
 

                                           City of Kirkwood 
                                   City Council Work Session 

                                            Thursday, August 13, 2026 at 4:30 p.m. 
                            City Hall, Council Chambers & Main Level Conference Room 

139 S. Kirkwood Rd., Kirkwood, MO 63122 
 Posted August 11, 2026 at 3:42 p.m. 

 
The work session will begin with an open session in the Council Chambers.  The closed session 
portion will take place in the Main Level Conference Room.   
 
Please note that work sessions are for council discussion only and there will be no public 
comment portion of the meeting.  

 
 

I. Approval of the August 6, 2026 Work Session Minutes  
 
II. Storm Water Ordinance Discussion 

 
III. Downtown Zoning Regulations Discussion  

 
IV. Motion to close the meeting pursuant to RSMo Chapter 610.021 (1 – Legal) 

 
V. Motion to open the meeting 

 
VI. Meeting Adjournment 

 
 
 
 
 
Kirkwood City Council:  Mayor Liz Gibbons, Council Members Justin Arnold, Sheila Burkett, 
Gina Jaksetic, Deb Lavender, Mark McLean, and Paul Schaefer 
 
Contact Information:  For full City Council contact information visit 
www.kirkwoodmo.org/council.  To contact the City Clerk call 314-822-5802.  To contact the 
Chief Administrative Officer call 314-822-5803.   

 
Accommodation:  The City of Kirkwood is interested in effective communication for all 
persons. Persons requiring an accommodation to attend and participate in the meeting should 
contact the City Clerk at 314-822-5802 at least 48 hours before the meeting. With advance 
notice of seven calendar days, the City of Kirkwood will provide interpreter services at public 
meetings for languages other than English and for the hearing impaired. Upon request, the 
minutes from this meeting can be made available in an alternate format, such as CD by calling 
314-822-5802. 

http://www.kirkwoodmo.org/council
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WORK SESSION MINUTES 
A work session of the Kirkwood City Council was held on August 6, 2026, at 4:30 

p.m. at Kirkwood City Hall, 139 S. Kirkwood Road, Kirkwood, Missouri. Present were: 
Mayor Gibbons, Council Members Burkett, Jaksetic, Lavender, and Schaefer. Also in 
attendance were Chief Administrative Officer Darren Lamb, City Clerk Laurie Asche, 
Communications Manager Jessica Winter, Director of Parks and Recreation Kyle Henke, 
and Assistant City Attorney Sarah Mullen. Council Members Arnold and Jaksetic 
participated via the phone.  Council Member McLean was absent and excused.  
 
 Mayor Gibbons recognized former Council Member Nancy Luetzow who was 
attending the meeting.  
 

APPROVAL OF THE JULY 9 & 10 PLANNING SESSION MINUTES 
Motion was made by Council Member Lavender and seconded by Council 

Member Burkett to approve the minutes of the July 9th, 2026 and July 10th, 2026 
Planning Sessions.  
 
Motion was made by Council Member Jaksetic and seconded by Council Member 
Schaefer to amend the minutes by amending the 1st bullet point to read as follows, 
“Numbers are due to change because all journal entries have not been recorded yet”.  A 
discussion took place.  The motion passed with all in favor. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Jaksetic and seconded by Council Member 
Schaefer to amend the minutes by amending the 5th bullet point to read as follows, 
“General Fund has ended FY26 with approximately $2 million in unrestricted cash 
reserves”.  A discussion took place.  The motion passed with all in favor. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Jaksetic and seconded by Council Member 
Schaefer to amend the minutes by amending the 7th bullet point to read as follows, 
“Transfers from the Enterprise Funds to the Capital Fund were stopped in FY26.  
Transfer from the Electric Fund to the General Fund continued”.  A discussion took 
place.  The motion passed with all in favor. 
 
Motion was made by Council Member Jaksetic and seconded by Council Member 
Schaefer to amend the minutes by amending the 8th bullet point to read as follows, 
“Finance Director presented a Year-to-Date Budget Report in lieu of the Monthly Year-
to-Date Budget Report.  Council Members to have a chance to review and let Director of 
Finance know if also want monthly information included”.  A discussion took place.  The 
motion passed with all in favor.  
 
The minutes as amended were approved with all in favor. 

 
APPROVAL OF THE JULY 16, 2026 WORK SESSION MINUTES 

 Motion was made by Council Member Schaefer and seconded by Council 
Member Burkett to approve the minutes of the July 16, 2026 work session meeting.  
 
Motion was made by Council Member Jaksetic and seconded by Council Member 
Schaefer to amend the minutes by amending the 22nd bullet point under “further 
discussion took place” to read as follows, “The city had not historically reached a 1.5% 
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replacement rate.  Staff demand will not be major as project management will be 
contracted out”.  A discussion took place.  The motion passed with all in favor.  
 
The minutes as amended were approved with all in favor. 
 

INTRODUCTION OF NEW HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER 
 Chief Administrative Officer Darren Lamb introduced Tomarius Prince as the 
City’s new Human Resources Manager. Ms. Prince addressed the Council and provided 
information regarding her professional background spanning the technology industry, 
healthcare, and local government.  
 

TRAIN STATION MURALS DISCUSSION 
 Art McDonnell and Kirkwood Arts Commission Chair Zoe Perkins presented a 
proposal for a major public art mural project to be installed inside the Kirkwood Train 
Station. The Arts Commission requires approval from City Council to move forward with 
the project. 
 
Discussion took place as follows: 

• Historic photographs were shown of the train station as it was built in 1893. It was 
constructed in the Richardsonian Romanesque architectural style. It was 
renovated in 1941.  

• Kirkwood’s station is one of three places in the country that intersected passenger 
rail with Historic Route 66. 

• It was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1985 and was 
purchased by the City of Kirkwood in 2002.  

• A multi-phase renovation plan began in 2014. 
• It is now the second most utilized passenger rail station in Missouri and serves as 

a tourist information center, event space, and museum. Didactic panels, historic 
photos, and new exhibition cases will be added to the museum. 

• Bryan Haynes, a recognized artist in Kirkwood, is the leading choice for a muralist. 
He works in the American Regionalism style, which aligns with the 1941 station 
renovation/interior. Examples of his work were shown. 

• The mural will focus on themes of industrialization and transportation. Early-stage 
concepts were shown. 

• The proposed murals for the east and west walls will depict trains traveling from 
those respective directions. The proposed mural for the east wall is less refined 
and needs conceptualization by the Kirkwood Arts Commission. 

• The project is fully endorsed by the Kirkwood Arts Commission and funded by the 
Kirkwood Arts Foundation at no cost to residents or taxpayers. 

• The murals will be painted on canvas and then “wallpapered” to the walls of the 
train station. The murals will not be completed by September 15 and there is not 
currently an estimated time of completion.  

• The murals will come to the Council for final review before completion. 
• Bill Burckhalter has approved of mural installation.  

 
It was the consensus of the Council to approve the Kirkwood Arts Commission to move 
forward with the next steps of the mural installation project. 
 
 



DRAFT 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION FINANCIAL UPDATE & ICE RINK UPDATE 
 Parks and Recreation Director Kyle Henke presented a comprehensive financial 
update regarding department funding and long-term projections, followed by a status 
report on the Ice Rink renovation project. 
 
Discussion took place as follows: 

• Operations and capital infrastructure are supported by three distinct funds: 
o 302/Park Capital Fund: the half-cent Parks and Recreation sales tax. This 

is controlled by Council. FY26 starting balance was $6,617,000, with 
estimated revenues of $4.4M and planned expenses/transfers of 
$8,784,000 (reflecting major expenses for the ice rink renovation, a 
$550,000 transfer to the 201 Fund, and a $604,000 transfer to cover 
Recreation operating loss).  

o 101/Recreation Fund: accounting for operational fees, charges, and 
revenue (administration, the Community Center, Aquatic Center, ice rink, 
day camps, sports leagues, Green Tree Festival, 4th of July Festival, and 
KPAC). Projected revenues of $3.6M (through fees and program charges) 
against expenses of $4.2M result in an operational deficit funded annually 
by transfers. Recreation has historically operated with a loss. 

o 201/Park Account Fund: supported by real estate property taxes ($1.4M) 
and an annual transfer from the 302 Fund ($550,000), controlled by the Park 
Board. FY26 starting balance was $2.7M, with a projected ending balance 
of $2.5M. 

• Five-year models indicate declining fund balances across Fund 201 ($2.5M down 
to $1.7M) and Fund 101 ($2.1M down to $1.9M. This can be managed through 
improved operating performance in Recreation, capital investment in both Parks 
and Recreation, and long-term alignment and maximization of revenue with service 
expectations/expenses through both the Council and Park Board.  

• Spending reductions through deferred maintenance lead to higher long-term 
capital costs. 

• The half-cent sales tax does not have a sunset.  
• The Kirkwood Performing Arts Center’s total operating cost falls underneath the 

101/Recreation Fund; its debt service is paid from the 302/Park Capital Fund. 
• A planned major capital expense, the Kirkwood Aquatic Center maintenance and 

renovation, does not currently have funding.  
• As discussed with the Citizens Finance Committee last fall, cost for service is at a 

premium in comparison with local municipalities; while these numbers could be 
manipulated, the result would be minimal. Fees for the Aquatic Center are soon 
coming under review. 

• Historical capital debt obligations of $7M leveraged from Fund 302 for the A-
Mrazek building acquisition is being reimbursed over 20 years (~2046) with 4.5% 
– 5% interest (~$11 million total return). Debts also include purchase of a fire truck, 
the ice rink project, and the 2024 series of COPs totaling $13M. Staff was advised 
to provide details.  

• Accelerated repayment options to unrestrict reserves and manage maintenance 
were discussed, such as increased revenue through KPAC or capital fundraising. 
KPAC General Manager Liz Crabtree has already begun pursuing these goals and 
has received donations.   
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• Staff productivity remains high: 4 core Recreation staff members manage 
programs generating $2.7 million in annual revenue, while 3 KPAC staff members 
generate $800,000 annually with some revenue restriction by STAGES. 

• The Kirkwood Ice Rink renovation was successfully completed and opened on 
schedule on August 1, 2026.  

• The construction phase is currently closing with minor remaining change orders 
which cover final sound system calibrations and entry door adjustments. 

• Final project expenditures are projected at approximately $5.277 million, coming 
in well below the approved $5.543 million project budget (including contingency).  

 
INCREASED ON-STREET PARKING ON KIRKWOOD ROAD 

 Director of Public Services Chris Krueger presented potential options to expand 
on-street parking along Kirkwood Road, leading with two upcoming projects: 

• North Kirkwood Road Project: designed to add 21 on-street parking spaces Project 
implementation is delayed after initial bids exceeded projected cost estimates by 
$1M. Staff will re-apply for grant funding in February 2027. 

• South Kirkwood Road Project: designed to add 37 on-street parking spaces. Right-
of-way acquisition is complete, and final MoDOT approvals are expected shortly, 
with bidding scheduled within 30 days. 

• These are in conjunction with road diet projects on Kirkwood Road converting 4 
lane section to 3 lanes. 

 
Discussion took place as follows: 

• Staff noted that certain identified areas on North Kirkwood Road (Adams to 
Washington) cannot accommodate temporary parking prior to the full road diet due 
to high driveway density (Walgreens, Global Foods, financial institutions) causing 
left-turn congestion. 

• Staff evaluated locations along South Kirkwood Road (Argonne to Monroe) where 
up to 23 temporary on-street spaces can be designated immediately without 
impacting existing traffic lanes or turning movements: 

o City Hall frontage: Up to 10 on-street spaces. 
o Station Plaza frontage (east side between Monroe and Madison): Up to 13 

on-street spaces. 
o The South Kirkwood Road project could begin within the year dependent 

upon bids. 
• Question was raised as to whether 2 – 4 spaces could be added between Argonne 

and Washington. 
• Question was raised regarding whether the road diet would reduce the noise 

corridor through Downtown Kirkwood. 
• A special committee to review parking projects was suggested. 
• Council requested incorporating designated accessible/handicapped parking 

spaces close to Downtown storefronts. 
• Council suggested narrowing the striped parking at the Station Plaza frontage to 

allow more cars to fit. This would be discussed with Station Plaza management. 
• Implementation requires minimal cost, involving in-house pavement striping, in-

house signage installation, and a traffic code ordinance amendment. 
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Council directed staff to place the South Kirkwood Road parking proposals on the next 
Street Committee (SCIT) meeting agenda for detailed review and recommendation. 
 

MOTION TO CLOSE THE MEETING 
Motion was made by Council Member Schaefer and seconded by Council 

Member Burkett to close the meeting pursuant to RSMo Chapter 610.021 (1 – Legal & 
12 – Contract Negotiations).   
 

Roll Call:   
 

Mayor Gibbons “Yes”  
Council Member Arnold Participated via the phone and could not 

participate in a roll call vote 
Council Member Burkett “Yes” 
Council Member Jaksetic Participated via the phone and could not 

participate in a roll call vote 
Council Member Lavender “Yes” 
Council Member McLean Absent 
Council Member Schaefer “Yes” 
 

The meeting was closed.   
 

MOTION TO OPEN THE MEETING 
Motion was made by Council Member Lavender and seconded by Council Member 

Schaefer to open the meeting. 
 
Roll Call:   

 
Mayor Gibbons “Yes”  
Council Member Arnold Participated via the phone and could not  

participate in a roll call vote 
Council Member Burkett “Yes” 
Council Member Jaksetic Participated via the phone and could not 

participate in a roll call vote 
Council Member Lavender “Yes” 
Council Member McLean Absent 
Council Member Schaefer “Yes” 
 

The meeting was opened. 
 
Since no further matters were to come before the Council, the meeting was adjourned. 
 
 
 

______________________ 
Laurie Asche 
City Clerk 
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DATE: August 13, 2026 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JENNIFER BROWN PE ASSISTANT CITY ENGINEER 

RE: STORMWATER TOWN HALL AND ONLINE RESPONSE SUMMARY 

CC: CHRIS KRUEGER PE, PUBLIC SERVICES DIRECTOR 

 RICK HOLESINGER PE, CITY ENGINEER 

 DARREN LAMB, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

 

Public feedback regarding the proposed Stormwater Ordinance and Stormwater Manual updates was 
received through the Town Hall meeting, speaker cards, online submissions, and stakeholder response 
summaries. The following provides an objective summary of that feedback for the City Council's 
consideration. 

Respondents 

Public input was received through both the Town Hall meeting and written submissions. The Town Hall 
discussion was largely driven by builders, relators and other members of the building community, who 
provided extensive comments regarding the proposed ordinance revisions. 

In contrast, the majority of the written responses were submitted by Kirkwood residents and 
homeowners. Of the 43 identifiable written respondents, 31 (72%) were residents or homeowners. The 
remaining respondents consisted of builders and members of the building community, realtors, and one 
non-resident. 

Respondent Group Number Percentage 

Residents / Homeowners 31 72% 

Builders / Members of the Building Community 9 21% 

Realtors 2 5% 

Non-Resident 1 2% 

Total 43 100% 

The Town Hall discussion was primarily led by members of the building community.  Written comments 
were predominantly submitted by residents and homeowners via online comments and submitted Town 
Hall comment cards. Resulting in the oral comments and written submissions represent different 
stakeholder groups and often focused on different aspects of the proposed ordinance. 
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Public Feedback Summary 

Many residents expressed their existing drainage concerns, including basement flooding, yard drainage 
problems, runoff from neighboring redevelopment, and icy sidewalks. The residents are generally looking 
for additional measures to reduce stormwater impacts associated with redevelopment. 

The proposed basement depth limitation received more comments than any other individual proposal. 
Concerns were raised primarily by builders regarding construction feasibility, redevelopment flexibility, 
and potential impacts on future home values.  There were two known residents that expressed these 
concerns.   

The builders and some residents suggested that the city should address the infrastructure issues 
associated with MSD’s older system to help resolve of some of the stormwater issues. Several respondents 
commented that regional drainage issues cannot be addressed solely through site-specific stormwater 
requirements. 

Key Findings 

Based on the public input received, the following observations can be made: 

 The majority of identifiable written respondents (72%) were Kirkwood residents or homeowners. 
 The Town Hall discussion was primarily driven by members of the building community, while the 

written responses were predominantly submitted by residents and homeowners. 
 The proposed basement depth limitation received more comments than any other individual 

ordinance revision, primarily by builders and persons related to the building community. 
 Investment in public stormwater infrastructure were topics discussed by both residents and 

members of the building community. 
 Other than the proposed basement depth limitation, relatively few individual ordinance revisions 

generated repeated comments. 

Conclusion 

Staff has carefully reviewed the public comments received throughout the ordinance update process and 
appreciates the time and effort all parties have invested in providing feedback. Many of the comments 
have helped clarify provisions within the proposed ordinance and Stormwater Design Manual; however, 
they do not change the underlying need for the proposed revisions. 

The recommended updates are the result of the City's comprehensive Stormwater Master Plan, 
engineering analysis, and public input. They are intended to address the increasing frequency and 
intensity of rainfall events, continued growth in impervious surfaces in the city, and the recurring concerns 
expressed by residents regarding localized flooding and stormwater impacts. The proposed requirements 
are consistent with sound engineering practices, complement the MSD's regional stormwater 
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management efforts, and provide practical, flexible options for property owners to meet the City's 
stormwater mitigation standards. 

While no ordinance can eliminate all flooding, the proposed revisions represent a measured and 
reasonable approach to reducing the impacts of future development on neighboring properties and the 
City's stormwater infrastructure. Staff believes the proposed ordinance and accompanying Stormwater 
Design Manual updates strike an appropriate balance between protecting private property rights, 
maintaining development opportunities, and fulfilling the City's responsibility to reduce stormwater 
impacts where feasible. 

For these reasons, staff recommends adoption of the proposed stormwater ordinance and Stormwater 
Design Manual revisions as presented. 
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ORDINANCE 
 
 AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE KIRKWOOD CODE OF ORDINANCES, 
CHAPTER 5, ARTICLE VII AND ARTICLE VIII, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE 
CITY’S INFILL DEVELOPMENT STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ORDINANCES.   
 
 WHEREAS, the City of Kirkwood hired HR Green, Inc. (“Consultant”), a civil engineering 
firm, for the purpose of conducting a review of the City’s stormwater code;  
  
 WHEREAS, the Consultant provided the City with a memorandum dated August 15, 2025 
recommending certain changes to the Code to minimize stormwater problems in the City; + 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on October 2, 2025 to obtain feedback 
from the community on the Consultant’s recommendations; and  
 
 WHEREAS, having reviewed the recommendations of the Consultant and City staff, the 
City Council believes that amending the Infill Development Stormwater Management Ordinances 
as set forth herein is warranted and will promote the health, safety, and welfare of the residents 
and visitors to the City of Kirkwood.    
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
KIRKWOOD, MISSOURI, AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 SECTION 1.  Chapter 5, Article VII, Section 5-201. Definitions is hereby amended by 
deleting the existing definition of “REGULATED INFILL DEVELOPMENT” and replacing it 
with the following:  

REGULATED INFILL DEVELOPMENT — For commercial, industrial, or residential 
real property, where additional impervious area is created through new development, 
redevelopment, or rehabilitation of existing lots, and (a) the net additional impervious 
area is at least 500 square feet or (b) the total impervious area on the lot is, or the 
addition will cause to exceed, 25% or greater of the total lot area. However, this does 
not include maintenance projects.  
 
SECTION 2. Chapter 5, Article VII, Section 5-201. Definitions is hereby amended by 

adding the following new definition:  
 
MAINTENANCE PROJECT — the removal and replacement of site features in need of 
repair in their current footprint and elevations, such as a driveway or a dilapidated garage.  
 
SECTION 3.  The Sub-subsections in Subsection (a) of Chapter 5, Article VII, Section 5-

202. Regulated infill development – requirements. are hereby amended as follows and renumbered 
consistently therewith:  

(1) All regulated infill development creating 1,000500 square feet or more 



of net additional impervious area is required to treat, by means of 
capture, the first 1.14 inches of rainfall runoff, for impervious area equal 
to the net additional impervious area. Vacant lots shall be subject to this 
requirement. 

(1)• The maximum increase in site impervious area threshold of 500 
sf does not apply to projects classified as maintenance of 
existing features in need of repair.    

(2) All regulated infill development causingwhere the total impervious 
area on the lot to beexceeds 25% of the total lot area areis required to 
treat, by means of capture, the first 1.14 inches of rainfall runoff, for the 
amount of impervious area greater than 25% of the total lot area or the 
net additional impervious area, whichever is greater. 

(3)  For single-family residential development, the total impervious area 
on a lot shall not exceed 55% of the total lot area.  For multi-family 
residential development, the total impervious area on a lot shall not 
exceed 85% of the total lot area.    

*** 

(9) New residential basements and basement extensions shall not be 
constructed with a finished floor elevation lower than two (2) feet 
above the seasonal high groundwater table. The elevation of the 
seasonal high groundwater table shall be demonstrated through 
submission of a geotechnical report or by reference to the Depth to 
Water Table Maps set forth in Appendix L of the Final Kirkwood 
Citywide Stormwater Master Plan. Replacement or expansion of an 
existing basement is exempt from this requirement, provided that 
the finished floor elevation is not lower than that of the existing 
basement.  

*** 

(11)  All regulated infill development shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of Appendix AChapter 25, Zoning Ordinance, Ord. No. 
10103and Subdivision Code. 

 
SECTION 4.  Chapter 5, Article VII, Section 5-203. Sump pumps. is hereby amended as 

follows:  
 

(b) BMP(s) for sump pump discharges listed inrequired by this section may 
contribute toshall not discharge into the stormwater BMP(s) required by § 5-
202 BMPs for regulated infill development by § 5-202. 

(c) Sump pump BMP(s) shall include an emergency overflow designed to 
convey excess water to a public storm sewer inlet where such inlet exists 
within the property boundary or in the adjoining right-of-way,  unless not 
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permitted by MSD.   
 
  
 

SECTION 6.  Chapter 5, Article VIII, Section 5-217. Escrows. is hereby as follows:  
 

TABLE 3 - ESCROWS 

Item Amount Remark 

Residential Site Restoration 
Escrow 

$5,000 100% refundable upon final 
inspection and acceptance by the 
Department of Public Services 

Stormwater BMP Construction 
Escrow 

$1,000 100% refundable upon final 
inspection and acceptance by the 
Department of Public Services, so 
long as the final inspection occurs 
not less than one year after the 
associated permit expires  

 
 
 SECTION 6. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect on April November 1, 2026, 
as provided by law. 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS DAY OF. 
 
 
              
      Mayor, City of Kirkwood 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________________  
City Clerk 
1st Reading:    
2nd Reading:   
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1. What is being done about the flooding near Crescent? There have been at least two MSD 

project sin the area, 10285 and 11130.  The blue box is a 

funded to be or in construction project. The red line, 

11377, to the left was an MSD studied but not funded 

project. MSD has been addressing issues in this area for 

some time. It is reasonable to presume that if there are 

still issues that MSD will continue to investigate, and as 

funding is available, address flooding issues.  

 

 

2. Questioned where the Stomwater Master Plan appendices are located.  Online on the 

city engineering page. 

 

3. Will stormwater mitigation be required for the new public works building?  The public 

works building is under MSD review and permitting and, as a result, is not under city 

review for stormwater mitigation.  It follows all the rules as any other development under 

MSD review. MSD’s design includes flood and channel protection.  This is a more stringent 

design level than the city currently requires for stormwater management per the manual.  

 

4. What types of solutions or recommendations are being proposed for overcharged 

systems?  MSD is addressing some surcharged issues, N Harrison at Manchester in 

particular.  There are other areas identified but not funded as of yet.  Once example is an 

additional culvert near Grand under the rail road.  The City’s Stormwater Master Plan 

identifies 7 projects in the city to address more localized stormwater issues.  The first one, 

Laven Del Ct, is out for RFQ right now. 

 

5. Questions where the proposed updates came from.  In the spring of 2024, the city 

contracted with HR Green to conduct a citywide stormwater survey and review the 

current ordinances, stormwater rules, and manual to determine whether they need to be 

updated.  The proposed changes are a collaboration between HR Green and the city to 

best address the increase in overall imperviousness in the city and the changing rainfall 

intensities we are currently experiencing.  As a note, MSD is currently in the public 

information phase for updates to its design criteria manual.   
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6. Questions why the city has not taken a stronger stance with MSD.  MSD is a public 

government agency operating under a special provision in the Missouri state constitution. 

The city has no jurisdiction over MSD.  

 

7. Can someone with the city inspect the functionality of my BMP at 803 Elm Tree Ln?  the 

city is looking into this. 

 

8. What is the reason for the revisions? The reason is that the residents of Kirkwood have 

asked for the city to address stormwater in the city.  Additionally Rain events are 

increasing in intensity and weather patterns are changing.  These proposed changes are 

to keep up with these changes.  MSD is also looking to update their design standards due 

to this condition.  

 

9. Are the current rules inadequate?  With the changes in rainfall intensity, the residents 

are reporting more flooding.  The residents are requesting tighter rules. 

 

10. How do we Know?  Residents are reporting more flooding and speaking out and saying 

they would like to see more control of stormwater. 

 

11. Are current BMP’s adequate?  Resident are voicing their concerns over flooding and new 

development runoff.  The current methodology is based on MSD’s Rules and design 

criteria for water quality design, 1.14” rain event.  

 

12. Rain gardens look weedy and unmaintained. How does this comply?  Native plants can 

look “weedy”. What people think of typical landscape plans are not always native to the 

area. There is an approved list of plants in the manual.  

 

13. How do we know if drywells are functioning correctly?  They are inspected during 

construction, immediately after construction, 1 year after construction, and then every 3 

years thereafter.  

 

14. Is removed and replaced in the same footprint limited to “in kind” material.  No, not 

specifically, but it is a type of structure for a type of structure.  For example, an asphalt 

drive can be replaced with a concrete one in the same footprint, but not a garage. The 

runoff is different and more concentrated from a garage than a driveway. 

 

15. What is the current maximum site impervious area?  There is no maximum currently. 
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16. Why is there no limit for impervious coverage for commercial lots?  Commercial lots 

account for a smaller percentage of the total area in Kirkwood.  Commercial, light 

industrial and flood plain account for 13.7% of the total land area in Kirkwood, where as 

single family homes account for 82.4%. Additionally, non-residential developments are 

required to submit plans to MSD for review. Many of these plans will be under MSD 

review for stormwater.  This includes flood protection, water quality and channel 

protection design. The MSD design parameters are a more stringent design than our 

stormwater mitigation requirements.  If MSD feels the development is not something 

they need to review, the development will still need to abide by the cit’y current 

stormwater mitigation requirements as defined in the manual.    

 

17. What are BMP’s?  BMP is short for best management practice.  There are temporary 

BMP’s, like silt fence, straw bales and other structures that control the sediment off a site 

that is under construction.  Permanent BMP’s are features that mitigate stormwater, such 

as rain gardens, drywells, and modified soils. 

 

18. It is unclear what is meant by treatment for impervious surfaces. Treatment for 

impervious services means treating the runoff, such as capturing in a drywell or other 

BMP, created by adding impervious surfaces. Sealing of an impervious surface, such as a 

driveway, is not stormwater treatment nor does it add to the site impervious area.  

 

19. Item 8 under Manual Changes: a. Refers to trees used for stormwater mitigation. Only 

"new" trees added for mitigation purposes (are) included and recorded? Trees used for 

stormwater mitigation will be recorded in the city GIS system, memorialized and 

inspected when the site BMP’s are inspected, after the first year then every 3 years. 

 

20. What is a GIS system?  GIS stands for Geographic Information System.  It is a digital map.  

 

21. Are two (2) 2" caliper trees required for each tree lost? Or does the "two" clarify the 

2"?  For any tree identified on stormwater plans as being used for stormwater mitigation 

is lost the resident will need to replace the one (1) tree with two (2) - 2” caliper trees.  

 

22. Does it mean that trees that are part of the mitigation plan that die or removed must 

be replaced within 9 months?  Yes it does.  

 

23. For item 9 of the Manual Changes, does this represent a minimum distance or a 

maximum distance between BMPs?  A minimum distance. 
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24. For item 10, does the 10' apply only to construction time? Won't the 10' outside the 

trunk move as the tree grows?  Yes, at construction time.  

 

25. Create pre-approved, standardized mitigation options with clear square-foot credits so 

straightforward residential projects can proceed without private engineering costs.  

This manual has this. 

 

26. Allow administrative approval for routine projects and reserve engineered plans for 

projects presenting unusual drainage risks.  Not all plans are required to be designed by 

an engineer, only new homes.  

 

27. Provide an objective alternative-compliance or hardship process for smaller lots and for 

projects involving disability access, aging in place, essential repairs, or preservation of 

existing affordable housing.  There are a variety of options for stormwater mitigation in 

the manual, and some are as simple as directing stormwater to a defined lawn area or an 

existing flower bed.   

 

28. Clearly grandfather lawful existing impervious coverage so a small new project does not 

trigger an obligation to correct all historical conditions on the lot.  Not sure what is 

meant by “lawful”.  Noting all existing impervious areas in the city is a herculean task.  

With all the various options, there are cost-effective mitigation options. 

 

29. Consider reduced fees, technical assistance, grants, or other support for income-

qualified homeowners and accessibility-related projects.  The city does provide guidance 

on how to use the manual and calculate for stormwater mitigation for individuals to do 

their own stormwater calculations and mitigation. There are existing funding 

opportunities through a joint program through MSD and the Botanical Garden for small 

rain grants that residents can apply for.   There is no income restrictions associated with 

these grants.  

 

30.  Train contractors and publish plain-language guidance before enforcement begins.  

There are no proposed changes to how BMP’s are installed by the contractors.  

Additionally, as part of the inspection process the city requires a pre-construction 

inspection/ on site meeting with the contractor.  In that meeting the inspector goes over 

what he expects and the rules associated with constructing the BMP as specified on the 

plans.  This pre-construction meeting is a requirement.  As part of the plans, the designer 

is also required to include steps for the construction of the individual BMP from the design 

manual.  All these documents are in the Stomwater Design Manual.  The manual is written 
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so a layperson can understand it, and many individual homeowners have used the manual 

and successfully gotten permits issued without an engineer involved. The city has also had 

a meeting with the design professionals on what is expected on their plans to help 

streamline the review process.  

 

31. Would the ordinance negatively influence homeowners to not consider permeable 

pavers?  Permeable pavers are listed in the stormwater manual as a means to treat 

stormwater.  Additionally, permeable pavers installed under the city inspection are 

considered pervious, just like grass.  

 

32. What metrics will the city use to ensure the engineering department is able to handle 

the increased burden of additional permit requests?  This is to be determined as 

workload dictates.  

 

33. Consider adding a requirement for new homes to include sidewalks in their BMP’s .  This 

question may be phrased poorly.  Sidewalk or any paved surfaces, for the most part, 

would not be placed in a BMP. If this is a requirement for new homes to update the 

sidewalk in front of their property, this is already a condition for new homes and homes 

that add over 100% to their home when on an identified pedestrian walkway in the city.   



STORMWATER ORDINANCE UPDATES RESPONDENTS SUMMARY 

 

Name Address Comment  

Roger Stojeba 505 S Crescent localized flooding 

Resident  Card reads: A question (?) the stormwater report. 

Response: Red dot is the property 

 Black dots are issues received at the open houses and during the 

 comment period in the fall of 2025.  

 Green lines are completed MSD projects 

 Blue lines/ box are MSD projects that are funded to be or in construction 

 Red lines are projects studied but not active/ not funded yet.  

 

 

 

 

 

Andrew Huskeuheff 404 S Clay Feels more credit should be given for preserving trees. 

Resident/ Frontenac Forestry City would also need to look at increasing the percentage allowed for the 

tree credit not just more credit per each tree. Currently, a tree credit is 

maxed out at 20% of the required overall treatment.  

  Card reads: speak on #11 reguarding credit for trees 

Sidney Rasch 972 Simmons Issue with limiting basement depths.  

Resident/ Relator/ Homebuilder stated that she feels home values will fall if they cannot build homes with 

basements.  

  Concerned about current slab on grade homes and how if demolished for 

new homes build they could not have a basement. 

  Also concerned that existing basements currently are only 6 feet, so it is 

a hindrance on builders to build back at that depth. 

  Commented on how much of the city has a high water table as per the 

map in the report prepared by HR Green. 

  Card reads: general stormwater concerns. 

Mark Rasch 13281 Spindle Ln Issues with limiting basement depths 

Homebuilder/ Benchmark Homes Likes StormTech drywells under pavement 

Pointed out the shallow depth to water table on the map he brought in. 

Stated that no basement would be allowed in any of the red, shallow 

groundwater table locations. 

Card reads: General comment opposing stormwater change 

Celeste Kososki 456 S Clay Question on where the appendices area is located.  

Resident  Card reads: Where can I see the appendices to the draft. 

Patrick Jones 12746 Alswell Issues with basement depth 

Builder/ Remodeler  Wants to be granted a grace period of up to a year to build out their back 

stock.   

  Due to trying to save trees stated, garages may move to the front of the 

homes.  

  Card reads: Basement depth 



Ted Coyle 4 Silver Ln Issues with basement depth 

Resident/ Relator  Commented on the proposed public works development and how he 

thinks stormwater mitigation will not be required.  

  Card reads: About basements for new builds. Most water issues are lack 

of maintenance. 

Mike Mann 612 Clemens Ct Objects to any new Stormwater mitigation regulations. 

Resident/ Homebuilder  Feels this is rush, has been present for all the home builders meetings.  

  Feels the issue is with infrastructure and feels the city should be updated 

the infrastructure 

  Card reads: Stormwater 

Dan Murphy 525 Nirk Issues with limiting basement depth 

Resident/ Relator  Card reads: Want to add on or teardown and build w/ foundation 

underneath want to (make?) I can do this.    

Gwyn Wahlmann 1005 W Adams Had no water issues until a new home build, now has 

Resident  water issues. 

  Likes all the proposed changes.  Thinks they may be watered down.  

  Is not in favor of a contractor contributed fund to address stormwater.  

  Is not in favor of ADU exceptions for stormwater 

  Card reads: nothing 

Cindy Roser 659 Evans Sump Pump Discharge, has pop-ups throughout their  

Resident/Home Remodeler/Builder yard and no water issues. No freezing ice on the sidewalk, roads or in 

their yard. Sump pumps discharge in landscape beds. 

  Has a partial 6’ tall basement.  

  Card reads: Sump pumps 

Sandy Behrens 445 Bogey Ln In favor of the changes 

Builder/ Resident  Feels it can be designed around. 

  Feels building could and should do better 

  Card reads: Nothing 

Aaron Cole 1009 N Harrison House flooded 4 times, sounds like it could be a sanitary  

Resident  issue, mentioned poo water in the basement.  Sanitary is a separate issue 

from stormwater. 

  Wants to be a good neighbor, has drywells, sump pumps, French drains. 

  Feels he is doing all the things and is caught in the middle.  Not seeing 

relief not wanting to contribute to the problem.  

  He heard a lot of me, me, me and I’s earlier from others. 

  Not for or against the changes 

  Feels he has done all the things but is getting flooded out.  

  Card reads: What happens to the people who play by all the rules and still 

lose? 

  On Line Comments: What types of solutions or recommendations are 

being proposed for overcharged systems? 

  Second On Line Comments: The biggest concerns that I have is for 

residents who have already complied with current ordinances to no 

success. Additionally, what impact or visibility will MSD have in the 



process. In a perfect scenario, stormwater would be able to be routed to 

the streets. Including overcharged storm drains and diverted solutions 

Chris Hanewinkel 116 S Harrison Has noticed increased flooding in their yard due to new 

Resident  homes and additions to the properties that border his lot.  

  His lot is the low point of the surrounding area.  

  Experiences lots of flooding.  

  They also have changed their driveways from gravel to hard pavement 

(concrete/ asphalt) 

  Wants water to be discharged in rear of yards to keep it off the sidewalk 

and streets, because they walk a lot. Has noticed issues with slime and 

ice on walking surfaces.  

  Card reads: Our water issues are infrastructure. 

Niki Lee 429 S Harrison Did not mention specifically and stormwater issues with 

Resident  runoff. 

  Has smelly inlets at Barrington Square Condos. 

  Built a new home close to them and cut down around 20 trees. 

  Card reads: Impacted by new builds and new pool next door and two 

houses down respectively 

Claudia Fitzinger 900 Evans Concerned about the resale value of their home if it  

Resident  cannot be torn down and rebuilt with a basement. 

  Feels potential residents would look elsewhere to move if they had no 

basement. 

  Acknowledges water is a problem.  

  Card reads: The restriction of no basements is going to de-value our 

home values and this should not be passed as written. 

Josh Peterman 343 W Rose Hill Agreed that stormwater in an issue in the city. 

Resident/ Home builder  Feels the issue is not new. First house he bought had water issues so he 

fixed them. 

  Feels the ordinance changes are not well though through and rushed. 

  Mentioned that a small sidewalk would cost 20,000 because of 

engineering fees and a survey. 

  City Note: that all that was requested was for him to verify the existing 

drywell had capacity and to show that enough water is being captured to 

offset the sidewalk. This was not provided.  

  Card reads: Items # 3, 7, 10 and 12 need to be omitted or revised. 

Ellen Caffey 1302 Lockett Ln Has no sidewalk no curbs on the street. 

Resident  Had to jack up front porch due to the new home. 

  Had a water main break and there was water on the street so there was 

algae and mud on the street.  A kid ran their scooter through it and fell.  

  Claims that on “one part of Locket there is enough water a small child 

could drown when it rains” 

  Mentions iced over road at a little part of a hill in the winter so cars 

cannot get up that hill. 

  Yard does not dry. 

  Card reads: Stormwater and safety. 

Thomas Kibby 949 Chapelwood Ct Card Reads: I am interested in serving on a citizens  



Non-Resident Did not speak committee (if such exists) for stormwater issues.  I am a retired physician, 

so can comfortably read technical reports.  I manage the MSD regulated 

storm basin for my HOA with native plants am certified master naterlist 

with 20+ credits hours from Meramec. Why are commercial 

developments exempt from BMP’s? 

  On Line Commet: I attended the recent Open House June 30 on 

Kirkwood’s proposed changes to its stormwater ordinance covered in 

WKT July 10 “Home Builders Object To Proposed Basement Restrictions.” 

I live in a neighborhood built in 2007. At that point stormwater runoff for 

these ten homes was regulated by MSD. The developer was required to 

install a stormwater basin that slowed the new extra runoff from the 

roofs, driveways and street. The basin is now landscaped in Missouri 

native plants and also functions as a pollinator habitat. Unfortunately a 

neighborhood scale stormwater detention basin will not be a reasonable 

option for new single family home redevelopment in Kirkwood. Instead I 

suggest, I suggest the following: 1) MSD will not ride in to rescue 

Kirkwood redevelopment with more stormwater infrastructure. For the 

Deer Creek flooding, MSD installed a 4.2 mile tunnel 19 feet wide and 200 

feet deep costing over $110 million. This is not practical for Kirkwood. 2) 

The most effective stormwater solutions are the ones that temporarily 

store runoff at the site of the individual home. These include BMPs like 

raingardens, bioswales, rain barrels and permeable pavers. 3) Consider 

cutting back existing regulations that promote more impermeable 

surfaces: a) require smaller footprint for proposed infill; b) allow street-

facing garages; c) protect existing large trees. 4) If the proposed 

stormwater regulations are to work, the City must be given leeway to 

issue waivers when BMP’s for the site are installed and are sufficient to 

temporarily store in place most of the expected rainfall events. 5) Do not 

exempt commercial development from these regulations as proposed. 

Commercial development can install BMP’s such as bioswales and 

planted strips along the edges of their parking area 

Amy Riggs 655 Cranbrook Dr concerns about all area over 25% needing to be treated.  

Unknown did not fill out a card Wanted to know where that came from.  Staff mentioned that was the 

original intent of the ordinance when originally written.  The assistant city 

engineer was doing design at the time and that was the design 

parameters in place.  

  Card reads:  No card filled out 

 

Rick Bagy 314 Rose Ln Card Reads: Commercial and multi family should have 

Resident Did not speak  the most restrictions, they have the most money and capability. 

  We are a community that people want to move to and stay in. Stopping 

growth and pretending small houses will be desirable and/ or taken care 

of never works out long term.  

  There should be investment in infrastructure just like what was done at 

314 Rose Ln which never had water issues. 

  Basement depth: Regulate depth but allow top of foundations to be 

higher for a “typical” foundation. Or mitigate, slabs won’t be desirable. 



  Stormwater Survey: ONLY 2732 respondents? What os our population? 

Are we penalizing a community based on the complaints of a few? 206 

have issues = 0.7% of population (29,000+) 

  What municipalities have implemented? What is result? What is the 

population and tax base done.  

Julia Lyon Bagy  314 Rose Ln Card reads: Why hasn’t Kirkwood taken a stronger  

Resident Did not speak  stance with MSD. Holding stagnant water in flowell + leeching highly 

bacterial ridden water into our yards is not a long term answer – it’s a 

time bomb of a required petri dish causing + spreading disease.  

John + Beth Reider 803 Elm Tree Lane Card reads: Our neighbor did a large addition to their  

Resident  Did not speak  house and added a pool with a concrete deck.  This work was permitted 

by the city and supposedly included appropriate BMP’s, however, since 

the installation (and during construction), my house and property has 

experienced basement flooding and river like water flow across the yard, 

affecting the grass and trees that were planted. Note that the 

construction allowed/ required removal of at least one established tree. 

The BMP’s installed may have been inadequate, or are not functioning 

properly. Can the city inspect/ review BMP’s to determine the cause?  

Laura Andrew  824 W Essex Card Reads: What is the reason for the revisions? Are the  

Resident  Did not speak  current rules inadequate? How do we know? The existing rules require 

mitigation (aka BMP’s) for additional and new construction. I question 

whether those BMP’s are adequate for the specific site and if they are 

being maintained. Rain gardens are an obvious one since they look weedy 

and unkempt (ex, KHS rain gardens). The desired plantings appear to be 

choked out by weeds. How does this comply? Drywells and other BMP’s, 

if they’re not maintained may not function correctly. How do we know 

they’re functioning as expected?  

Laura Andrew 824 W Essex 1) item 1 of the Ordinance Changes letter allows repair 

Resident Online response and replacement using the same footprint and elevation. Is this 

replacement limited to "in kind" materials? Would replacing a driveway 

with permeable material with concrete be allowed with no permit? 2) 

item 2 of the Ordinance Changes specifies maximum impervious 

coverage. It does not show the current maximum nor does it mention 

grandfathering. If this is a new maximum, it should specify both. 3) Why 

is there no limit for impervious coverage for commercial lots? 4) Item 4 

of the Ordinance Changes references "BMPs", but it is not spelled out in 

its first use. 5) item 7 under Manual Changes requires "treatment" for 

impervious surfaces over 25% of the total lot area. This is unclear. If I 

"treat" concrete by sealing it, am I not increasing the runoff? 6) Item 8 

under Manual Changes: a. Refers to trees used for stormwater 

mitigation. Only "new" trees added for mitigation purposes are included 

and recorded? b. What is the GIS system? It is not spelled out with its first 

use. c. Are two (2) 2" caliper trees required for each tree lost? Or does 

the "two" clarify the 2"? d. The tree replacement time frame is not a 

complete sentence. Does it mean that trees that are part of the 

mitigation plan that die or removed must be replaced within 9 months? 

7. For item 9 of the Manual Changes, does this represent a minimum 



distance or a maximum distance between BMPs? 8. For item 10, does the 

10' apply only to construction time? Won't the 10' outside the trunk 

move as the tree grows? 

Cathy Haas 201 Gilbert It seems apparent that with the reports by homeowners 

Resident Online response last night that there should be changes made. The developers are like a 

hit and run scenario. The developers build an oversized home, collect the 

money and the neighbors live with the problems forever. That is not how 

it should be. Better codes that they must adhere to is the answer because 

as I witnessed last night the developers do not see anything wrong with 

what is happening to our community after they make their money. The 

scare tactic of telling residents that their property will lose value is just 

that. People will still want to buy and live in Kirkwood because it is a 

community consisting of a wide range of people with various income 

levels. We all belong here. The variety of homes some large and some 

small is what makes it interesting and unique. That is why, in my opinion, 

so many people walk around. They enjoy seeing different houses and 

neighborhoods. The developers should focus on rehabbing homes 

instead of tearing them down and putting a big box home where there 

once was a home with some charm and character. I hope the council 

considers my opinion. Thank you 

Ruth Suslser 527 Greenridge Mnr I have read about the stormwater proposals in the  

Resident Online Response Webster-Kirkwood Times and support your approval of ALL the proposed 

measures.  We need to make new development environmentally 

sustainable.  Please do not cave to the pressure of anxious new home 

builders.   People do not move to Kirkwood for a basement - homes all 

over the world are designed without them.   I believe our values will 

bounce back.  Do what is right for our whole community and stick to a 

plan that has been proposed.   

  You have a hard job and the Council is getting a lot of extreme pressure 

for recent utility decisions and the inflated Leffingwell purchase.  Please 

show that you can govern effectively, even if the decisions are not always 

popular. 

Mary Fitzgerald  729 Cleveland I am for the proposed ordinance revisions. I have 2  

Resident online Response neighbors on my street who struggled with chronic problems with their 

new houses. One has a big basement in the new house and the water 

tank built to capture their sump pump water wasn't big enough, there is 

a muddy mess in their backyard after every rain. There needs to be limits 

on basements for homes built where there is a high water table. The 

developers want to make a huge profit by saying everyone wants a huge 

basement so we shouldn't have regulations. They leave homeowners and 

their neighbors with a huge mess. There should be help for current 

homeowners dealing with stormwater issues. There is a 1998 

parks/stormwater tax and the millions of dollars should be in a separate 

fund and be used to help homeowners with stormwater issues. How has 

Kirkwood been using the millions of stormwater tax money. 

Tom McHugh  304 Sugar Creek I am writing to express my strong opposition to the 



Resident Online Response proposed stormwater ordinance. While I understand the importance of 

responsible stormwater management and protecting our community 

from flooding, I believe this ordinance places an unnecessary burden on 

Kirkwood homeowners and infringes on private property rights. For many 

residents, their home is their largest investment. Homeowners should 

have the ability to improve their property—whether by building a patio, 

expanding a driveway, adding a pool, constructing a detached garage, or 

creating outdoor living space—without facing excessive regulations, 

added costs, or permitting requirements that make these improvements 

unnecessarily difficult. The proposed impervious surface requirements 

appear to shift the responsibility and cost of stormwater management 

onto individual property owners, even when many homeowners have 

responsibly maintained and improved their properties for years without 

having water issues. These new restrictions could discourage investment 

in our homes, reduce property values, and create additional financial 

burdens for families simply trying to enhance their property. I am also 

concerned that this ordinance grants the City broader authority over how 

residents can use their own property. While reasonable regulations have 

their place, there should be a balance between protecting the public 

interest and respecting the rights of property owners. In my opinion, this 

proposal tips that balance too far toward government oversight. 

Kirkwood has long been a community where residents take pride in 

maintaining and investing in their homes. We should be encouraging that 

investment—not creating additional obstacles that make home 

improvements more expensive, more complicated, and less attainable. I 

respectfully ask the Council to reject this ordinance in its current form. If 

changes to the City’s stormwater regulations are necessary, I encourage 

you to work collaboratively with residents to develop an approach that 

protects our infrastructure while preserving private property rights and 

minimizing unnecessary burdens on homeowners. Thank you for your 

service to our community and for considering the concerns of the 

residents you represent. I respectfully ask that you vote against the 

proposed stormwater ordinance. Sincerely, Tom McHugh 

David Hartung 1140 Dougherty Ferry I support the City’s goal of improving stormwater  

Resident Online Response management. Kirkwood’s clay soil, older housing stock, and increasingly 

developed lots make runoff a serious concern. But the proposed 

regulations should be evaluated not only as an engineering issue, but also 

as an affordable housing and accessibility issue. Many Kirkwood homes 

sit on small lots and already exceed modern impervious-surface targets 

because of their original footprint, existing driveways, patios, or later 

additions. For middle- and lower-income homeowners, especially older 

residents, the cost of hiring an engineer and constructing a specialized 

mitigation system can make even a modest project unaffordable. The 

same is true for projects needed to age in place, such as ramps, accessible 

entries, first-floor additions, widened walkways, or safer parking and 

drop-off areas. Stronger stormwater rules should not unintentionally 

push residents out of their homes, discourage accessibility 

improvements, or make modest housing renovations available only to 

wealthier households. I encourage the City to include the following 



protections: 1. Create pre-approved, standardized mitigation options 

with clear square-foot credits so straightforward residential projects can 

proceed without private engineering costs. 2. Allow administrative 

approval for routine projects and reserve engineered plans for projects 

presenting unusual drainage risks. 3. Provide an objective alternative-

compliance or hardship process for smaller lots and for projects involving 

disability access, aging in place, essential repairs, or preservation of 

existing affordable housing. 4. Clearly grandfather lawful existing 

impervious coverage so a small new project does not trigger an obligation 

to correct all historical conditions on the lot. 5. Consider reduced fees, 

technical assistance, grants, or other support for income-qualified 

homeowners and accessibility-related projects. 6. Train contractors and 

publish plain-language guidance before enforcement begins. The City 

should prevent property improvements from shifting drainage problems 

onto neighbors. But compliance must also be proportionate, 

understandable, and affordable. A well-designed ordinance can protect 

homes from water damage without creating a new barrier to housing 

stability or disability access. 

Kirk Faubel 408 W Rose Hill I could see this becoming extremely confusing for people and posing 

Resident On line response  more challenges by stating that basements can only be a certain depth 

when compared to the water table unless we already have records of 

every property that show what the average water table is. It could create 

some ugly situations if someone bought a property with the plans to build 

a home just to find out that they can’t build a home. We may also have 

to be more flexible with building styles if people cannot sync a basement 

very far into the ground like encouraging some type of split levels or 

easing up on the height restrictions 

Debora Zisser 547 S Geyer I urge the city council to not approve these changes. They are too 

Resident On line Response restrictive and potentially very costly to individuals not just builders who 

want the freedom to enjoy their homes and yards. I agree we all need to 

be educated about what we can do to help curb storm water run off. 

There is a very helpful website with the US Department of Water EPA. 

Jason Howell 626 N Woodlawn I feel a greater restriction for new builds on the impervious coverage is 

Resident On line Response warranted, possibly something closer to 40% with no exceptions for 

features such as porches, etc... Future homeowners will want to do 

improvements over the years, to limit a residence from any future 

improvements due to impervious coverage immediately after it is 

constructed is unreasonable, provide a cushion by limiting the new builds 

to something less than 55%. Has a FAR requirement ever been explored 

by the City staff? I do believe the city should look into a stormwater 

surcharge fee in lieu of having the homebuilders construct management 

facilities on the lots. Fees could be put into a stormwater improvement 

fund, storm sewer improvements for problem areas could be constructed 

from this fund. The gravel infiltration trenches being installed on 90% of 

the lots are just not providing the bang for the buck that they cost to 

install. They are sized for approximately an 1-1/4" rainfall and most 

storms that cause flooding produce a much larger volume. Additionally a 

gravel trench depends on infiltration as the means to drain down runoff. 



By the city's own statements, highwater tables are present in large 

portions of the city based upon some legacy mapping. If the mapping is 

accurate, then infiltration rates would be limited in large areas of 

Kirkwood and greatly affect the operational capacity of any gravel trench 

installed or for any BMP that relies on infiltration as the volume reducing 

. Additionally I would estimate somewhere between 95% and 100% of 

the new build homes irrigate their lawn. Some of this water is most likely 

making its way into the gravel trenches and limiting the volume available 

during rainfall events. Any BMP's longevity and efficiency is dependent 

upon the homeowners or future homeowners to first know that they are 

present and secondly to maintain them in good condition. I have found 

that achieving the first can be considered a win. City installed/maintained 

storm sewer improvements would provide a much more beneficial 

infrastructure to all residents. 

Laura Elliott 421 Fairway Ln Kirkwood needs stricter requirements for builders. All these new giant  

Resident On line Response homes, often in the water discharges into the street and then freezes on 

cold days. It’s a giant hazard for pedestrians. For far too long Kirkwood 

has prioritized what builders want and has allowed these gigantic new 

homes for the shortsighted goal of tax purposes. Existing residence in 

regular sized homes have been paying the price with water in basements, 

flooding in our yards when giant homes go up next to us, etc. 

Lisa & Dave Woodruff 736 Linwood Blvd In general, I would say Kirkwood is over the top in permit requirements.  

Resident On line Response We are currently trying to mitigate water in our basement, and are 

installing yet a third sump pump, and now in requesting a permit, the City 

requires us to put in a Rockwell for an additional $500.  We are on the 

low side of our neighbourhood. What about mitigating the water behind 

us that is causing all of our issues, instead of costing us more money? 

Justin Siedle 321 George Ave I’m against these new restrictions. Kirkwood is already tough to build in 

Resident On line Response or do renovations. We’re hurting current home owners that rely on the 

current restrictions when they bought their home. 

Ellen and Steve Smith 801 N Taylor Ave As a citizen concerned with the loss of historic homes to build large infills  

Resident On Line Response we support this storm water regulation—large builders are opposed and 

this tells us that the proposed ordinance will help preserve our historic 

homes while also protecting these homes from the runoff issues created 

by builders 

Anonymous  appreciate the City's efforts to address flooding and improve stormwater 

  management. However, I strongly oppose the proposed provisions that 

restrict basements in new homes and basement expansions based on 

groundwater conditions. Basements are a defining feature of homes in 

Kirkwood. They provide valuable living space, storage, and storm shelter, 

and they are an important factor in both home value and buyer 

expectations. Restricting or effectively discouraging basements will 

reduce homeowners' flexibility, diminish property values, and 

fundamentally change the character of residential construction in our 

community. While I understand the need to responsibly manage 

stormwater, I do not believe a broad restriction on basement depth is the 



appropriate solution. If there are site-specific groundwater concerns, 

those should be addressed through engineering, drainage design, or 

geotechnical analysis rather than imposing a policy that affects virtually 

all future construction and major renovations. Even under the proposal, 

builders would need to demonstrate compliance through a geotechnical 

report or the City's groundwater map, creating additional cost, 

uncertainty, and complexity for homeowners and builders. I encourage 

the City Council to remove or significantly revise the basement-related 

provisions while continuing to pursue other stormwater improvements 

that do not unnecessarily limit how Kirkwood residents can build or 

improve their homes. Thank you for considering my comments 

Unknown   I think the storm water provisions are entirely too strict. I own a home in 

Kirkwood and have been saving for years to put a pool in for my family - 

these new changes would make it essentially impossible to do that. 

People that want to make long term investments in the area are going to 

be dissuaded from doing so because of these restrictions. I don’t argue 

that we have a stormwater problem but saying we can only have 55% of 

our lot as impervious is ridiculous - there has to be other solutions. These 

restrictions are going to drive people out of Kirkwood because they can’t 

do as they wish to their land that they own!!! 

Diane Gorman 505 E. Argonne I wholeheartedly support a lower threshold for storm water mitigation 

Resident On line Response and to slow down runoff, control infill development impacts and protect 

local creeks. I feel the builder concerns are disingenuous because it just 

impacts their bottom line by not allowing them to build bigger homes on 

smaller lots. This McMansion syndrome needs to end 

Linda Fenton 1861 N Signal Hills Dr I strongly support passage and implementation of the new Stormwater 

Resident On line Response Ordinances. The frequency of heavy down pours of rain and flash flooding 

has created major problems here and throughout the entire country. 

Kirkwood was notorious for mismanaging storm water & become known 

as a “flood thy neighbor” community. I do think commercial properties 

should NOT be exempt from stormwater mitigation and ordinances. If 

stormwater is a problem, why should commercial properties be exempt. 

If commercial can’t afford stormwater BMP’s and be part of the 

community who cares about its neighbors, then they should be in 

business or get our business. What about residential homes that operate 

a commercial business out of them? If a commercial site doesn’t 

implement storm water BMP’s and creates problems for adjacent 

property owners, it will cost them more to mitigate it after the fact not 

to mention making everyone mad at them. 

Lois McSwain 701 W Woodbine Ave As a homeowner downhill from two older infills, I totally agree more 

Resident On line Response needs to be done about runoff. The property with the infills had one small 

bungalow. Now it has two large houses both with swimming pools & very 

little green space left. Every time it rains my basement has a constant 

stream of water running through it from the direction of the infills. I don’t 

wish this on anyone. Our sump can barely keep up. The builders are 

greedy, wanting to get as much money as they can from a small lot! They 

remove all the trees & never replace them. Kirkwood is losing it’s tree 



canopy ! Trees should be preserved or at least replaced! Please don’t let 

the builders persuade you or Kirkwood will slowly turn into just another 

monotonous suburb with ugly infill houses devoid of trees! 

Lauren Gramlich 1015 N Clay Ave Consider: There is no mention of permeable pavers which are a storm 

Resident On line Response water mitigation technique. If adopted, would the ordinance negatively 

influence homeowners to not consider permeable pavers, especially for 

side yards with the new stormwater guidelines? Consider What will be 

the impact to Kirkwood property owners - will this result in lots being 

unable to be built on? Consider: Assuming the ordinance moves forward, 

what metrics will the City if Kirkwood use to ensure the Engineering Dept 

is able to handle the increased burden of additional permit requests? Will 

the City need to hire additional engineering talent? Consider: Adding a 

requirement for new homes to include sidewalks in their BMP. If new 

homes put in sidewalks as part of the master plan (Prop T) then it will be 

less for the City to be burdened 
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MEMORANDUM 
TO: MAYOR & CITY COUNCIL 

 

FROM: JONATHAN D. RAICHE, PLANNING & 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIRECTOR 

    

SUBJECT: DOWNTOWN ZONING REGULATIONS 

DATE: AUGUST 13, 2026 

CC: DARREN LAMB, CHIEF ADMIN. OFFICER 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  JULY PLANNING SESSION MEMO 

   DOWNTOWN HISTORIC LANDMARK MAP & LISTING 

   ARCHITECTURAL STANDARDS EXCERPTS 

 

 

The following information is a continuance of the discussion that began at the July City Council planning 

session and is in response to additional questions and topics raised by the Mayor and Councilmembers.  A 

copy of the memo from the July meeting is attached for your reference along with additional information.  

The intention with this information is to provide background and context for the topics, but not to limit any 

future discussion by the City Council.  Staff is willing and ready to visit/re-visit any of these topics if and 

when they are determined appropriate by the City Council.   

 

Downtown Zoning Topics 

1. Current Downtown Vision 

Our Downtown Master Plan created an illustrative vision for downtown Kirkwood along with 

various code recommendations to enact the vision.  After finishing that study, we saw a significant 

increase in development interest downtown.  This vision combined with how our code requirements 

have been revised provide a clear idea of what is allowed downtown.  The vision is not prescriptive, 

but provides examples of what type of development could occur within the downtown area that 

would be consistent with the vision.  It was also intended to get developers considering different 

forms of development that have not been recently seen in Kirkwood (e.g. missing middle housing). 

 

In the example of missing middle housing, the City has created an entire zoning district that was 

created to encourage it which is the R-MM District.  Because the district limits properties to 6 units 

per lot, the idea is that more properties would be appropriate for these small multi-family projects 

and would not have as much opposition as larger projects that are possible in our other multifamily 

districts.  We also have a process to allow ADU’s which are a type of missing middle housing. 

 

2. Preservation of Downtown Historic Structures 

There is a Downtown Historic District on the National Register of Historic Places that includes 

most of the 100 blocks (east and west) of Jefferson and Argonne along with the west side of the 

100 and 200 blocks of S. Kirkwood Road.  There are a few additional properties along the perimeter 

of these areas included in the district and the full boundary can be seen in red-dashed lines on the 

attached landmark property maps.  The National Historic District makes properties within the 

boundaries eligible for federal tax credits, but does not trigger any of the City’s local requirements 

including a potential delay of demolition.   

 

In addition to the National Register Historic District, the City has also approved 20 individual local 

landmark properties in the downtown area.  Two maps with a listing of these properties divided 

into North Downtown and South Downtown are attached to this memo for reference.  Properties 

Jonathan Raiche
JDR Initials
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listed here would require review by the Landmarks Commission for any proposed demolition and 

would be subject to a maximum 270-day review period.   

 

In addition to these efforts, the City’s parking regulations also function as an incentive to reutilize 

existing structures in the downtown area.  Unlike other areas of town, a business may change uses 

inside an existing building without having to provide additional parking.  For example, restaurants 

typically require more parking than an office use; however, if a restaurant/coffee shop/etc. was 

proposed in a former office space in downtown, they would not be required to provide additional 

parking.  This removes the hurdle for adaptive re-use of existing historic structures and helps 

preserve the existing structures.  Similarly, our code includes various provisions for shared parking 

allowances that allow businesses additional options if they are looking to expand or build a new 

structure in downtown. 

 

3. Allowable Buildings  

The attached memo from the July planning session provides some framework regarding what type 

and size of buildings are allowed downtown.  Generally allowed uses include retail, restaurants, 

office, multifamily, or a combination of these.  Drive-through uses and industrial uses are generally 

prohibited.   

 

While mixed-use building containing residential and non-residential uses can be request from the 

City Council a building height of up to 60’, single-use buildings are capped at a maximum building 

height of 40’.  One of the recommendations from the Downtown Master Plan (DMP) was to 

regulate downtown building height by stories rather than feet to allow a greater diversity of building 

design.  This was discussed by the sitting City Council shortly after the completion of the and it 

was ultimately decided that they did not want to remove the predictability of measuring height in 

feet, but they included a provision that unoccupied space could exceed the height limitations to 

provide designers to vary the roofline of buildings. 

 

Another similar regulation and recommendation from the DMP was to remove the Floor Area Ratio 

(FAR) requirements downtown due to it not providing a predictable result.  This has not yet been 

pursued partly because the height by stories was not approved.  While FAR by itself would not 

provide a necessarily predictable result, it adds another layer of limitation on building bulk when 

used in conjunction with our height and setback requirements. 

 

4. Architectural Design Standards 

Multifamily design guidelines and Nonresidential design guidelines are listed in Section 25-56 and 

25-57 respectively.  Portions of these guidelines are attached for your reference.  There are a 

combination of subjective and objective standards.  These standards were developed by the ARB 

originally and then reviewed by the ARB, P&Z Commission, and City Council when the Zoning 

Code was revised in 2019 – 2021.  Part of the effort in 2021 was to establish design guidelines that 

were specific to geographic areas like downtown or the extended Kirkwood Road corridor which 

is referred to as the Central Core.  Previously, the standards were tied to zoning districts which did 

not provide for consistent design when you can have multiple zoning districts in an area like 

downtown. 

 

Future Topics Not Under Zoning Regulation 

1. Single Stairwell Allowance – two exit stairways are currently required for multifamily buildings 

over three stories in height 

2. Revising the Future Land Use/Zoning for Grant’s Trail – staff has proposed a sub-area study 

for this area which was cut from the FY2027 budget.  We are looking at other potential ways to get 

this done without waiting until FY2028. 
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Topic: 

 

 

Background Information: 

 

Downtown Zoning Regulations 

The City of Kirkwood has regulated development within the downtown district in various 

ways over the decades.  While not all property within the downtown is zoned B-2, Central 

Business District, it is the district that is generally reserved for the downtown area and the 

most prominent.  Historically this district has allowed both commercial and mixed-use 

developments.  Permitted uses, building heights, and allowed densities have changed over 

the years.   

 

Based upon analysis and outreach conducted during the Downtown Master Plan (DMP) 

process, many recommendations were made to encourage an extension of the traditional 

“Main Street” development pattern that is found in the central 1/3rd of the downtown area 

to the other portions of downtown.  One of the results of the DMP were 10 code amendment 

recommendations to help the City achieve the vision that was identified in the plan.  Many 

of these recommendations were implemented within the first couple of years following the 

plan.  The information below is intended to provide a summary comparison of various 

regulations before and after the DMP and is intended to provide a basis for discussion by the 

Council to determine if additional revisions are desired. 

 

Regulation Pre-Downtown Master Plan Post-Downtown Master Plan 

Building Height 40’ single-use; 60’ mixed-use Same 

Res. Unit Density 36 units/acre 43 units/acre 

Res. Parking Requirement 2 spaces/unit (1499sf unit or 

less) or 2.25 spaces per unit 

(1500sf unit or more); PLUS 1 

space/3 units for visitors 

1.5 spaces/unit 

Street Frontage Occupation N/A 75% in outer downtown (Phase 

2); 90% in inner downtown 

(Phase 1)1 

Front yard Structure 

Setbacks 

Average of adjacent properties 

on blocks that are more than 

40% developed; otherwise, 

none 

0’ – 51’ in outer downtown 

(Phase 2); 0’ – 20’ in inner 

downtown (Phase 1)1 

Mixed Use Comm. 

Requirement 

Street frontage of ground level 

(single-building); 20-40% of 

total floor area (multi-building) 

Same 

Architectural Review Approval of design by ARB 

required 

Same 

Multifamily Building Not allowed in B-2 unless part of 

mixed-use development 

Allowed in B-2 if located on a 

street not identified as 

“mandatory commercial” on 

Downtown Framework Plan2 
1   See Attachment A with map for Phase 1 and Phase 2 
2   See Attachment B with Framework Plan 

 



Attachment A – Thoroughfare Hierarchy Map 

 

 

  



Attachment B – Framework Plan 
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South Downtown Landmark Properties 

 

1. Kirkwood Cinema (336 S. Kirkwood Rd) 

2. Hoffman-Ward House (142 W. Monroe) 

3. 115 W. Monroe – recently renovated 

4. Spencer’s Grill (217/223 S. Kirkwood Rd) 

5. Peter Bopp House (120 W. Madison) 

6. Kirkwood City Hall (139 S. Kirkwood Rd) 
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North Downtown Landmark Properties 

 

1. Kirkwood Train Station (110 W. Argonne) 

2. Clementine’s Ice Cream (140 W. Argonne) 

3. 4 Hands (150 W. Argonne) 

4. Clay/Argonne (157 W. Argonne) 

5. Great Harvest (125 W. Argonne) 

6. Sammy Soap (123 W. Argonne) 

7. Reclaim Renew (111 W. Argonne) 

8. OK Hatchery West Building (109 E. Argonne) 

9. Kirkwood Public Library (140 E. Jefferson) 

10. Lass & Laddie (161 W. Jefferson) 

11. 201 N. Kirkwood Rd - Multitenant Building  

12. 207 N. Kirkwood Rd – Multitenant Building 

13. Whisker Station (212 N. Kirkwood Rd) 

14. Halsey-Rode House/YMCA House (126 E. Washington) 
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§ 25-56. Multifamily design guidelines. [Ord. No. 10702, 2-18-2021] 

(a) Style. No single architectural style should be superimposed upon buildings, and each should 

reflect its own individual style. Monotonous design should be avoided. Variation of detail 

and form should be used to provide visual interest. Evaluation of the appearance of a project 

shall be based on the quality of its design and relationship to surroundings. Additions should 

relate to the existing building in design, details, colors, and material. 

(b) Scale and proportion. The height, scale and proportion of each building should be compatible 

with its site and adjoining buildings. Building components such as windows and doors should 

have proportions appropriate to the architecture of the structure. 

(c) Proportion. Elements of building massing should relate to the size and shape of those of 

adjacent buildings. 

(d) Materials. Materials should be selected for suitability to the type of building and the design 

in which they are used and for harmony with adjoining buildings. Materials should be durable 

and of high quality. 

(e) Colors. Colors, including trim and accent colors, should be harmonious and visually 

compatible with neighboring buildings. 

(f) Awnings, canopies, and marquees. Awnings, canopies, and marquees should fit the character 

of the building and not interfere with the appearance of the surrounding buildings. 

(g) Preservation of period detail. Original details on existing buildings, such as cornices, 

horizontal bands, and decorative elements, should be preserved. 

(h) Screening. Utilitarian facilities, including, but not limited to, trash dumpsters, recycling bins, 

and rooftop mechanical units, should be visually screened with materials consistent and 

harmonious with the building. See § 25-53. 
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§ 25-57. Nonresidential design guidelines. [Ord. No. 10702, 2-18-2021; Ord. No. 10917, 

11-20-2025] 

(a) All guidelines listed in § 25-56 shall also apply to all nonresidential buildings. 

(b) Site context guidelines. 

(1) The design of commercial structures should relate to character-defining elements in and 

around the applicable district. Downtown Kirkwood has a different motif than other 

commercial areas; however, the design guidelines for the downtown area should be 

referenced in the gateway areas near the intersections of Manchester Road/Kirkwood 

Road and Big Bend Boulevard/Kirkwood Road. 

 

 

Figure 57-A 

Illustrative Example of Downtown Kirkwood Design Motifs 

(2) The districts can be broken down into five main context groups. Throughout the 

nonresidential design guidelines, these groupings will be referred to as follows: 
 

Table 57-1 

Design Guideline Context Areas 

District Title Abbreviation Area Included 

Historic Downtown HD See Figure 57-B. 

Central Core CC See Figure 57-C. 

Neighborhood Business NB Neighborhood business areas. 

See Figure 57-D. This area 

includes all other areas zoned 

as a B-1 District. 

Highway Business HB All other commercial areas 

Industrial I I-1 

(i) Historic Downtown District (HD). The Historic Downtown (HD) District is in the 

heart of Kirkwood and is surrounded by residential buildings adjacent to the district 

and newer commercial development along Kirkwood Road to the north and south. 

The streets of the commercial area are lined with a mixture of one-story and two-

story commercial buildings. A few buildings date from the late 1800s; however, 

most of the construction dates are after 1900 and span into the early 1960s. In the 

1920s and 1930s many of the older buildings were faced with brick or stucco, 

apparently in an attempt to update the community's image. Nearly a third of the HD 

represents post World War II construction or new facades, an indication of the 
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continued growth and prosperity of the community in the mid-20th century. 

 

 

Figure 57-B 

Historic Downtown District Boundaries 

a. Preferred. 

[1] Buildings within the National Historic Downtown District shall follow 

the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation by the National 

Park Service when rehabilitating or modifying the materials and features 

of a property. 

[2] Retentions and preservations of the historic character of a property. 

[3] Preservations of distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction 

techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize the building 

period of origin. 

[4] Repair and restoration of deteriorated historic features. 

[5] New features to match the old if replacement is needed of a distinctive 

feature, such as, design, texture, and other visual qualities and, where 

possible, materials. 

[6] Maintenance of the first floor as an active commercial storefront where 

required to be commercial by the Code. 

[7] Screening for all loading docks, parking lots and trash storage with 

contextual materials. 

[8] Service elements, such as loading doors, should be integrated with the 

building elevation and designed so as to minimize the visual impact of 

such elements. 

[9] Designs of new buildings may be contemporary; however, they need to 

reference design motifs found in the historic district and maintain a sense 

of human scale. 
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[10] Building massing and program space that complement the sidewalks and 

plantings to create a linkage to surrounding neighborhoods. 

[11] Site architectural features may include brick, stone pavers, colored 

concrete, and decomposed granite along pedestrian circulation routes. 

[12] Utilities to be installed underground. 

[13] All mechanical equipment, utility meters, storage tanks, air-conditioning 

equipment, and similar equipment screened from view by an architectural 

element integrated into the structure. 

[14] Modified national or regional prototype so that it complements the 

context of the site. 

[15] Walk-up windows. 

b. Discouraged. 

[1] The removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that 

characterize a property. 

[2] Use of cleaning or patching treatments that cause damage to historic 

materials. 

[3] Drive-through windows. 

(ii) Central Core District (CC). The Central Core District includes Downtown 

Kirkwood (except the Historic Downtown) and extends this area to include the 

gateway areas near the intersections of Kirkwood Road and Manchester Road, and 

Kirkwood Road and Big Bend Boulevard. The gateway areas consist of two key 

entry points to the City that serve as an important first impression where standards 

are elevated compared to other general commercial areas. While not a part of the 

Historic Downtown District, this district requires similar architectural elements and 

standards. 
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a. Preferred. 

Figure 57-C 

Central Core District Boundaries 

[1] Building massing and program space that complement the sidewalks and 

plantings to create a linkage to surrounding neighborhoods. 

[2] Maintenance of the first floor as an active commercial storefront where 

required to be commercial by the Code. 

[3] Site architectural features may include brick, stone pavers, colored 

concrete, and decomposed granite along pedestrian circulation routes. 
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[4] Screening for all loading docks, parking lots and trash storage with 

contextual materials. 

[5] Service elements, such as loading doors, should be integrated with 

the building elevation and designed so as to minimize the visual 

impact of such elements. 

[6] Utilities to be installed underground. 

[7] All mechanical equipment, utility meters, storage tanks, air-

conditioning equipment, and similar equipment screened from view 

by an architectural element integrated into the structure. 

[8] Modified national or regional prototype so that it complements the 

context of the site. 

[9] Designs of new buildings may be contemporary; however, they need 

to reference design motifs found in the historic district and maintain a 

sense of human scale 

[10] Walk-up windows. 

b. Discouraged. 

[1] Loading docks and trash storage along street frontages. 

[2] Commercial building designs that are obviously national or regional 

prototypes. 

[3] Drive-through windows on the primary facade. 
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