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Planning Commission Staff Report 
 

Project Type:  2nd Amended Architectural Elevations   

 

Meeting Date: February 13, 2017 

 

From:   Cecilia Hernandez   

   Project Planner 

 

Cc:   Justin Wyse, Director of Planning & Development Services  

 

Location: 17485 North Outer 40 Road 

 

Applicant:  Frisella Properties, LLC 
 

Description: MPD Investments, Lot 1 (Metro Lighting) 2nd AAE: Architectural 

Elevations for a 4.02 acre tract of land zoned “PI” Planned Industrial 

District located west of Boone’s Crossing, and north of North Outer 40 

Road (17U520148). 

 

 
PROPOSAL SUMMARY 

The request is for the addition of 36 color-changing LED up-lighting on a single-story building 

(as shown in the image below) within the MPD Investments development. These fixtures are 

already in place, and were installed without going through the necessary approval process. When 

a notice of violation was given, to the property owner the lights were turned off in order to go 

through the necessary approval process.  
 

The applicant has submitted a statement of design which is attached as a part of the submittal 

packet. There are no other changes proposed in this application. 
 

 

 

VII. B. 

Daytime image       Evening Image 

http://www.chesterfield.mo.us/
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HISTORY OF SUBJECT SITE 

According to St Louis County records, the building was built in 1989. Over the years there have 

been many amendments to elevations and to the site itself. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
 

The subject site is zoned “PI” Planned Industrial District under the terms and conditions of City 

of Chesterfield Ordinance 2411. The subject site is located within the Chesterfield Valley sub area 

identified by the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and the following Chesterfield Valley Design 

Policies are applicable:  

 

 Facades of Buildings Along I-64/US 40 – Care should be taken to make sure that any 

portion of a building that can be viewed from I-64/US 40 conveys the image of high-quality 

office or commercial development and should be equally uniform in materials and 

attractiveness as the primary façade of the building if it does not face I-64/US 40. 

 

 Lighting of Buildings Along I-64/US 40 – The facades of buildings facing I-64/US 40 

should be lighted to provide an attractive image at night for individuals traveling along I-

64/US 40. Accent lighting, as opposed to flood lighting should be used. 

 

The applicant is proposing a significant amount of façade accent lighting on the southern elevation, 

facing I-64/US 40. This accent lighting consists of projections of intense colored light across the 

façade (as seen in the images in this report). The applicant has submitted additional images of the 

proposed accent lighting, and the light fixture cut sheets are attached to this report. 

 

 

 

Subject Site: 
Metro Lighting 

Chesterfield Valley 
Power Sports 

Stl Motocars 
Rolls-Royce Motor 

Cars St. Louis 

Beyond Self Storage 
(under construction) 

Holiday Inn River Crossings 
(coming soon) 
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Unified Development Code (UDC): 

The UDC has a number of requirements and regulations which are applicable to the project, 

including lighting standards and architectural review design standards. 

 

Lighting Standards: 

While the Unified Development Code does require that all lighting be fully shielded, cut off optics, 

there is a provision in the UDC (Sec. 31-04-03L.2) which allows the Planning Commission to 

approve decorative lighting fixtures when it can be proven that there will be no off-site glare light 

trespass, and the proposed fixtures will improve the appearance of the site.  

 

As identified by the applicant in the statement of design attached to this report, lighting shield 

guards would be used to ensure that no light leakage is emitted into the sky. Additionally, the 

Architectural Review Board viewed the fixtures as favorable to the appearance of the building. 

 

Design Standards: 

The UDC requires that the exterior building lighting be architecturally integrated with the building 

style, material, and color, specifying that the color of exterior lamps should be consistent with that 

on surrounding buildings.  

 

The proposed exterior building lighting is integrated with the architectural elements of the building 

as it aligns with the solar panel awnings, and the central archway of the building, exhibiting the 

architecture of the building. The ARB did discuss that the lighting was tastefully integrated into 

the design of the building and that as long as the colors were limited to ensure there was no “Las 

Vegas effect,” they thought it was nice. It should be noted, however, that while the various colors 

of the exterior lamps show no consistency with that on surrounding buildings, this area has not 

been fully developed and thus may set a precedent for future development. 

 

Additionally, the UDC provides specific design requirements for the Chesterfield Valley which 

are to be applied to commercial and industrial developments. The applicable items are as follows: 

 

1. Utilize architectural elements from the front façade on the side and rear of the structure. 

 

2. Utilize accent lighting and avoid flood lighting for façade and buildings facing I-64/US 40. 

  

The proposed lighting elements are only proposed to be utilized on the front façade of the structure, 

and while the proposed architectural lighting elements are not flood lights, their architectural 

application on the building does flood the façade with color, as seen in the images in this report. 

 

Signage: 

A significant amount of discussion took place at the ARB meeting regarding the use of the 

proposed lighting as a sign. While it could be argued that the Metro Lighting Company using this 

type of lighting on the façade of their building draws attention to their business in an advertising 

function similar to signage, the UDC treats this type of lighting application as an architectural 

element of the building rather than signage.  Therefore, this lighting application is not subject to 

review under the City’s signage regulations. 

 

http://ecode360.com/29483289
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Images of proposed colored LED up-lighting: 
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD (ARB) RECOMMENDATION 

Applications of accent lighting can be permitted if they are found to be architecturally integrated 

with the building design and harmonious with the surrounding area. As such, Staff requested a 

recommendation from the ARB who, with a vote of 6-0, has forwarded the Amended Architectural 

Elevations to the Planning Commission, with a recommendation for approval with the following 

conditions: 

 

1. The colors be limited to two, with a primary color along the band above the solar panels 

and, if desired, a secondary color under the archway. 

 

2. The colors be static for a 24-hour period, including from sun up to sun down. 

 

Following the ARB’s review, the applicant indicated to Staff that he would like for the Planning 

Commission to reconsider the ARB’s second recommendation that the colors be static for a 24-

hour period, including from sun up to sun down. It is the applicant’s opinion that the changing 

colors is a positive feature, and that its gradual nature would not pose any safety concerns. 

 

ARB Discussion 

While the ARB did forward the Amended Architectural Elevations to the Planning Commission 

with a recommendation for approval with conditions as above, it should be noted that the 

discussion at the meeting was extensive. The Board discussed the difficulty in approving this 

development because it could set a precedent for future development in this area. The board 

concluded, however, that perhaps an approval at this location could be set apart from others 

because of its location and proximity to I-64/US 40, and that there is no residential nearby. 

 

Another major point of discussion was the use of the lighting by a lighting company could be 

construed as signage. Staff, again, made it clear that the Unified Development Code (UDC) does 

not address lighting as signage, but rather as an architectural element. The board therefore 

concluded that the lighting is attractive on this building and is well integrated into building design. 

 

Finally, the discussion regarding the use of this lighting as signage led to the recommended 

conditions above. The board felt that the changing colors could give a “Las Vegas” effect which 

was undesirable, and the colors should be static for a full evening. Additionally, a concern was 

raised that the capabilities of these lights was endless. To ensure that the lights could not be set to 

rainbow, or zebra stripes, the board decided that it would be beneficial to limit the colors to a 

maximum of two, with a primary color along the band above the solar panels and, if desired, a 

secondary color under the archway.  

 

DEPARTMENTAL INPUT 

. Staff has concluded review of this request and is seeking action from the Planning Commission 

on the 2nd Amended Architectural Elevations for MPD Investments, Lot 1 (Metro Lighting). 

 

MOTION 

The following options are provided to the Planning Commission for consideration relative to this 

application: 
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1)  “I move to approve (or deny) the 2nd Amended Architectural Elevations for MPD Investments, 

Lot 1 (Metro Lighting).”  

 

2)  “I move to approve (or deny) the 2nd Amended Architectural Elevations for MPD Investments, 

Lot 1 (Metro Lighting), with the following conditions...” (Conditions may be added, 

eliminated, altered or modified) 

 

 

1. The colors be limited to two, with a primary color along the band above the solar panels 

and, if desired, a secondary color under the archway. 

 

2. The colors be static for a 24-hour period, including from sun up to sun down. 

 

 
 
Attachments 

1. Statement of Design 
2. Lighting Cut-sheets 
3. Day-time elevation 
4. Night-time roofline images   
5. Night-lighting example renderings 
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