




 
MINUTES OF THE LANDMARKS BOARD 

 
   DATE:  May 29, 2013 

         TIME:   5:30 pm 
 

The regular meeting and public hearing of the Landmarks Board was held on the above date and time in 
City Council Chambers, third floor of Historic City Hall with the following members and City of Springfield 
staff in attendance:  David Eslick (Chair), Laurel Bryant (Vice-Chair), Ann Bayliff, Len Eagleburger, David 
Maggard, Monica Stegall, and David Brown; Daniel Neal, Senior Planner; Duke McDonald, Assistant City 
Attorney; Sandy Goddard Administrative Assistant.  ABSENT: Todd Smith. 

ROLL CALL: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  May 1, 2013 minutes were approved unanimously.  

NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Certificates of Appropriateness: 
1.  305 East Walnut:  Construct a new addition and rehabilitate building 

Mr. Patrick Neuber of Bates & Associates , 433 W. Walnut, Springfield commented this is the Vandivort 
Building, which will have a complete interior and exterior renovation.  The interior is gutted and repurposed 
to be a hotel, approximately fifty (50) rooms and community space as well; a bar and meeting rooms. There 
will not be any major work besides the canopy on the first floor and the existing non historic store fronts will 
be replaced with details more historically accurate with what was there.  It is based off pictures they found 
in working with the Historic Consultant Deb Shields.  There is not an accessible entrance at the front of the 
building so there is a solution that has been worked up to match the profile that is there and at the same 
time setting a new weather enclosure back to provide an ADA ramp behind the store front that matches this 
condition similar to the pictures.  It will be cleaning, painting, and brushing up the historic elevation.  The 
green canvas awning currently there now will be removed and a sign on the west side, referring to pictures 
on the display, that has the hotels name on it put back in at approximately that same location.  They are 
trying to bring the historic nature of the building back to Walnut Street which is the historically significant 
component of this building and give it a presence downtown with this use.  With people coming in here, it 
will help to revitalize this corner of downtown.   All the historic windows on the interior will be replaced, the 
trim will be historically accurate; they were able to find a couple of windows with the original trim and new 
trim will be made to go with all the windows on the inside of the building.  On the north side of the building 
there will be construction of an addition, referring to the picture display, with materials consistent brick that 
will compliment, not match existing and not contrast and then glass and metal wall panels and wood.  This 
addition provides them with rooms which make the building work from the layout standpoint and a 
performance standpoint as well and provides an entrance.  The lot is combined with a parking lot northwest 
of it and this provides an entrance from the parking lot that serves the building as well.  The entire 



application project has been approved by State and Federal and came back with minimal comments on 
window profile details on the trim to correct.   

Mr. Eslick asked for clarification on the property line, the addition and the profiles of the windows currently 
there. 

Mr. Neuber said they cannot, based on the Federal Historic Regulations, use an arch top window and can’t 
match them exactly in the same size, but they can match them in the feel, which is what they have 
attempted to do in the patterning. 

Ms. Bryant asked about the backside of the building and an old chimney there which is deteriorated; it looks 
to be slanting and looks like it was improperly mortared and the bricks are deteriorated so all that will be 
included. 

Mr. Neuber stated they are doing tuck-pointing of the job and the structural engineer is reviewing all of 
these components to make their recommendations on what is acceptable and not acceptable in masonry. 

Ms. Stegall asked about the PVC being used on the front façade along the store front, asking if other 
options were looked at. 

Mr. Neuber stated that when they looked at materials, Azek was recommended by Deb Shields for historic 
preservation saying it is one of the best products that they have used all around.  It can be painted and 
used like wood but it doesn’t have any of the maintenance issues of wood and it is one of the products the 
State and Feds really like in these applications.   

Mr. McDonald asked who Deb Shields is. 

Deb Shields is the Historic Consultant that was hired for the project. She works with State and Federal 
Reviewers. 

Ms. Stegall commented she would prefer to see something else used. 

Mr. Eslick closed the public hearing. 

Ms. Bryant motioned to approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for 305 W. Walnut.  Ms. Bayliff 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried as follows:  Ayes:  Eslick, Bryant, Eagleburger, Maggard, 
Bayliff, Brown, and Stegall.  Nays:  None.  Abstain:  None.  Absent:  Todd Smith. 

B.  Pre-Application Review 
 

1. 1014 E. Walnut: Demolish existing structure and construct two new multi-family structures 
and off-street parking lot. 

Laura Daugherty, 5980 East Tranquility St, Rogersville; Ms. Daugherty commented that the Board has 
seen the packet previously submitted with the plans and drawings; this is a two part proposal and they will 



address the first item. This is a demolition of a non-contributing one-story four-plex and the construction of 
two four-plexes, designed to be more compatible with the historic district.   Ms. Daugherty reviewed the site 
plan of the area stating it is between John Q. Hammons Parkway and National Avenue along Walnut 
Street.  The proposal is to build a two-story more compatible four-plex unit at the front and an additional 
four-plex cottage behind it.  They believe they meet the massing in the actual street cottage look of Walnut 
Street for compatibility.  In the back of 1014 E. Walnut, they propose to do a four-pack cottage and the idea 
is that this would allow the kind of density that the district needs at this point in order to support the 
development.  Ms. Daugherty described the structure on the ground floor split down the center where you 
would see left to right access and have a one story apartment on each side and then there will stair access 
to an upper level which will be the beginning of a two-story townhouse which will be three (3) bedroom 
units.  There will be a total of four (4) units, two three-story townhouses and two one-story apartments.  
They squatted the floor to floor heights in the back and done more of a two and one-half (2 ½) story 
treatment with the lower roof and dormers in order to make the massing more appealing for a back lot 
structure and bring down the scale somewhat to be appropriate behind the building on 1014.  Ms. 
Daugherty referred to the drawings for a view of the proposed cottages.   

Mr. Eslick explained to Board member that this is a pre-design review so Ms. Daugherty is explaining what 
they are going to do and get feedback from the Landmarks Board with comments and suggestions on 
changes that need to be made. 

Mr. Neal suggested they present each phase separately. 

Ms. Bryant said she is concerned with the density.  This is quite a large structure and a lot of structures, so 
there is an example of parking when looking at the corridor they are thinking of, and she does not see 
anything that would suffice for that.  It seems like very high density for that corridor. 

Ms. Daugherty asked what Ms. Bryant meant by the corridor, the alley or Walnut Street? 

Ms. Bryant stated the alley. 

Ms. Daugherty stated they have had discussions with the City about that as well because currently the alley 
actually isn’t sufficient for what it serves and as a part of this project, they would like to be partners in 
working with the City to improve the alley.  They seem receptive to that at this point.  There are issues with 
trash, pilfering, stormwater issues, and other things that need to be addressed so we hope through all 
those improvements adding this amount of density would not be a negative, it would be a positive for the 
whole block. 

Mr. Eslick commented that the new building at 1014 should be consistent with the homes on Walnut Street 
and work with the different design elements of each one of the houses on Walnut Street to make it feel it is 
part of Walnut Street.   Mr. Eslick asked if the side opening could be a solid wall rather than have it open, 
as it just a stairway and as it is visible from Walnut Street, in keeping with the historic structure.  Mr. Eslick 
commented that with the discussion that has taken place, this particular project would be approved without 
any opposition from the Board. 



2. 938, 944, 1000, 1006, 1012, 1040 & 1046 East Walnut: Construct new multi-family 
structures and off-street parking lot behind existing historic structures. 

Ms. Daugherty, 5980 E Tranquility; stated the second phase of the proposal they are calling the Walnut 
Cottages and it the preservation of the existing historic houses on Walnut Street and the construction of 
new four-plexes south of the existing houses and also propose to do landscape to well lit parking for the 
above four-plexes and the existing homes and also the functional and visual improvements to the alley 
which was discussed earlier.  Ms Daugherty referred to the display showing the development area, starting 
from 938 Walnut to 1046 Walnut and referencing the exiting photograph of what is there currently and the 
existing parking and paving situation.  The historic homes that front Walnut Street are to remain and then 
the previous project of 1014 Walnut in the center with the new four-plex on the street and the four-pack 
Cottage behind.  Then beyond all that they plan to provide an addition four-pack Cottages at the back lots 
of each of those houses.  The plan is to purchase those properties in part or in whole, depending on 
negotiations, and in the case of 1012 Walnut it would only be for a driveway easement or parking lot 
easement to allow for parking on the property.  Each of these cottages will be placed behind the homes in 
order to allow for the density to spur development and have the income that need to happen in order to do 
a project like this and support the houses.   Ms. Daugherty pointed out at 938 Walnut, there is a possibility 
that location might become the offices of the developer or possibly remain a single family residence; the 
four-pack cottage has been omitted in that location and at 1012 Walnut as well because the owner is not 
receptive to having something behind him, but he is willing working with parking.  Ms. Daugherty reviewed 
the site elevation looking to the west, and the intent of the drawing  is to show what they are trying to do is 
not create a Godzilla complex of these four-pack cottages looming over the existing buildings on the front; 
in order to keep them a back lot structure so they are not the dominate structure.  We do not want them to 
be the dominate structure on the lots so we have tried to keep the massing and scale down in that effort.  
The roof lines are very similar in height, although not exact. 

Ms. Daugherty referred to the Historic Preservation League of Oregon which talks about compatible infill 
design and what to do in a situation where you have a historic district and you need new construction and 
the right steps to promote economic vitality otherwise they will begin to fail and not be preserved..  This 
document tries to explain that compatibility is really the most important part.   Ms. Daugherty reviewed the 
baseline principles for new construction in an historic district in relation to this proposed project: 

1.  The District is the Resource, not its individual parts 
2. New Construction will reinforce the historic significance of the district 
3. New Construction will complement and support the district 
4. Infill will be compatible yet distinct 
5. The exterior envelope and patterning will reflect district characteristics 
6. Contributing buildings will not be demolished to create infill opportunities 
7. Archeological resources will be preserved in place or mitigated 

Ms. Daugherty commented that to recap what they would like to do is, quoting from the Historic 
Preservation League of Oregon Document, which sums up their project here is, “At best, infill buildings 



should contribute to the established narrative of the district.  At the very least, they should be neutral in their 
effect.  They should never skew excessive attention to themselves at the detriment of the district.  Ms. 
Daugherty stated that is what they are trying to do here; get a nice compatible structure that’s going to 
improve but not detract from the district. 

Mr. Eslick commented on the four-packs asking if there was any thought of doing some historic features on 
those rather than the cookie-cutter design to align them with the district. 

Ms. Daugherty said that she feels the images don’t display their intent there; their intent is to make them in 
keeping with the district, not the elaborate amount of detail that they would go into on 1014 Walnut but still 
take care in trim details and window proportions and spacing.  The material palate is cementitious siding as 
well and they tried to do vertical siding treatment on the top with different shading on the bottom.  The other 
item to note is the color palate within this project would be different on each building in order to not create a 
sweeping repetitious landscape.  

Mr. Eslick commented that he understands that some of these properties have been purchased or in 
process of purchasing and those houses on the front of those properties, the developer will be restoring 
those. 

Ms. Daugherty said she believes that is what the developer is planning; she is not certain of what the status 
is of the purchase of each of the properties. 

Ms. Bayliff commented on the project itself; it seems this will detract from the historic areas.  It will create a 
lot of traffic that was not there previously and congestion.  The homes that are there are historic and the 
ambiance of the Walnut Street Historic District will be diminished by the project.  Ms. Bayliff asked about 
the participation of the City with regards to the alley.  The corridor between what is being proposed and the 
historic homes in front possibly create a traffic jam of people, because most of those apartments will be 
rented by college students.  Ms. Bayliff commented she has lived around the college for many years and is 
aware of what happens with numerous students and would hate to see it encroach on the historic area. 

Ms. Stegall agreed with Ms. Bayliff; the project is really overpowering for the area.  Just changing the color 
per building doesn’t distinguish it enough to give it any unique feature to fit well within the context of the 
area.  The parking lot is a concern with the lack of shading and vegetation and a slew of paved area is 
harsh on the landscape and it definitely breaks up the neighborhood feel. 

Mr. Maggard stated that in the course of the discussion and looking at the applications, there is the need to 
find balance between economic growth and supporting the historic community and the need to preserve it.  
If you are looking at these as individuals, Mr. Maggard stated he is not certain he would have as much of 
an issue with one of the four-packs behind one of the houses, but the density it would require would make 
him think it would be detrimental to the long term health of the community as opposed to the benefit of it.  It 
is as if you are using the historic structures as a privacy fence, hiding what it is that is being constructed 
behind it.  This is a major development in this area and he would hope that the public would become 
involved with input on what they would like to see. 



Ms. Bryant commented on the proposed one hundred twenty-two (122) parking spaces asking how many 
total potential tenants are expected with the project. 

Ms. Daugherty stated one hundred ten (110), which include the four-pack and 1014 Walnut.  

Ms. Bryant asked about the width of the alley and if they are acquiring land and making the alley wider. 

Ms. Daugherty stated that as she understands it with the City, they are not anticipating acquiring land.  It is 
a twenty foot (20) right of way now and maybe eight (8) foot of it is paved which is what causes congestion 
issues with two way traffic on it currently which does not allow for traffic to meet and pass; there is a lot of 
traffic on that street because of the fraternity houses and sorority houses on the south which use that 
street.  The street has not been developed as those structures have been developed.  Ms. Daugherty 
stated their hope is that though this project they can improve the alley. 

Ms. Bryant commented on the potential sale of the half lots; one of the items in the Oregon discussion was 
lot size corresponding to contributing structures. We have had former Certificates of Appropriateness on 
structures on this alley and the stone fencing and if we encourage half lots to be sold off, we are minimizing 
the scale of the historic district as a whole.  It seems like there is a barrier being created for the new 
construction and impacting the primary cause that we are trying to preserve.  

Ms. Stegall stated she has a specific comment regarding the four-pack cottage.  She always thinks of a 
back of the lot structure as being a lot smaller than the original house, maybe a two-story structure, a 
garage or out-building at most, but not a large four-pack complex.  It feels overpowering 

Mr. Eslick opened the public hearing. 

Mr. John Horner, 910 East Walnut Street, commented that his home belonged to his great, great 
Grandmother adding that he loves the Walnut Street Historic District.  Mr. Horner stated that his mother 
fought for it and now that we have it, preserving the district is uppermost in his mind. This plan was 
presented to himself and the Board President of the Walnut Street Historic District Association by the 
developer so they have been very diligent in presenting this; he appreciates this adding they have done a 
nice job.  Mr. Horner stated he wants to be objective about what he has to discuss because the historic 
district is a passion and he has some strong views. He does not intend to offend or diminish the intent of 
the proposed project. The overall concept of the plan is objectionable to him. Mr. Horner asked Laura (Ms. 
Daugherty) if they had the Oregon infill guidelines when the proposed project concepts were developed. 

Ms. Daugherty stated the first time she had seen them was when Mr. Horner handed them to her. 

Mr. Horner commented those are good guidelines and hopes this is the opportunity for the Board to maybe 
evaluate them and potentially adopt them as Springfield Landmarks guidelines; they are very good for infill, 
now that we are discussing infill. The developer prepared his plans first and then they took the infill 
guidelines and tried to make the infill guidelines fit their plan, rather than the other way around.  It is 
obvious; from the first time he saw the plans, that the four-pack cottages are not compatible with respect to 
the infill guidelines. They are not harmonious or reflect the overall beauty of the architectural features, 



embellishments and architectural lines of the structures in the historic district.  The building facing Walnut is 
very simple, made to look like a catalog home maybe, however it has no dormers; some of the catalog 
homes there are very beautiful.  They have a lot of features about them. The developer has already done 
some structures in the area and they are simple looking.  It appears they have taken the most simple, plain 
elevation they possibly can and tried to make that look compatible.  Compatibility can be one of the 
Victorian Historic homes; some of the arts and crafts homes or Mediterranean homes with all the different 
features.  You will notice along Walnut Street there are not the cookie cutter homes with the plain front 
porch and a catalog home, but there is a mixture so that is why it is not compatible with the area.  The 
siding is a cementitious siding; the restoration of his home was authentic pine wood siding, lap siding; it is 
not cheap to replicate a historical home and he believes some of this is trying to be on the cheapest side 
available.   Are there any other three (3) story structures in the neighborhood, maybe some of the larger 
office buildings in the area, he does not know of any. The height of the structure, the windows, the dormers 
are not compatible.  The first phase is going to be a model and appreciates the comments by Ms. Bayliff 
and Ms. Stegall that these types of buildings are out of character with the neighborhood.  When we allow a 
rear structure such as this on one property we are setting ourselves up for future buyers to come in and do 
something similar and it becomes a student housing project.  It is just a project.  We lose the nature of the 
historic district forever.   That is why we need to take a hard look at this and why we establish the 
prototype, the precedent, on this first phase. The developer is a student housing developer.  We need to 
determine if we want the Walnut Street Historic District to become a student housing district.  There was 
mention of increased traffic but more importantly the density of students; the developer has been involved 
in the area for a long time and does not seem to have interest of any kind of historical preservation of the 
area or the historical association.  I would suggest we look at the motive of any developer coming to the 
area; what is the purpose and total outcome of this project.  Will it help enhance and beautify and 
encourage the development in an attractive way while preserving the historic district?  Mr. Horner 
discussed infill and how it can be a positive and attractive and this proposal is not even close. We are 
looking at only a façade of a building and a façade can be changed easily.  It can be compatible and 
enhance what is there rather than detract such as the alley. It can be improved while a joint effort to 
preserve, protect and restore the historic district ensues.  A developer that is motivated and can capture the 
vision that we as an association and particularly as a home owner and resident there with pride in our 
district, we could work together for something that could create a historic district that is not only attractive to 
the City, the State and the Nation.  It is a National Historic District, and that is the vision and someone with 
resources and vision, we can do that.  How about if they tell us their proposal for the existing houses in 
restoring and beautifying them and protecting them and then in good faith we will see what they propose 
and determine this is the type of restoration they want for the neighborhood.  The possibilities are great and 
there is a long way to go, but we need to decide if we want to change the complexion of the Walnut Street 
Historic District forever. 

Mr. Eslick thanked the applicant for the presentation adding that this could be a plus for the district if you 
are able to purchase the existing homes and restore them.  



Ms. Cynthia Lipscomb, 1704 E Walnut Street, commented that she feels this is an interesting time and 
proposal.  As a former member of the Landmarks Board, I am aware that there is the constant battle to 
preserve the homes and the district and this could propose a really interesting way to do that.  If the 
developer can get involved and restore some of the homes and make the cottages in the back different 
such as a one-story or two-story.  The current parking is crazy and if they can beautify it and work with the 
City and get the alleyway improved that will help improve the rest of the district as the traffic ebbs and flows 
with the students.  Ms. Lipscomb stated she can understand what has been proposed tonight and agrees 
with parts of it and disagrees with parts of it, adding she would hate to say no and turn everyone away and 
say this could never happen because there is an opportunity there to save what is historic and possibly not 
this dense but something different.  Ms. Lipscomb stated she is encouraged that there is someone trying to 
do something on this kind of scale because so often we go one owner at a time and everyone’s idea of 
compatibility is different and material usage is different, but there is an opportunity to do that here. 

Mr. Neal stated for clarification regarding the twenty (20) foot alley that was mentioned, there are no plans 
to expand the right-of-way of the alley. 

Mr. Eslick stated he understood there was some conversation about paving the alley. 

Mr. Neal stated that widening the pavement in the alley was one of the topics of discussion at a meeting 
between staff and the applicant, but there would not be an expansion of the pavement beyond the existing 
twenty (20) foot right-of-way. 

Mr. Horner stated that one of the proposals is to buy partial lots and asked if there are some zoning 
restrictions that would allow or prevent selling off the half lots, directing this question to Mr. Neal. 

Mr. Neal stated there are subdivision regulations that would make that issue complicated and potentially 
not feasible to do in complying with those.  We consider frontage on a public street; that being just an alley, 
that could create major issues which would either require a variance or necessitate other ways of looking at 
it.  There is still a lot to review and this is again just a pre-design review. So yes, there are many ordinance 
issues with setbacks and subdivision issues that would have to be overcome to accomplish what you see in 
this proposal.  Density is controlled by the zoning and right now it is a high-density multi-family district so 
high-density apartments can already be constructed, but it does require any exterior changes to be 
approved by the Board and make certain it fits in with the fabric of the district. 

Mr. Horner clarified with Mr. Neal that it may necessitate a variance. 

Mr. Neal said yes, the way that some of these were laid out, if they were to split off the front from the rear 
there may be variances involved to accomplish those.  Again we would have to look further into how these 
are all divided up, but if they are all just lots that front Walnut Street and have double frontage on the alley 
then it may be an issue. 

 

 



3. 203 and 205 West Commercial: Add a new overhead garage door to the rear (north 
elevation) of the building. 

 

Mr. Jeff Wells, 3050 E Battlefield, commented that this is just a pre-design briefing to let the Board know 
what the buyers are interested in doing and get their opinion.  203 and 205 West Commercial is the 
buildings just west of the fire station and the proposal is turn the building into a high-end loft on the floors 
above and live there. One of the buyers is a physician who has to come and go at all hours of the night and 
they are trying to get an overhead door on the north side, the railroad side of the building so they can park 
inside. There are several hurdles, with the Landmarks Board being just one of them. There are some 
issues with Building Development Services and the railroad.  Mr. Wells showed where the overhead door 
would be placed and stated that for this buyer, this is a go or no go type decision.  If they can’t park their 
vehicles inside, they will not purchase the building.  Mr. Wells stated he is available for questions. 

Ms. Stegall stated she does not see an issue with adding a garage door to the back of the building as there 
are currently a couple of other garage doors on the street in the back.  It would improve loading and 
unloading when people are moving in and out of the apartments. 

Mr. Eslick stated he agrees with Ms. Stegall and there was some discussion of the future Frisco Lane. 

Mr. McCrosky commented that this is a good opportunity for historic preservation. 

Communications: 

Mr. Eslick discussed an e-mail received by Mr. Neal from the Greene County Historic Sites Board who has 
mapped and marked the Trail of Tears through Greene County; we are the only county in the State of 
Missouri that has done that and received recognition from the National Parks System for that.  They are 
asking why they can’t do that throughout the City. The Landmarks Board would encourage that.   

Mr. Neal stated there are Preservations Grants available through the State Historic Preservation Office and 
that is a resource we have, but you need someone who will prepare the pre-application grant and the grant 
and apply for a portion of the money that is available.  That is in essence what he was trying to say in the e-
mail. 

Mr. Eslick stated that it would then be a designated historic property other than it would be a marked trail 
rather than a historic site. 

Mr. Neal stated he received an e-mail that the new fiscal year grants that will be coming available. 

Ms. Bryant suggested talking to the Katy Trail people. 

Mr. Eslick asked the type of signage to be used adding he has spoken with Martin Gugel about where the 
markers could be placed.  Mr. Eslick commented he would contact Neil. 



Mr. Eslick discussed the workshop from October, 2012 stating the SHPO has stated that some of the 
presentations did not qualify for their funds.  He visited with Ken McClure from MSU and they did not 
involve Missouri Preservation Group who should have been involved in that.  Mr. Eslick stated he told Mr. 
McClure that the Landmarks Board would organize a workshop and complies with whatever SHPO required 
them to do, so sometime in the fall of this year; arrangements will be made to do that. 

Administrative approval of C of A’s 
 
1.  430 E. Commercial:  Construct a new wood fence for a new Missouri Hotel Park 

Mr. Neal commented this is for the Missouri Hotel Park, specifically the fence, asking for comments from 
the Board or the public on the project. 

Ms. Cynthia Lipscomb, 1704 East Walnut Street.  Ms. Lipscomb stated she is a member of the HLA 
Advisory Committee, and HLA is the Healthy Living Alliance; they are providing the funds that will build this 
playground for the young children at the Missouri Hotel from ages one to five and another section from six 
to ten year olds.  Currently they play in an area between two buildings that is all concrete and there is no 
way to keep them out of the street or keep people from the sidewalk walking in to where they are, so the 
Alliance saw this as an opportunity to encourage play and outdoor activities for the kids.  It is a grassy area, 
which will be cleaned up and the Missouri Hotel is concerned about keeping the children out of the street.  
The Alliance teamed up with the Drury Architecture School and the students came up with different designs 
and the Missouri Hotel and some members of HLA critiqued the designs.  Ms. Lipscomb stated they went 
through the Commercial Street Guidelines and there was no reference to fencing.  The issue is, this is grant 
money and donations from the “Y”, the Health Department and Jordan Valley and all the money needs to 
be spent by the end June, so there is a deadline on this project.  There is an issue of people sitting on the 
wooden fence; they reviewed the Zoning and the fence is under forty-eight (48) inches and more than fifty 
(50) percent open so they do follow the zoning ordinance and there is nothing in the Commercial Street 
Guidelines or in the Secretary of Interior Standards guidelines.   There is an updated fence design because 
the Missouri Hotel was concerned about balls going into the street.  It is still picking up on the Railroad 
Crossing type proposal and the landscaper came up with it and it is a little more closed that what you are 
seeing. 

Ms. Stegall commented that she supports the HLA and this is a great thing being done to help the residents 
at the hotel.  Ms. Stegall stated that she agrees that something needs to be done in this area for containing 
the children in an area, but this is not the proper solution.  Along with the play equipment, it is typical play 
equipment that looks like it could mold quickly and fade and look trashy as is not in favor of the proposal as 
it is presented. 

Ms. Lipscomb commented it was a design charrette from Drury Students and the landscaper has enclosed 
it a little more. 

Ms. Stegall stated that mimicking the train yard, which is the neatest thing for the kids, the equipment and 
the fence and railroad and does feel it will be an improvement to the street.  What sits there now is a series 



of concrete benches and believes that is a little harder to destroy.  This area needs to be build out of really 
durable materials. 

Ms. Lipscomb stated that Missouri Hotel does not want the benches there; the benches will be removed 
because they are trying to deter people from spending time in this park unless you are a child. The benches 
will be removed to avoid people lounging on them.  There are picnic tables in the rear of the property which 
will remain for parents to supervise their children while they play.  The Missouri Hotel likes the reference to 
the train and mimics the Frisco theme and they wanted to go with that and so that is what the students did. 

Ms. Bryant commented she thinks it is a wonderful idea for these children to have someplace to play. 

Ms. Lipscomb stated the Hotel is not interested in play equipment right now; it’s about cleaning up the site 
and preventing the children from running into the street or their toys. They will do a four-square section so 
the children can play there, and this will be as funds will allow right now.  The priority is getting it contained. 

Mr. Eslick commented he is excited they are fixing someplace for the kids to play. 

Mr. Donnie Rogers, 901 West Hovey, commented he is the Community Development Coordinator with the 
Urban Districts Alliance and work exclusively in the Commercial Street Historical District with the property 
and business owners and we found out about this proposal fence earlier this week.  Mr. Rogers stated the 
playground is a great idea the children can benefit from.  Working with the Police and individuals in the 
district, this wooden fence won’t last; it is one of those things where there are no benches in the 
playground.  It is intended for the parents to sit on the other side near the alley, which won’t happen.  The 
fence is there and inviting and it’s at the height where someone could sit on it or rest against it.  Mr. Rogers 
said it is not something they want to see.  There are good examples of appropriate fencing in the district 
and the fire house, the wrought iron at Victory Trade School where it is a black metal fence with some brick 
that create a barrier but from a maintenance standpoint it is less of an issue.  There is a similar fence to this 
at the farmer’s market on city property and it becomes a haven for people sitting down to smoke.  The 
wood begins to bow and looks trashy.  We want to encourage this type of investment but definitely want 
something that lasts longer and will not be a deterrent to people visiting in the district.  This wood fencing is 
not appropriate and there needs to be an alternative that would be appropriate in keeping with the historic 
district. 

Mr. Eslick asked if a metal fence is something they could consider. 

Ms. Lipscomb stated that before they got involved with Drury, she and Mr. Frank Zamboni were working 
with the Missouri Hotel for the HLA and that is what they were proposing was a metal fence and then once 
Drury submitted design themes, that’s when the client decided that’s the direction they wanted to go.  Ms. 
Lipscomb stated she does not know that the budgets are. 

Mr. Eslick commented a metal fence would be better and suggested that they look at the metal fence as an 
alternative since there is concern about the wood fence. 



Mr. Neal commented staff has reviewed this and approved it, with not much mentioned in the design 
guidelines and following the zoning ordinance requirements and knowing the urgency of the project, we 
were working with them on this.   

Mr. Eslick asked if they put the wood fence in to meet the deadline with the understanding that at a point 
there will be a metal fence there, asking Mr. Rogers if that is something they could live with. 

Mr. Rogers stated that speaking from experience it rarely ever changes back out; once it’s installed, it’s a 
done deal. 

Ms. Lipscomb stated that she is not certain if there would be funds available next year to do that, but she 
will speak with Allison at HLA and see if there an alternative. 

Mr. Eagleburger stated he feels something is better than nothing. 

Mr. Andy Walls, owner and resident on 224 East Commercial and owns a business there.  Mr. Wall stated 
he is the secretary for the Commercial Club and there was an emergency meeting this morning in which the 
police were present, and Officer Millirons also expressed concern about the wooden fence and what it 
would represent with loitering. 

Ms. Bryant stated that they could loiter there now the way the stone block is there.  Maybe it would deter 
some loitering because children would be playing there and parents would be watching them. 

Mr. Eslick commented he thought they, Missouri Hotel, would want the area enclosed so the children would 
be safer other than having an open fence. 

Ms. Lipscomb said she received the new proposal with the cross bracing to keep the balls in things like 
that.  One of the design requirements of the fence was to keep the kids in while allowing visibility through 
the fence so law enforcement could see the area.  That is the reason they are removing the plants and 
bushes while keeping some of the trees is to deter people from hiding things in the bushes and plants there 
currently.  Ms. Lipscomb stated there are some large lights that light this park up at night fairly well. 

Mr. Neal stated that he is willing to be flexible because the City finds this is a good cause and will work with 
both parties if there are changes to be made adding he is aware of the time constraints in this project. 

Ms. Lipscomb commented she would talk with Allison at HLA and talk with Missouri Hotel to see if they 
would be willing to go back with the previous discussion of the iron fence. 

Any other matters that fall under the jurisdiction of the Board: 

Mr. Neal asked about the signage in the Walnut Street-East UCD area. 

Mr. Eslick commented they discussed signs on Historic Walnut Street at Commercial and through the 
district stating this is a historic district, much like historic Walnut Street signs on the west side of National.  



Mr. Eslick stated his intent is to get some of the residents together and get input on what type of sign they 
would like and the design for the sign.  They will keep this as an item on the agenda. 

Ms. Stegall commented the Commercial Club meeting is June 4th and as a Board they had talked about 
attending the meeting; she has confirmed their attendance. 

The next meeting for the Landmarks Board is July 10th. 

The next Historic Walnut Street Association is June 26, at 5:30 at Gilardi’s. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:30 pm 

 

______________________ 
Daniel Neal 
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