THE CITY OF CLAYTON
Board of Aldermen
City Hall – 10 N. Bemiston Avenue
February 12, 2019
7:00 p.m.
Minutes
Mayor Sanger called the meeting to order and requested a roll call. The following individuals
were in attendance:
Aldermen: Mark Winings, Joanne Boulton, Rich Lintz, Ira Berkowitz, Michelle Harris, and Bridget
McAndrew.
Mayor Sanger
City Manager Owens
City Attorney O’Keefe
Motion made by Alderman Lintz to approve the January 22, 2019 minutes. Alderman
Boulton seconded.
Motion to approve the minutes passed unanimously on a voice vote.
PUBLIC REQUESTS AND PETITIONS
None
A PUBLIC HEARING AND A RESOLUTION TO CONSIDER APPROVING A CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT FOR THE MONTESSORI SCHOOL LOCATED AT 6611-6619 CLAYTON ROAD
AND 6602 ALAMO AVENUE
Mayor Sanger opened the public hearing and requested proof of publication.
City Manager Owens reported that this is a public hearing and subsequent ordinance to
consider approving a minor subdivision plat for the subdivision of one parcel located at the
northwest corner of the intersection between North Bemiston Avenue and Forsyth Boulevard.
Lynn Gessling, representative, 6611 Clayton Partners, addressed the Board providing a
PowerPoint presentation on the proposed project. She requested that the documents related to
the project are part of the official record.
Brian Schnuck, owner, addressed the Board providing a review of the design and layout of the
facility.
Margaret Moleski, representative, Higher Ground Education, provided the Board with an
overview of Higher Ground’s education and operations background showing examples of their
other locations.
Ms. Gessling noted that the project meets the City’s Conditional Use Permit requirements. She
referred to the CBB (City consultant) traffic study and said that they hired the Lochmueller
Group to also provide a traffic study.
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Dustin Riechmann, Lochmueller Group, addressed the Board providing an overview of its traffic
study as compared to the CBB traffic study.
In response to Alderman Boulton’s question regarding CBB’s report related to the alley being
one-way or two-ways, Mr. Riechmann stated that he did not concur with CBB on their discomfort
of using two-way traffic in the alley and did not see it as a significant safety concern personally
and/or professionally. He noted that they do concur with CBB that the kid-valet would be
compatible with the alley and the parking lot on Alamo.
In response to Aldermen Berkowitz’ and McAndrew’s questions regarding the kid-valet and an
“impatient” parent waiting in the que, and/or parking in the neighboring parking lot, or a walker
dropping off their kid, Ms. Moleski explained that they have strict regulations as related to the
“que”. The only way to pick-up/drop-off is in the designated kid-valet que. If violated there will be
a conversation with the offending parent and if they continued to violate than there would be a
fine imposed and worse case the child would be expelled.
In response to Alderman Boulton’s question, Mr. Riechmann confirmed that Lochmueller was
hired independently to the developer.
Ms. Gessling addressed the Board stating that the project meets the Conditional Use Permit
requirements, but is requesting that the Board consider removing or partially rejecting Condition
#21; “If, after operation begins, adverse effects to nearby private or public property are
observed, the City may amend or add conditions to the CUP to mitigate adverse effects or
suspend or revoke the Conditional Use Permit for failure to comply with conditions if the
permitted activities are not carried out as represented when the permit was approved.” Which
they feel is too vague.
Alderman Berkowitz asked if she is aware of Section 100.110 and, if the parents don’t comply
will that constitute a noncompliance with the CUP conditions; and, any adverse effects to the
nearby neighborhood?
Ms. Gessling stated that there are a variety of penalties that the City can impose if the School
does not comply with the CUP. The City can suspend or revoke a CUP there are a lot of
different penalties for noncompliance with the requirements. The operator is not opposed to that
concept, they are willing to commit to adhering to the plan 100%, and if they do not, they do
understand that the CUP can be revoked or terminated. If the School does not take action on
noncompliant parents than, yes, it’s a violation. She added that adverse effects are a very
vague concept.
Alderman Berkowitz commented that you are asking the City to trust that their operation is going
to have little or no adverse effect on the neighborhood and that they are asking the City to tell
them what is foreseeable regarding adverse effects so that they know which ones might be
involved. But since the City hasn’t done this before, we don’t know what adverse effects might
crop up. The City would like to know that they would be able to address those issues.
Alderman Harris commented that adverse effects would be the same as listed in the criteria for
approving a CUP which the City would be watching for because they are designed as things
that the City is protecting against. If one of those are violated, then it would be automatically
triggered. She inquired as to how would the City know if an adverse effect is happening on a
regular basis and suggested to the applicant to put a plan in place.
Aaron Bailey, Higher Ground Regulatory Compliance Officer, provided examples of a reporting
system as done at their other locations related to enforcing the CUP.
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Alderman McAndrew commented that she believes the City will hear from nearby residents if
there were violations (i.e. traffic jamming in the alley).
Alderman Boulton commented that as we finish the process of tonight the City may have a
better idea of what some of the adverse impacts that people perceive might happen so it will
help inform this whole conversation.
City Attorney O’Keefe stated that there is a provision in the Code concerning revocation of
Conditional Use Permits which provides that “a Conditional Use Permit may be revoked upon
recommendation of the City Manager and approval of the Board of Aldermen; should any
condition of the Conditional Use Permit be violated at any manner provided however that the
property owner was first served with an order to remove the violation and the property owner
failed to comply with the order within 10 days of receipt and following a public hearing held in
accordance with the article.” The burden would be on the City as disciplinary initiated to prove
that the conditions with the Conditional Use Permit has not been satisfied. The point of this
provision in the condition as listed is to specify that revocation is not the only remedy. There
may be the addition of conditions to ameliorate whatever adverse circumstances arises, not just
revocation of the permit. Without the ability to know the future the idea of this provision is that if
circumstances arise either from noncompliance with the conditions identified, or the arising of
circumstances which may not have been anticipated, or that there is some change in the
manner in which the facility is operated which causes down stream consequences the City has
a variety of means by which it responds.
Mr. Bailey stated that they are not fundamentally opposed to the City having enforcement
mechanisms, the City has the ability to fine them, and assumes on a one-time basis, a daily
basis for ongoing violations, you have the ability to take away their CUP, and from a persuasive
standpoint better than that the City has the ability to threaten to take away their CUP. He
assured the Board that he is here to comply with the City and any issues or problems that arise
he would fix it.
Ms. Gessling requests that the City modify the language in Condition #21.
City Attorney O’Keefe: Who do you represent?
Ms. Gessling: I represent the developer, 6611 Clayton Partners.
City Attorney O’Keefe: and that’s to whom the permit is issued.
Ms. Gessling: Correct.
City Attorney O’Keefe: And the operator is an independent party to whom you are leasing the
premises to take advantage of the permit?
Ms. Gessling: Correct, Higher Ground, Yes.
City Attorney O’Keefe: So, this is your responsibility not the operators to comply, correct?
Ms. Gessling: Yes, it is, and that’s the problem because we need to bind them through a lease
or an operating agreement to operate the property in accordance with defined standards. Right
now, we have CUP requirements and we have 19 criteria or conditions that they are willing to
agree to. This additional provision that has been added adds some vagueness to the criteria
that we’re binding them to in our operating agreement.
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Mr. Bailey added that he is authorized to bind the company via manager resolution. They are
agreeing to the conditions and will do that in writing and that’s why they are making a deal with
#21 and promises that all concerns will be addressed.
Julian Hess, property owner, addressed the Board providing a summary of the projects’
community outreach efforts.
In response to Alderman Boulton’s question related to the new plan and kid valet, Lee Canon,
Principal, Traffic Engineer, CBB, stated that he wasn’t aware of the reduction of students, but he
has seen the most current operational plan. He stated that based on the plan and the time
frames there will be traffic in the alley spread over more than one hour in the morning and likely
more than one hour in the evening. During the entire time there will be some queuing and cars
stacked (1-3); it depends how quickly the cycling of cars will be and there would be significant
queuing on the parking lot and could potentially fill the lot (12+ cars) for the full time while
loading and unloading. In reference to the one-way alley he confirmed that he felt more
comfortable with a one-way alley and the safest way to accommodate the children versus doing
this on the busy Clayton Road; confirming that it would work well on Alamo. He said that the
alley currently carries during the peak twelve cars per hour; one car every five minutes in the
morning on average; in the afternoon there are eight cars on average. The alley can
accommodate the (big) changes but can be seen by the residents as a negative. His suggested
that because it is a narrow alley, physically two cars can pass one another although it is very
tight, he would like to see a wider alley for two-way flow and his comment was that they
recommend one-way to minimize the two-way conflicts and improve the safety within the alley.
The staff felt it was safe as is and didn’t recommend immediate change and that they would
defer that recommendation.
Alderman Lintz’ inquired as to the original studies on the traffic leaving Concordia Lane onto
Clayton Road and the stacking cars Mr. Cannon confirmed that CBB did those studies and
estimates on drivers turning left versus right from Concordia Lane onto Clayton Road. He noted
that CBB did this work through the City staff as an on-call engineer. He explained the various
levels of service (i.e. Level C - wait time of approximately one minute) when turning left onto
Clayton during the peak hours.
Alderman Lintz inquired as to cars going down the alley every 21 seconds, three per minute,
there could be a stack up on Concordia Lane. Mr. Cannon referenced the traffic study
(southbound approach, Concordia/Clayton intersection) there is an average of 20-25 seconds
for those vehicles rights and lefts to move into Clayton Road and not of significant concern.
Alderman Lintz noted that his concern is that there are others stacking up and waiting behind
those vehicles at least every 21 seconds.
Mr. Reichmann clarified that there is only a 12-car slotted for the 15-minute period; more so
every 1 -1.5 minute a car would be leaving the kid valet.
Mayor Sanger reminded everyone that the Board is not here to debate whether there is a
demand for this service. They are here to determine if the use meets the criteria that is
established by the City by the Codes and to see if that use is applicable in this facility in this
location.
Barba Balsamo Nauert, owner of 6607 Clayton Road, addressed the Board providing a
statement (attached) and a packet of materials (available in the City Clerk’s office). She urged
the Board to vote against the proposed project.
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Alexander Calvariski, Audubon resident, addressed the Board stating that she moved here for
the schools and is in full support of the proposed project.
Susan Uchitelle, resident, addressed the Board stating that as an educator this is an excellent
program would be a great asset for the community and expressed her support.
Joanna Wilkenson, 81 Aberdeen, addressed the Board stating that there are 96 infants
(includes unborn and unconceived) on the waiting list at the Clayton Childcare Center and feels
that the project is in compliance with the Conditional Use Permit and expressed her support for
the project.
Linda Goldstein, 7420 Cromwell, in support of the project addressed the Board reading a
statement (attached). She shared a personal story noting that she is here as a concerned
citizen, as an immediate past mayor and made clear that she does not work for the developer or
the Montessori School and is here in a private capacity.
In response to Alderman Boulton’s question, Ms. Goldstein confirmed that she is currently the
chairman of the Sustainability Advisory Committee.
Alderman Boulton noted that she is also a Board liaison to the Committee and one of the
exciting things is that the City has signed on to be the lead municipality supporting One St.
Louis’ Regional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Initiatives.
Ms. Goldstein stated that she is proud of the City of Clayton and its environmental leadership
over the years, going back to some firsts (i.e. legislation, police station solar panels). She is now
the chairperson and is proud of what the citizen committee volunteers have done and
recommended to the City including the OneSTL Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction
efforts. There are six focus areas and the City of Clayton has pledged to support the efforts of
OneStL to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions and other things in preparation in support of
this.
Alderman Boulton stated that one of the things that the Sustainability Committee talked about
was that they were trying to get a grant for a traffic light that could change more quickly in order
to reduce the amount of idling. After reviewing the OneStL toolkit solutions she saw that there
was a no idling zone section, which she has shared with the Board (copy attached). It talks
about the negative aspects of idling and a special toolkit for schools and its effects on children.
She noted that the proposed plan requires a parking lot of cars idling about an hour a day. She
asked Ms. Goldstein how she may want to reconcile being the Sustainability Committee chair
wanting to decrease greenhouse gases with this plan which will actually increase greenhouse
gases.
Ms. Goldstein commented that after she met with Alderman Boulton this morning she did look
up specifically what the pledge is about and there are six focus areas and its access to healthy
food, increasing biodiversity, protecting waterways, counter acting climate change, wasting less,
and transit-oriented development. However, the OneStL site separately from what we have
pledged to do has a wonderful toolkit, and one is the no idling zone. She feels that is something
that the Sustainability Committee has not considered, but she would welcome the opportunity to
get direction from the Board. She said that this is a car-centric society, so we are not going to
shift our culture quickly but if the elected officials are interested in instituting a no idling policy
she can speak on behalf of the Sustainability Advisory Committee that they would be happy to
research the issue and make a recommendation to the City. But to directly answer Alderman
Boulton’s questions, meanwhile parents all over the City, all over this region, and all over this
country are going to continue lining up in carpool lines and drop off lines. In our own community
they will continue lining up at Wydown Middle School, St. Michael & St. George, Forsyth School,
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Captain, and countless other education institutions to drop off their children. The safety of
children is priority. Until our society shifts, and we all have electric cars and we all walk
everywhere the Montessori School should not be penalized to adhering to a common practice
that has worked out well and safely for students in other schools in our community.
Alderman Boulton stated that what I hear you saying is that the greenhouse gas emission
program that we’ve pledged to do whether it’s in the six categories or simply pledging to
decrease is not as important as providing a preschool in a dense residential area.
Ms. Goldstein stated that this public hearing is about the Montessori School and not about me
or my role on the Committee. She supports the project and does not see it as a compromise.
David Anglin, 6360 San Bonita, addressed the Board in opposition to the project.
Mehardad Chi, owner, 6601 Clayton Road, addressed the Board in opposition of the project.
Wenan Fei, 6632 Alamo Avenue, addressed the Board in opposition of the project.
Carolyn Trees, 6615 Alamo, addressed the Board reading a statement (attached) in opposition
of the project.
Sally Hezel, 6233 San Bonita, addressed the Board reading a statement (attached) in
opposition of the project.
Robert Drace, 6633 Clayton Road, Ambruster Funeral Home, addressed the Board in
opposition to the project.
MiMi Deem, 6610 Alamo, addressed the Board in opposition to the project.
Chris Brown, 6307 Alamo, addressed the Board in support of the project and is a risk worth
taking.
Susan Fisher, 6615 Alamo Avenue, provided the city clerk with a petition with signatures
opposed to the project.
Wesley Law, 909 Concordia Lane, addressed the Board regarding traffic and safety concerns
and expressed opposition to the project.
Maxine Clark, resident, addressed the Board reading a statement (not available) in support of
the project and its educational program.
Peter Son, 6621 Clayton Road, addressed the Board regarding traffic and safety concerns and
opposition to the project.
Angeline Rostov, 7512 Cromwell, addressed the Board regarding the drop off and pick up plan
and expressing support of the project.
Angela Lieberman, 6300 Northwood, addressed the Board regarding sustainability, walking
neighborhood, expressing support for the project.
Mayor Sanger inquired about if the alley is the same as when the restaurant was in that
location.
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Ms. Balsamo and Ms. Deem stated that the restaurant was busy in the daytime and the parking
was on the street. The problem with the alley was the delivery trucks which sometimes blocked
the alley for 30-40 minutes.
Mr. Son said that since the pizzeria has been gone there is no parking on Concordia Lane.
In response to Alderman Harris’ question, Chief Murphy stated that the Police Department
agreed to the plan due to the school providing monitors.
In response to Alderman McAndrew’s question regarding the trash containers, Mr. Schnuck
stated that they could look at moving them.
Mr. Bailey commented again if the Board could reconsider Condition #21; (1) asks that it is tied
to actual noncompliance to the CUP as related to adverse effects; he feels that he cannot agree
to a CUP where the City can change its mind a year from now because you’ve decided you
don’t like it; (2) asks that they carve out the student capacity, the staff capacity, and the hours.
City Attorney O’Keefe stated that he suggests that if it says adverse effects from noncompliance
with the existing conditions guts the provision of its entire purpose. The point here is that the
burden is on the City to prove that there are circumstances attributable to the conduct of the
permitted activity which in fact cause adverse consequences, constitute a nuisance, impact
other property owners in a negative way, and that it is attributable to you and significant in a
meaningful way. If the City cannot establish that burden, it’s not in a position to proceed.
Mayor Sanger closed the public hearing.
Alderman Winings noted the numbering in the Conditional Use Permit. Alderman Boulton
pointed out that the numbering is correct in the text of the resolution.
Alderman Boulton noted that in the past she has experienced sitting on several educational
institutions as a board member and the one topic of conversation that was consistent on all of
those experiences is the unpredictability and stupidity of parents under pressure. This plan does
simply does not allow for human nature.
The criteria for a conditional use that she feels have not been met are:
#15 – the proposed use complies with the standards of the Zoning Code and good planning
practices. In this particular case we actually know what good planning practices are because in
2003-2004 there was a huge amount of activity and civic engagement over a proposed mixeduse building at the DeMun Point location and the Clayton Road Urban Design District was
developed. While nothing in this project triggers the Zoning under the Clayton Road UDD,
Clayton Road UDD (CR UDD) still informs us on good planning policy the same way the
Westwood Corridor UDD informed us about the Clayton/Hanley property and what could be
developed on those properties. And again, on how the Clayton Gardens UDD is constantly
informing us on new homes and also informed us when they were trying to build the
townhouses at Brentwood and Pershing. This is a way of informing our decisions even when it
is not triggered. (copies of the CR UDD were distributed to the Board and is attached).
Alderman Boulton read Section 410.675-Purpose Statement and Section 410.750-Revision.
After the Clayton Road UDD was passed, two years later DeMun Point was built successfully,
the neighbors accepted it. During the two years that I served on the Plan Commission there
were a number of live/work requests that were approved; there were two vacant apartment
buildings that were renovated and reopened. This UDD has really worked, it has done what we
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had hoped it would do. It has encouraged development that has been sensitive to this particular
area of Clayton Road which is more residential than any other area of Clayton Road. The alley
in question is a residential alley that has one (commercial) building on it. None of this
information was mentioned in the staff report which she feels was a major oversight on staff to
not point out the planning that was put into for the CR UDD help inform the decisions about
whether this project, which is the antitheses of everything that is written in the CR UDD,
midblock, auto-intensive, flipping the front door – the antithesis of what many people spent to
develop. For that reason, she does not believe #15 has been follows good planning practices.
#13 – the intensity duration or frequency of lighting associated with the proposed use will not
adversely impact adjacent properties or significantly increase the ambient level of night light in
the neighborhood. She feels it’s true about the actual physical building but there are headlights,
and for half of the year there will be headlights pointing at the residential homes. This body has
approved two daycares in the last two years, Kol Rinah and Centene’s Maryland School. In
reviewing those requirements, she was surprised. The Centene CUP required a landscape
berm shall be installed and maintained between any expanded surface parking area and the
public right-of-way at a height to shield car headlights. In addition to a huge buffer on
Westmoreland and on Jackson, and no shuttle traffic is to extend north of Maryland, therefore
we are controlling traffic. There has not been anything done for this project with that regard to
headlights and she does not feel that it qualifies.
#8 – parking requirements have not been fulfilled. I have never seen a preschool where parents
are not allowed to park and come in with their child. She referred to St. Michaels/St. George and
probably 50% of the parents walk into the building. Kol Rinah has the ideal setup which provides
a kid valet and parking. She lives close to many schools – St. Michael, Wydown, Wilson – and I
see parents do a lot of stupid things. The big difference in these scenarios is that since the
schools are on roadways there is room for people to go around. This alley does not have any
bypass ability. They do not provide enough parking.
#7 – the impact of the projected vehicle traffic volumes and site access is not detrimental with
regard to the surrounding traffic flow, pedestrian safety and accessibility of emergency vehicles
and equipment. She does not see how having that many cars in the alley for two hours a day at
key times can not possibly be detrimental. She referred to the CUP granted to Midwest Bank
and they were required to have a bypass lane for their drive though.
#16 – where a proposed use has the potential for adverse impacts sufficient measures have
been or will be taken by the applicant that would negate or to an acceptable level such
potentially worse adverse impacts. This whole egress/ingress system is creating the adverse
impacts that all the neighbors are going to have to deal with and I can’t see how they’ve
mitigated them - they are creating the negative impact.
In referring to the Sustainability Committee in a previous meeting it was brought up in
conversation about how to reduce idling and what big impact it was therefore she began
researching carcinogens created by idling. She feels that we should look at modifying the City’s
ordinances to restrict idling. One car Idling for just 10 minutes creates 1 lb of CO2. This site will
have a full lot of cars idling for a least an hour a day. This site will become a little CO2 farm in a
residential neighbor. The argument that because they idle at other schools we should allow that
to idle here is just not a good enough argument. We will never get decreases in our
greenhouse gases if we continue in that mindset.
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For all those reasons and from a policy perspective they haven’t paid attention to the CR-UDD
and we want to be more sustainable; we put a lot of energy into it and this is not going to get us
there and these are my concerns.
Alderman Lintz stated that they kept hearing that this is the safest thing; they kept hearing it
described as the kid valet – it’s the safest thing in this location for this use. It is not necessarily
the safest thing ever – it is a great idea if it works for this location, but he doesn’t have as much
in parent discipline as he has experienced living across from a school. At Julie Hess’ suggestion
he went to her daycare and while they had an efficient plan in taking the kids from the cars, at
least 25% of the cars were actually parked and kids were being walked in which he observed for
45 minutes. The enforcement (parking) is also an issue, referring to Forsyth and Wilson Schools
and as they heard from the residents tonight, parents will figure out what to do, they will find a
place. Parents park on Alexander and walk over to pick kids up from the other side of Wydown.
Alderman Berkowitz commented that he appreciated Ms. Goldstein’s comment that we are not
going to save it (the environment) by way of the daycare center, but he thinks adding to it (the
environment) is no good and it is our society today unfortunately. His concerns are of the
parent’s behavior, in referring to his children, his son goes inside everyday and asks questions
about his child’s activities that day. In this situation there are parents who want to stop and go in
and find out how the day went. His concern is there is no parking at the location which will be an
impact to the neighborhood. It is not just parents, it is very often a relative (grandparent, aunt,
uncle, paid nanny) and he does not have confidence that this system will always operate as
presented. He appreciates the effort and if it did work – great, but after six months into it doesn’t
work would be much more detrimental to the applicant.
Alderman Winings commented that although this is a hard decision for him, he is going to
support the CUP. He will do so without the amendment that the applicant has asked for because
he believes it will work, and it is a unique set-up, but he does feel that we need the ability (with
the language) to go back, if it isn’t working and have an opportunity to revisit. This will create
some impact on the neighborhood, create more congestion than what is there now, but that’s
because it is an empty building right now. It is consistent with zoning, it’s conditionally permitted
use, and it seems to be a lighter use than what the alternatives would be, and we have city staff
recommendation and two independent traffic engineers given us an opinion on the traffic impact
being insignificant. For those reasons that is where I am.
Alderman McAndrew agreed with Alderman Winings. A lot of tonight has been about the car
valet and alley and she feels like the applicant has figured out a way to at least attempt to make
that workable for the surrounding community. She is encouraged by the extra condition that if
the applicant is not providing for the car valet as proposed, demanding that parents comply with
dropping off the kids, then the City has ways to remediate that and from a parent’s perspective
she thinks more highly than others of parents who really need child care. If you find a school
that works, and it is a good school you will comply with the rules for drop off.
Alderman Harris stated change is hard, she has wrestled with this for a long time, she has
driven to the area countless times and how it will impact the residents. But in the end our job is
to consider what is good for the whole city. She thinks that they have had two traffic studies,
Plan Commission recommend for approval and a staff recommend for approval with a litany of
conditions including #21 which really does give them the option of revisiting if something is not
working out and she agrees with Aldermen Winings and McAndrew.
02-12-19 BOA Minutes
February 12, 2019
Page 9 of 13

Mayor Sanger asks if the Board is not willing to change #21 is it a deal killer for the developer.
Ms. Gessling stated potentially with regard to the concerns raised earlier she requests that the
wording is revised.
City Attorney O’Keefe stated that he has come up with an alternative for #21 – if after operations
begin demonstrable adverse effects to nearby private, or public property, or occupants caused
by operation of the permitted use are shown to exist the City may, after notice to permitee and a
hearing thereon, amend or add conditions to the CUP to mitigate such adverse effects or may
as provided in Section 405.880 of the City Code suspend or revoke the Conditional Use Permit
for failure to comply with conditions if the permitted activities are not carried out as represented
when the permit was approved. He is including the citation of the City Code which specifies the
procedures and standards for revocation of a Conditional Use Permit anyway. He has clarified
the language that it is a demonstrable adverse effect, not some fleeting transitory. It has to be
caused by the operation of the use and it provides notice and hearing to the permit holder
before action. He doesn’t think it diminishes the City’s regulatory authority and thinks it does
frankly provide due process and elements that’s going to be required anyway and makes the
language somewhat more precise. The adverse activities must be related to the conduct to the
operation.
Mayor Sanger noted that there are a lot of conditions and he doesn’t want to disappoint, but he
agrees with Alderman Berkowitz that the applicant is taking a huge risk because there are so
many conditions applied (i.e. absent staff). He explained that the Board is split, and he would be
the tie-breaker. In his opinion this use on this property is not the right use. He gives the
applicant the opportunity at this point to withdraw and refigure a plan in some other manner
otherwise the Board will vote on it as it stands.
Alderman Winings asks Mayor Sanger for clarification that he would vote in opposition even with
Condition #21 left unchanged. Mayor Sanger confirmed yes.
In response to Ms. Gessling’s question, Mayor Sanger explained that the alley is a mainstay of
their project which they would be using the alley like a private street and there are people
specifically attached to that alley that have a regular use and will be affected by what the school
does. Despite what everyone is saying about change he guarantees that this Board is not afraid
of change. We try our best to make sure that the commercial usage of businesses does not
affect negatively the residents that are close to it. With all due respect Linda, the Scholarshop
situation was very different from this.
Mayor Sanger asked Ms. Gessling if they would like to withdraw or go to a vote. Ms. Gessling
responded – vote.
Motion made by Alderman Winings to approve Resolution No. 19-03, a Conditional Use
Permit for the Montessori School located at 6611-6619 Clayton Road and 6602 Alamo
Avenue with the conditions as presented. Alderman Boulton seconded.
Alderman Winings – Aye; Alderman Boulton – Nay; Alderman Lintz – Nay; Alderman
Berkowitz – Nay; Alderman Harris – Aye; Alderman McAndrew – Aye; and Mayor Sanger
– Nay.
The motion failed, 3 – Ayes; 4 - Nays.
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Motion made by Alderman Winings that the Board give unanimous consent to
consideration for adoption of Bill No. 6710 on the day of its introduction. Alderman
Boulton seconded.
The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6710, an ordinance to approve a lot
consolidation/subdivision plat for 7 N. Bemiston Avenue and 7817 Forsyth Boulevard to
be read for the second time by title only. Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6710, second reading, an Ordinance Providing for
the Approval of a Plat to Subdivide Certain Property Located in the City of Clayton,
Missouri by title only.
The motion passed on a roll call vote: Alderman Winings – Aye; Alderman Lintz – Aye;
Alderman Berkowitz – Aye; Alderman Harris – Aye; Alderman McAndrew – Aye; and
Mayor Sanger – Aye. The bill, having received majority approval was adopted and
became Ordinance No. 6575.
A RESOLUTION TO CONSIDER APPROVING THE SUBMITTAL OF A MUNICIPAL PARKS
PLANNING GRANT APPLICATION FOR A NEW PARK AT 7811 MARYLAND AVENUE
City Manager Owens reported that the City acquired property located at 7811 Maryland Avenue
to convert into a public park. Planning grants are available through the St. Louis County
Municipal Park Grant Commission and can be used to fund a substantial portion of the fees to
engage a consulting firm to assist the city in developing plans for new facility.
Motion made by Alderman Winings to approve Resolution No. 19-02, to authorize the
submittal of a Municipal Parks Planning Grant Application for the park proposed at 7811
Maryland Avenue. Alderman Boulton seconded.
The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
AN ORDINANCE TO CONSIDER APPROVING A CONTRACT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION
OF THE PLAYGROUNDS, A RESTROOM, AND ASSOCIATED SITE WORK AT DEMUN
PARK
City Manager Owens reported that this is an ordinance to approve a contract with Focal Pointe
Outdoor Solutions in the amount of $335,108.26, plus a contingency of $20,000for the DeMun
Park Project. The scope of work includes replacement of both existing playgrounds,
construction of a one-person comfort station, replacement of sidewalks and associated site
work.
Patty DeForrest, Director of Parks and Recreation, addressed the Board to answer questions.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6711, an ordinance to approve a contract with
Focal Pointe Outdoor Solutions for the DeMun Park Project to be read for the first time by
title only. Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6711, first reading, an Ordinance Approving a
Contract with Focal Pointe Outdoor Solutions for the DeMun Park Project by title only.
AN ORDINANCE TO CONSIDER APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH ST. LOUIS COUNTY
FOR VECTOR CONTROL SERVICES
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City Manager Owens reported that the City’s contract with Saint Louis County for vector control
will expire on April 1, 2019. As a result, the St. Louis County Department of Public Health has
invited us to renew the contract.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6719, an ordinance to approve a contract
with St. Louis County for vector control services to be read for the first time by
title only. Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6719, first reading, an Ordinance Approving a
Contract with St. Louis County for Vector Control Services by title only.
Motion made by Alderman Winings that the Board give unanimous consent to
consideration for adoption of Bill No. 6719 on the day of its introduction. Alderman
Boulton seconded.
The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6719, an ordinance to approve a contract
with St. Louis County for vector control services to be read for the second time by
title only. Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6719, second reading, an Ordinance
Approving a Contract with St. Louis County for Vector Control Services by title
only.
The motion passed on a roll call vote: Alderman Winings – Aye; Alderman Boulton – Aye;
Alderman Lintz – Aye; Alderman Berkowitz – Aye; Alderman Harris – Aye; Alderman
McAndrew – Aye; and Mayor Sanger – Aye. The bill, having received majority approval
was adopted and became Ordinance No. 6584 of the City of Clayton.
AN ORDINANCE TO CONSIDER APPROVING THE FY2019 1ST QUARTER
AMENDMENT
City Manager Owens reported that the City of Clayton reviews and adjusts its budgeted
revenues and expenditures on a quarterly basis to respond to changes as the fiscal year
progresses and to update the Board regarding budgetary issues. As part of the quarterly
budget review, staff is presenting for your consideration the first amendment to the
Fiscal Year 2019 (FY19) budget. Most of this amendment consists of projects or
equipment that were budgeted last year but will now occur or will be completed in
FY2019.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6720, an ordinance to approve an
amendment to the FY2019 Budget to be read for the first time by title only.
Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6720, first reading, an Ordinance Amending the
Fiscal Year 2019 Budget and Appropriating Funds Pursuant Thereto by title only
The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
Motion made by Alderman Winings that the Board give unanimous consent to
consideration for adoption of Bill No. 6720 on the day of its introduction. Alderman
Boulton seconded.
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The motion passed unanimously on a voice vote.
Alderman Winings introduced Bill No. 6720, an ordinance to approve an
amendment to the FY2019 Budget to be read for the second time by title only.
Alderman Boulton seconded.
City Attorney O’Keefe reads Bill No. 6720, second reading, an Ordinance
Amending the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget and Appropriating Funds Pursuant Thereto
by title only.
The motion passed on a roll call vote: Alderman Winings – Aye; Alderman Boulton
– Aye; Alderman Lintz – Aye; Alderman Berkowitz – Aye; Alderman Harris – Aye;
Alderman McAndrew – Aye; and Mayor Sanger – Aye. The bill, having received
majority approval was adopted and became Ordinance No. 6585 of the City of
Clayton.
Other
Alderman Winings reported that the CRSWC is meeting this week; major discussion will be The
Center of Clayton Renovation Project.
Alderman Boulton reported that Ward 1 had a very productive coffee meeting with over 30
people in attendance; major topic was the Better Together report.
Alderman Lintz reported that the Plan Commission has had a lot going on (i.e. new housing
construction). The Pension Boards met this week to discuss a variety of issues.
Alderman Berkowitz reported that Parks and Recreation Commission met; major discussion was
the Better Together report.
Alderman Harris reported that she attended the Clayton School District’s event (3rd series) on
diversity; reported that the Municipal League of St. Louis County is opposed to the Better
Together initiative and representatives are in Jefferson County to initiate the Board of
Freeholders.
Alderman McAndrew reported that she has attended several Clayton Century Foundation
meetings and they are continuing discussion on their strategic planning.
Mayor Sanger reminded everyone about the Chamber of Commerce’s State of the City
Wednesday evening at Armstrong Teasdale offices.
There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 10:55 p.m.

____________________________
Mayor
ATTEST:
____________________________
City Clerk
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Public Hearing: February 12, 2019

Long time Clayton resident / Immediate past mayor / Not working for the
developer

Tonight you’ll be hearing from many concerned citizens…both pro and
con. And in the end, it’s up to you to consider all the facts and make the
best decision on behalf of the entire Clayton community.

When I was Mayor we dealt with a number of controversial issues just as
you are this evening. In opening those meetings, I would remind
everyone how fortunate we are to live in a democracy where we have the
freedom to express our views and where our government doesn’t just
support citizen participation, it encourages it. But when the public
comments veer away from debating the advantages or disadvantages of the
issue and become personal attacks they cease to be helpful.

I know I’m not telling you something you don’t already know, but my
hope for you this evening is that the debate and comments remain
respectful and that you get the information you need to make a good
decision.

