD, BY STOREFRONT MFG.
| EA SWEEP BY STOREFRONT MFG

HARDWARE SET A-2

PAIR STOREFRONT DOORS |04
PAIR TO RECEIVE:

2 EA CONT HINGE

| EA CYLINDER

2 SET  PUSH/PULL

2 EA CLOSER

0 NOTE

0] NOTE

| EA RIM EXIT DEVICE
| EA SWEEP

HARDWARE SET |

SINGLE DOOR 106
EACH TO RECEIVE:

3 EA HINGE

| EA PANIC W/ LVR. TRIM
| EA CLOSER

3 EA SILENCER

| EA KICKPLATE

| EA THRESHOLD

| SET  WEATHER STRIP

| EA SWEEP

| EA DRIP CAP

BY STOREFRONT MFG.

TYPE TO OPERATE MFGRS LOCK

T.B.D.
BY STOREFRONT MFG.

BY STOREFRONT MFG.
BY STOREFRONT MFG.

BBI 191 4.5 X 4.5 NRP X SH

P404 1

GJe4

10" X 2”7 LDW B4E
425 X REQ'D WIDTH

I 6OVA X HEAD ¢ JAMBS

202NA X REQ'D WIDTH
I6AX DR WIDTH + 4"

BLACK ANOD.
BLACK ANOD.
BLACK ANOD.
FLUSHBOLTS, LOCKS, SEALS, ¢ THRESHOLD, BY STOREFRONT MFG.
AUTO OPERATORS, IF REQUIRED, BY OTHERS

us3ab

ALUM

us3azb
ALUM
ALUM
ALUM
ALUM

HAGER

LCN

GLYNN-JOHNSON CO.

ROCKWOOD
NAT GUARD
NAT GUARD
NAT GUARD
NAT GUARD

On

A

MEDIUM STILE ALUMINUM
DOOR IN ANODIZED ALUM.

FRAME

DOOR / FRAME TYPES

B

| 4 GAGE HOLLOW METAL
DOOR IN 14 GAGE H.M.
FRAME
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ISSUE DATE: FEBRUARY 5, 2020
REVISIONS:

RANDY
BURKETT

LIGHTING
DESIGN

KINGSLAND & DELMAR
ST. LOUIS, MO

TYPE

LUMINAIRE
SPECIFICATION

LUMINAIRE
DESCRIPTION

LAMP
CODE

LAMPS/
UNIT

MAX

WATTS/
UNIT

VOLTS

NOTES

REV.

SA

SB

SC

SD-1

SD-4

Ecosense
F170-1S-HO-30-8-15-C-H-x

Ecosense
L50-E-12-06-30-80-MULT-
15X15/MNT-L-FAB/WMA-L-CA-12

Ecosense
FO080-1S-LO-30-8-15-C-X-x

Ecosense
L50-E-12-06-30-80-MULT-
15X23/MNT-L-FAB

Ecosense
L50-E-48-06-30-80-MULT-
15X23/(2)MNT-L-FAB

Surface mounted LED uplight at pilasters

(Level 2)

Bracket mounted linear LED wash-lights
(Level 3 and 4 decorative medallions)

Suface mounted LED uplight at crown pilaster

detail (Level 4)

Linear LED uplight at building crown (12" unit)

Linear LED uplight at building crown (48" unit)

Integral LED

Integral LED

Integral LED

Integral LED

Integral LED

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

38

6/FT

6/FT

6/FT

As Req'd

As Req'd

As Req'd

As Req'd

As Req'd

DESIGN BUILD DRAWING AND SPECIFICATION NOTES:

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

CONTRACTOR TO PARTICIPATE IN MANDATORY PRE-BID WITH LIGHTING
DESIGNER AND OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE ON-SITE TO WALK THE
PROJECT AND REVIEW THE SCOPE OF WORK IN DETAIL.

SCOPE OF WORK IN THIS DESIGN-BUILD PACKAGE SHALL BE PERFORMED
UNDER THE SERVICES OF A QUALIFIED ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR.
DRAWINGS INCLUDED ARE MEANT TO SERVE AS BASIS OF DESIGN WITH
DETAILED DRAWINGS AND ENGINEERING WORK DONE BY CONTRACTOR
FOR REVIEW AND APPROVAL BY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE AND
THEIR DESIGN TEAM. THIS WORK WILL BE COMPRISED OF, BUT NOT BE
LIMITED TO, PLANS, PANELBOARD ASSIGNMENTS, AND OTHER WORK
NECESSARY TO ENSURE A COMPLETE, OPERATIONAL AND CODE
COMPLIANT SYSTEM.

CONTRACTOR SHALL OBSERVE ALL REGULATIONS IMPOSED BY THE
APPROPRIATE GOVERNING BODIES, AND ALL WORK SHALL COMPLY WITH
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE BUILDING CODES, ACCIDENT AND FIRE
PREVENTION REGULATIONS. ALL MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT,
WORKMANSHIP, WORKING CONDITIONS, AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS
SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LATEST APPLICABLE SECTIONS OF LOCAL,
MUNICIPAL, CITY, STATE AND FEDERAL CODES, ORDINANCES, AND
STANDARDS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS PRIOR
TO STARTING ANY CONSTRUCTION AND SHALL NOTIFY THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE OF ANY DISCREPANCIES OR INCONSISTENCIES AT THE
BUILDING SITE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO OWNER'S OR
OTHER'S PROPERTY DONE BY HIM/HER OR INDIVIDUALS IN THE
CONTRACTOR'S EMPLOY, OR THROUGH NEGLIGENCE.

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ELECTRICAL PERMIT ACQUISITION
AND OTHER TRADES REQUIRED TO COMPLETE INSTALLATIONS TO
FULFILL DRAWING REQUIREMENTS INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO,
MISCELLANEOUS METALS, CARPENTERS, PAINTERS, ETC.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM THE WORK AT THE PROJECT SITE DURING
NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED AND AGREED
UPON WITH THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

THESE LAYOUT DRAWINGS ARE DIAGRAMMATIC AND ARE INTENDED TO
SHOW LOCATION OF LIGHTING EQUIPMENT, AND RELATED DEVICES.
UNLESS DIMENSIONS ARE GIVEN OR OTHERWISE IMPLIED FOR
CLEARANCES, ETCETERA. LIGHTING, RELATED DEVICES, AND
ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT ARE TO BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE GENERAL PLANS. SITE CONDITIONS MUST BE CONFIRMED PRIOR
EXECUTING WORK NECESSARY, AND TO PROVIDE MINOR OFFSETS IN
ELECTRICAL WORK AS REQUIRED TO AVOID CONFLICT WITH EXISTING
CONDITIONS ON THIS PROJECT. ANY CONFLICTS SHALL BE BROUGHT TO
THE ATTENTION OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR TO UNDERTAKING ASSOCIATED WORK.

CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A RECORD SET OF DRAWINGS AT THE JOB
SITE AND MARK THEREON ANY CHANGES AS THE WORK PROCEEDS. THE
RECORD DRAWINGS MUST BE PROVIDED TO THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE AND CITY PRIOR TO FINAL INSPECTION AND
ACCEPTANCE. A FINAL COMPLETE SET OF AS-BUILT ELECTRICAL AND
LIGHTING DRAWINGS SHALL ALSO BE FURNISHED BY THE CONTRACTOR
TO THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE, AT THE CLOSE OF THE PROJECT
WITH ALL CHANGES/UPDATES MADE DURING CONSTRUCTION AND
APPROVED BY THE CITY. THE COST OF THIS IS TO BE PROVIDED IN THE
CONTRACTOR'S BASE BID.

LOCATIONS FOR ALL CONDUITS, UTILITY BOXES, HANDHOLES OR
PULL-BOXES SHALL BE APPROVED BY OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR
TO INSTALLATION.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL SUPPORTS, MOUNTING ACCESSORIES,
AND ANY OTHER HARDWARE REQUIRED FOR THE LIGHTING SYSTEM
INSTALLATION SHOWN HEREIN. CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE
FOR DETERMINING AND IMPLEMENTING ANY MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED
TO PROVIDE A COMPLETE, OPERABLE, AND COMPLIANT SYSTEM.
CONTRACTOR SHALL PRESENT ANY MODIFICATIONS NECESSARY TO
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION.

CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ANY AVAILABLE CONSTRUCTION OR
AS-BUILT DRAWINGS FROM THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE
BUILDING INDICATED IN THIS DESIGN-BUILD PACKAGE PRIOR TO
BEGINNING ANY WORK. THESE DRAWINGS SHALL BE UTILIZED TO
DEVELOP WORKING DETAILS FOR NEW LIGHTING POSITIONS, ELECTRICAL
DISTRIBUTION AND CIRCUITING, AS WELL AS GENERAL CONSTRUCTION
METHODS AND MATERIALS.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL LABOR AND MATERIAL FOR A
COMPLETE LIGHTING AND ELECTRICAL SYSTEM AS INDICATED ON AND
DESCRIBED IN THE DESIGN/BUILD DOCUMENTS. VERIFY ALL EXISTING
CONDITIONS AT THE SITE PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID OR STARTING
WORK. LOCATE ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO STARTING WORK. COMPLY WITH
ALL OSHA SAFETY GUIDELINES DURING THE COURSE OF COMPLETING
THE WORK DESCRIBED ON THESE DOCUMENTS. REVIEW ALL AVAILABLE
EXISTING CONDITIONS AS WELL AS ANY AVAILABLE AS-BUILT DRAWINGS.
REVIEW ALL INSTRUCTIONS TO BIDDERS, GENERAL CONDITIONS, AND
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION. SUBMISSION OF A BID WILL
ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE CONTRACTOR HAS VISITED THE SITE AND
COMPLETED A THOROUGH REVIEW OF ALL PROJECT RELATED
DOCUMENTS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REQUEST CLARIFICATION IN
WRITING FOR ANY DISCREPANCIES, WHICH MAY EXIST IN THE
DOCUMENTS TEN (10) DAYS PRIOR TO BID. ABSENCE OF ANY REQUEST
WILL ACKNOWLEDGE CONTRACTOR UNDERSTANDS ALL REQUIREMENTS
OF THE DOCUMENTS, METHODS OF INSTALLATION, AND MATERIALS TO BE
USED. WHERE ITEMS OR ISSUES HAVE NOT BEEN REQUESTED FOR
CLARIFICATION PRIOR TO THE BID, THE MOST STRINGENT REQUIREMENTS
WILL APPLY AT THE DIRECTION AND DISCRETION OF THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE. FURTHERMORE, ANY REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
AFTER THE BID WILL NOT BE REASON FOR OR CAUSE DELAY OF THE
PROJECT.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

THE EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS, AND MANUFACTURERS SCHEDULED IN
THESE DOCUMENTS SHALL BE THE BASIS OF DESIGN. THE CONTRACTOR
SHALL BASE HIS BID ON THE SAME. ALL OTHER EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS,
AND MANUFACTURERS WILL BE CONSIDERED SUBSTITUTIONS.
PROPOSED SUBSTITUTIONS SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR REVIEW TO THE
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE PRIOR TO BID. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL
MAKE NO PRIOR ASSUMPTION ON ALTERNATES NOT APPROVED BY THE
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE. APPROVALS OF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE
CONTINGENT UPON MATERIALS BEING SUBMITTED BY CONTRACTOR FIVE
(5) DAYS PRIOR TO BID TO ALLOW TIME FOR OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
TO REVIEW. IF THE SUBSTITUTION REQUEST IS APPROVED, THE
CONTRACTOR WILL BE HELD RESPONSIBLE FOR PHYSICAL SIZE,
CAPACITIES, COORDINATION, SUPPLEMENTAL DRAWINGS, AND
INFORMING OTHER CONTRACTORS RELATED TO THE INSTALLATION AS TO
ANY SPECIFIED ITEM CHANGES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BEAR AS PART
OF HIS CONTRACT, ANY ADDITIONAL COSTS INCURRED IN HIS WORK OR
BY THE OTHER CONTRACTORS AS A RESULT OF INSTALLATION OF
ANYTHING OTHER THAN BASIS OF DESIGN EQUIPMENT.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PAY FOR PERMITS, ALL INSPECTIONS REQUIRED,
AND PROVIDE A CERTIFICATE OF INSPECTION. KEEP "AS-BUILT"
INFORMATION DURING THE CONSTRUCTION AND FURNISH THE OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE A RECORD SET OF BLACKLINES, BOTH HARD COPY AND
DIGITAL, AT THE COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT.

SYSTEMS ARE SHOWN AS DIAGRAMMATIC AND GIVE THE GENERAL
ARRANGEMENT ONLY. EXACT LOCATIONS SHALL BE DETERMINED IN THE
FIELD ON THE BASIS OF SITE REVIEW, DRAWINGS, AND SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION. INSTALLATION SHALL BE COORDINATED TO PROVIDE FOR
OPERATING EFFICIENCY, NEATNESS OF APPEARANCE, AND EASE OF
MAINTENANCE. IT IS EXPECTED THAT THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE
DETAIL DRAWINGS, PICTURES, AND FIELD SKETCHES WHERE
COORDINATION ISSUES ARISE FOR CLARIFICATION. AFTER AGREEMENT
AND CLARIFICATIONS ARE MADE, THE INSTALLATION MAY PROCEED.
COORDINATION DRAWINGS SHALL BE SUBMITTED.

CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE WORK INSTALLED UNDER THE
CONTRACT TO BE FREE FROM DEFECTIVE WORKMANSHIP AND
MATERIALS, USUAL WEAR EXPECTED, AND SHOULD ANY SUCH DEFECTS
DEVELOP WITHIN A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR AFTER ACCEPTANCE OF THE
LIGHTING SYSTEMS BY THE OWNER, THIS CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR
AND/OR REPLACE ANY DEFECTIVE ITEMS AND DAMAGE RESULTING FROM
FAILURE OF THESE ITEMS AT NO EXPENSE WHATSOEVER TO THE
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFINE THEIR ACTIVITIES TO THE AREA SET ASIDE
FOR THEM AS DEFINED BY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE TO DO HIS
WORK AND SHALL NOT INTERFERE WITH ANY OF THE PEDESTRIAN OR
TRAFFIC PATTERNS. THIS CONTRACTOR WILL NOT BE PERMITTED TO
STORE MATERIALS EXCEPT WITHIN THE AREA AS DIRECTED BY THE
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE. SHOULD ANY DISTURBANCE OF EXISTING
INSTALLATION BE NECESSARY THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INFORM THE
OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE WELL IN ADVANCE OF THE TIME
CONTEMPLATED FOR THE DISTURBANCE. AFTER A PLAN ACCEPTABLE TO
THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE HAS BEEN FORMULATED, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP IN CLOSE PERSONAL CONTACT WITH THE
WORK TO SEE THAT IT IS EXECUTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AGREED
PROCEDURE. PROVIDE TRAFFIC BARRIERS, WARNING LIGHTS, SIGNS,
BARRICADES, AND EQUIPMENT TO SAFELY EXECUTE THE WORK AND
PROTECT WORKERS AND PEDESTRIANS FROM HARM. COMPLY WITH ALL
PROJECT STANDARDS.

CONTINUITY OF ALL SITE SERVICES AND UTILITIES SERVING FACILITIES
SHALL BE MAINTAINED WITHOUT INTERRUPTION, EXCEPT FOR SUCH A
PERIOD OF TIME DESIGNATED BY THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL SO ARRANGE AND EXECUTE HIS WORK THAT ANY
CONNECTIONS, EITHER TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT, OR
REARRANGEMENT OF PRESENT EQUIPMENT, CONDUIT, WIRING,
SWITCHES, ETC. ARE NECESSARY TO ASSURE THIS CONTINUITY OF THE
BUILDING SERVICE. THIS CONTRACTOR, AT NO ADDITIONAL COST, SHALL
PROVIDE THEM TO THE PROJECT WORK AREAS. WHERE USED IN THESE
DOCUMENTS, MAINTAIN IS DEFINED AS FOLLOWS: SUSTAIN THE EXISTING
WORKING CONDITION OF ELECTRICAL DEVICES AND EQUIPMENT WHICH
INCLUDES BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO REVISING, REMOVING, AND
REINSTALLING TO EXECUTE THE NEW WORK INDICATED. PROVIDE ALL
REQUIRED SAFETY BARRIERS AND SHORING FOR THE SAFE INSTALLATION
OF ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT, DUCT BANK, AND LIGHTING.

SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL BE SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY AS PDF FILES.
SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL INCLUDE TRANSMITTAL PAGE(S) INDICATING THE
NAME OF THE PROJECT, AND THE NAME, ADDRESS, AND PHONE NUMBER
OF THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIEW SHOP DRAWING
SUBMITTALS FOR COMPLIANCE, CONTENT, AND COMPLETENESS AND
PROVIDE A STAMP WITH THE DATE OF THE REVIEW AND SIGNATURE OF
THE REVIEWER. TRANSMITTAL PAGE SHALL HAVE INDEX WITH
SPECIFICATION SECTION AND DESCRIPTION OF SUBMITTED ITEMS. NO
EXCEPTIONS WILL BE TAKEN. SHOP DRAWINGS NOT SUBMITTED IN THIS
FORMAT WILL BE REJECTED AND WILL NOT CAUSE REASON FOR PROJECT
DELAYS. EQUIPMENT SHALL NOT BE ORDERED UNTIL OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE HAS PROCESSED APPLICABLE SHOP DRAWINGS. A
MINIMUM OF SEVEN WORKING DAYS WILL BE ALLOWED FOR SUBMITTAL
PROCESSING.

ALL LIGHT FIXTURES SHALL BE CONNECTED TO A CENTRAL BUILDING
DIMMING SYSTEM. FINAL DIMMING LEVELS WILL BE SET DURING FINAL
AIMING SESSION.

SHOP DRAWING SUBMITTALS SHOULD BE SUBMITTED TO:
RANDY BURKETT LIGHTING DESIGN, INC
609 E LOCKWOOD AVE STE 201
SAINT LOUIS, MO 63119
314-961-6650
susan@rbldi.com
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1 SECOND FLOOR LIGHTING PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

NOTES:

1. THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN DEVELOPED BASED UPON DRAWINGS
FROM A PREVIOUS REMODEL OF THE FIRST FLOOR AND FROM
GOOGLE EARTH IMAGES. ACTUAL DIMENSIONS OF BUILDING
FEATURES MAY VARY FROM WHAT IS SHOWN ON THIS SHEET.

2. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING AREAS REQUIRED
FOR MOUNTING OF ALL LIGHT FIXTURES.

3. REFER TO SPECIFICATIONS FOUND ON DRAWING L-0 FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION.

FIXTURE

\ TYPE 'SA'
™ SURFACE MOUNTED

JUNCTION BOX

LEDGE BELOW SECOND
FLOOR WINDOW

\ EXTERIOR WALL

OF BUILDING

DETAIL AT SECOND FLOOR LEDGE (n.t.s.)

SEE PROJECT DESIGN/BUILD NOTES CONCERNING POWER ACCESS AND THE ROUTING OF CONDUIT.
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1 THIRD AND FOURTH FLOOR LIGHTING PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

S

NOTES:

1. ALL WORK SHOWN ON THIS SHEET IS TYPICAL FOR BOTH THE THIRD
FLOOR AND THE FOURTH FLOOR.

2. THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN DEVELOPED BASED UPON DRAWINGS
FROM A PREVIOUS REMODEL OF THE FIRST FLOOR AND FROM
GOOGLE EARTH IMAGES. ACTUAL DIMENSIONS OF BUILDING
FEATURES MAY VARY FROM WHAT IS SHOWN ON THIS SHEET.

3. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING AREAS REQUIRED
FOR MOUNTING OF ALL LIGHT FIXTURES.

3. REFER TO SPECIFICATIONS FOUND ON DRAWING L-0 FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION.
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NOTES:
sc p- 1. THIS DRAWING HAS BEEN DEVELOPED BASED UPON DRAWINGS
FROM A PREVIOUS REMODEL OF THE FIRST FLOOR AND FROM
SC P GOOGLE EARTH IMAGES. ACTUAL DIMENSIONS OF BUILDING
FEATURES MAY VARY FROM WHAT IS SHOWN ON THIS SHEET.
2. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING AREAS REQUIRED
SD4 FOR MOUNTING OF ALL LIGHT FIXTURES.
| 3. DUE TO UNCERTAINTY OF BUILDING FEATURE DIMENSIONS,
sD1 | QUANTITIES OF FIXTURE TYPES 'SD1' AND 'SD4' MAY VARY FROM
WHAT IS SHOWN ON THESE PLANS. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR IS
sc p- RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ACTUAL DIMENSIONS OF SPACES
REQUIRED FOR FIXTURE TYPES 'SD1' AND 'SD4' AND DETERMINING
sc p- EXACT QUANTITIES REQUIRED FOR FIXTURE TYPES 'SD1' AND 'SD4".
THESE QUANTITIES SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE LIGHTING
DESIGNER.
SD4 4. REFER TO SPECIFICATIONS FOUND ON DRAWING L-0 FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION.
SD4
TO BE DETERMINED IN
FIELD DURING MOCK-UP
OF TEST FIXTURE
SD4
FIXTURE TYPES
"SD1" & "SD4"
SD4
SD4 ——
i
SD4
.'4_ "
so1 | - LEDGE BELOW ROOF
sp1 |
sc p-
sc p-
SD4 \ EXTERIOR WALL
OF BUILDING
sD1 |
sc p-
DETAIL AT ROOF LEDGE (n.t.s.)
sc p-
SEE PROJECT DESIGN/BUILD NOTES CONCERNING POWER ACCESS AND THE ROUTING OF CONDUIT.
SD4
SD4
SURFACE MOUNTED
JUNCTION BOX
SD4
| |
| |
SD4
SD4 O ;EEI ©
FIXTURE
TYPE 'SC'
SD4 P
- A. qA.
SD1 || e
SD1 oo
sc p- Co LEDGE BELOW ROOF
sc p-
SD4
sD1 | \
sc P EXTERIOR WALL
OF BUILDING
sc p-
DETAIL AT ROOF LEDGE (n.t.s.)
A A so: spiA A SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 SD4 sp4a sp1 A A  spsa s A A
SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SC SEE PROJECT DESIGN/BUILD NOTES CONCERNING POWER ACCESS AND THE ROUTING OF CONDUIT.
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1 ROOF LIGHTING PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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FIXTURE SC - TYPICAL 4 PER TOWER

FIXTURES SD1 & SD4 - QUANTITIES FIXTURES SD1 & SD4 - TYPICAL

TO BE DETERMINED IN FIELD 1 EACH PER TOWER

200+ BEERS

1 SOUTH ELEVATION (TYPICAL ALSO FOR NORTH ELEVATION)
SCALE: NONE

FIXTURE SC - TYPICAL 4 PER TOWER

FIXTURES SD1 & SD4 - QUANTITIES

TO BE DETERMINED IN FIELD FIXTURES SD1 & SD4 -TYPICAL

1 EACH PER TOWER

U-CITYGRILL

3 WEST ELEVATION
SCALE: NONE

e s = T

| ]

= =l Rl |

p— -

FIXTURE SA - TYPICAL 2 PER TOWER

FIXTURE SB - TYPICAL
1 PER DECORATIVE PANEL

1 DECORATIVE PANELS AT SOUTH, WEST & NORTH ELEVATIONS
SCALE: NONE

NOTES:

1. THESE ILLUSTRATIONS SHOW APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS AND MOUNTING
INTENT FOR SPECIFIED LIGHTING EQUIPMENT ON THE BUILDING FACADES.
THESE LOCATIONS ARE SCHEMATIC AND APPROXIMATE, PROVIDING BASIC
GUIDANCE AS TO THE DESIGN INTENT FOR EACH LIGHTING FIXTURE.
THESE IMAGES SHOULD BE USED TO AUGMENT THE UNDERSTANDING OF
EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS SHOWN ON THE LIGHTING PLANS.

2. EACH LOCATION INDICATED ON THESE ILLUSTRATIONS SHALL BE
INVESTIGATED AND PHOTOGRAPHED AS A PRECURSOR TO THE
CONTRACTOR ESTABLISHING DETAILING RECOMMENDATION. ELECTRONIC
COPIES OF THESE PHOTOGRAPHS SHALL BE PROVIDED TO THE LIGHTING
DESIGNER AS SUPPORT FOR THE CONTRACTOR'S MOUNTING
RECOMMENDATIONS.

3. THESE ILLUSTRATIONS SHALL BE USED TO DESCRIBE THE CONTRACTOR'S
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR RUNNING AND CONCEALING EXTERIOR CONDUIT

AND ELECTRICAL DEVICES REQUIRED TO EXECUTE LIGHTING DESIGN
FIXTURE SA - TYPICAL 2 PER TOWER INTENT.

4. MEET ON SITE WITH LIGHTING DESIGNER TO REVIEW AND CONFIRM
INSTALLATION INTENT FOR EACH FIXTURE.

5. PRIOR TO FINAL INSTALLATION OF EACH UNIQUE FIXTURE TYPE,
CONTRACTOR SHALL PREPARE AND CONDUCT A NIGHTTIME LIGHTING
MOCK-UP TO FINALIZE EXACT FIXTURE POSITIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE
SURFACE THEY ARE ILLUMINATING.

RANDY
BURKETT

LIGHTING
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609 E. LOCKWOOD AVE.

SUITE 201
ST. LOUIS, MO 6311

TEL: 314-961-6650
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