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ABSTRACT 

The adaptive use of existing buildings was largely stimulated by the 1976 

introduction of federal tax credits for the rehabilitation of historic structures. Since 1976, 

the focus of these tax incentives has shifted, and the conditions that make re-using urban 

buildings feasible have likewise changed. This study will investigate what these 

conditions have been in order to identify the effects of economics, design, and public-

private partnerships on the feasibility of commercially re-using monumental civic 

structiires. 

The specific vehicle for this study will be an examination of the adaptive-use and 

revitalization of the Union Station Complex in St. Louis, Missouri. The 1894 

Romanesque Revival Union Station was successfully renovated in 1985 as a hotel and 

commercial facility through private development aided by federal tax incentives. Study 

of other adaptive-use projects and facility types, both in St. Louis and nationally, will 

provide a contextual basis concerning Union Station's history, design, urban setting, and 

civic stature. 

This investigation specifically seeks to better illvmiinate and articulate the balance 

between economic and non-economic conditions which make commercial re-use of 

monumental civic structures feasible. In a broader context, such a study may in a small 

way contribute to a new theoretical framework concerning the feasibility of adaptive use 

in an urban setting. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

The possibility of the adaptive use of historic structures often hinges on 

surrounding economic conditions. In recognition of this relationship, local, state, and 

federal tax incentives have been created to encourage rehabilitation of historic properties. 

The Tax Reform Act of 1976 and the Economic Recovery Act of 1981 exemplify the 

federal government's efforts to promote and establish certain attractive economic 

conditions for rehabilitating existing structures.' By employing both carrots and sticks in 

this legislation, federal tax measures have targeted preservation and rehabilitation 

projects. Incentives were (and still are) offered for rehabilitation of eligible properties 

while tax penalties applied to the demolition of qualified structures.^ In the two decades 

since the adoption of these measures, the rehabilitation tax credit amounts and eligibility 

requirements have been amended. The peak use of these tax incentives spanned a five-

year period between 1981 and 1986 when the Tax Reform Act of 1986 curbed 

rehabilitation tax incentives.^ During this brief era, the adaptive use of historic properties 

became a more lucrative endeavor for building owners, contractors, and real estate 

' The Tax Reform Act of 1976. (PL. 94-455); The Economic Recovery Act of 1981. 
(PL. 97-34). 

^ William J. Murtagh, Keeping Time: The History and Theory of Preservation in America. 
(Pittstown, New Jersey: The Main Street Press, 1988), 210. 

' Ibid., 75-76. 



developers.'* Preservationists, developers, and architects alike agree that for this brief 

time, the economics of preservation, and especially adaptive use, most often outweighed 

the complications involved when re-using a historic property.^ 

However, the effect of non-economic conditions and complications is often 

overlooked and under-appreciated. As the economic attractiveness enabled by tax 

incentives has faded, many preservationists have continued the debate within the original 

financial framework.^ Unfortunately, this strategy largely neglects to account for the 

array of non-economic challenges, conditions, and interests that are raised when re-using 

an extant building. While economic concerns may finally determine the feasibility of an 

adaptive use project, other equally influential conditions can deeply impact that decision. 

A broad review of historic preservation discourse reveals this narrow financial 

focus. Most arguments center around comparisons between new construction and 

rehabilitation construction costs.^ While some texts effectively deal with a refined model 

of the economics of preservation and adaptive use, few treat the conditions of feasibility 

" Michael Tomlan, "Preservation Practice Comes of Age," in Past Meets Future: Saving 
America's Historic Environments, ed. Antoinette J. Lee, (Washington D.C: The Preservation Press, 1992), 
74; Andre Shashaty, "The Deal Makers, " Historic Preservation 35, no. 3 (May-June 1983): 14-23. 

* Robert Miller, "Big Deals: With Skill, Megabucks and Sometimes Sheer Nerve, Rehabbers 
Tackle the Nation 's Grandest Projects," Historic Preservation 41, no. 3 (May-June 1989): 38-41. 

' Donovan D. Rypkema, The Economics of Historic Preservation: A Community Leader's Guide. 
(Washington, D.C; National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1994), 113-131. The "Citations" section of 
this resource provides the most concise listing of publications that addresses the role of economics in 
historic preservation. 

' Donovan D. Rypkema, "The Economics of Rehabilitation," Information Series, no. 53 (1991). 
. "Comparing Rehabilitation and New Construction," in Landmark Yellow Pages ed. 

Diane Maddex, (Washington, D.C: The Preservation Press, 1990), 28-31.; Murtagh, Keeping Time; Lee, 
Past Meets Future. 



for re-using a historic structure as a piece of a larger framework.^ Much of today's 

preservation literature broadly argues for more lucrative tax rehabilitation incentives and 

the intangible benefits of preservation and rehabilitation while briefly addressing the 

movement's real economics.' 

Preservationist and real estate consultant Donovan Rypkema has published a body 

of work that addresses the economics of preservation in a larger context. His work 

approaches preservation and rehabilitation economics in terms of real value and better 

applied tax credits. 

In light of such deficiencies in historic preservation literature, the potential for a 

more sophisticated and effective adaptive-use strategy presents itself Perhaps by 

studying the non-economic conditions for re-using a historic structure, a more 

comprehensive strategy can be realized. An array of both financial and non-economic 

conditions may be best understood as a set of sliding scales that find a particular balance 

for adaptive-use feasibility. Consider these two extremes. A civic monument highly 

regarded within the community is quite likely to be re-used regardless of cost, necessity, 

or a more contemporary alternative. Conversely, any adaptive-use project saturated with 

huge amounts of capital becomes feasible regardless of other conditions surrounding its 

re-use. However, the reality for most adaptive-use efforts likely lies somewhere between 

these polar opposites, perhaps even leaning toward the latter extreme. But as many of the 

* Donovan Rypkema, "Rethinking Economic Values," in Past Meets Future. 205-211. Donovan 
Rypkema has authored the most sophisticated body of work dealing with the economics of preservation. 

' Stewart Brand, How Buildings Learn: What Happens after They're Built. (Harmondsworth, 
Middlesex, England: Penguin Books Ltd., 1994), 105-106; Patricia Gay, "The Urgency of Urban 



large, high-profile redevelopments have been completed, many moderately significant 

and economically challenged projects face a greater struggle to find feasibility.'" These 

trends can be traced to the current rehabilitation tax codes, and a reserved enthusiasm for 

less visible re-use projects. In a general sense, finding a balance between feasible 

economics and community support and sentiment can be a key to adaptive-use feasibility. 

In the end, the process of identifying non-economic conditions, patterns, and 

balances proves valuable. With this purpose in mind, a deeper interpretation of a single 

adaptive-use example could serve as a model for interpreting contemporary situations. 

Reviewing the conditions, patterns, and balances of adaptive-use, as encountered during 

the last decade may illuminate a framework for understanding the feasibility conditions 

for adaptive-use. Perhaps in the end, focus on this framework may make it more possible 

for more historic structures to be better used. 

To investigate the balances among adaptive-use feasibility conditions, the boom 

period largely caused by rehabilitation tax incentives is a ripe era for examination. More 

money was invested in more reuse projects located in more communities between 1982 

and 1986 than in any period before or since." National Park Service and Internal 

Revenue statistics record that through the Economic Recovery Act of 1981, almost $9.5 

Preservation," in Past Meets Future. 105-107; W. Brown Morton III, "Forging New Values in Uncommon 
Times," in Past Meets Future. 37-41. 

'" Kim Keister, "Comeback on Hold," Historic Preservation 45 no. 4 (July-August 1993): 56-57; 
David Morton, "Spirit of St. Louis," Progressive Architecture 66 no. 11 (November 1985), 84; Sally G. 
Oldham and H. Ward Jandl, "Preservation Tax Incentives: New Investment Opportunities Under the 
Economic Recovery Tax Act," Urban Land 41, no. 3 (March 1982): 4-9. 

" Brand, 96-97; Murtagh, 76. 



billion was invested in over 13,000 historic buildings during this time.'^ By 1987, 21,000 

projects in over 1,800 communities had been undertaken.'^ This time of abundant 

adaptive-use activity marks a successful and active chapter in the history of American 

preservation. This period's abundance of adaptive-use projects and associated writings 

make it especially instructive in identifying the feasibility conditions for re-use. 

In addition, current debate over the appropriate role of federal incentives for 

preservation activity makes examining the most subsidized and active period of 

government support for preservation and adaptive-use more relevant. With federal 

fiinding for preservation in decline, a thorough understanding of the impact of 

government involvement is necessary to better inform this debate. Likewise, as federal 

sources of funding and support decline, preservation and adaptive-use practitioners must 

understand how to better survive and even flourish without this support in the open real 

estate and developing markets. 

The adaptive-use and revitalization of the Union Station Complex in St. Louis, 

Missouri is the vehicle for this study. This project occurred at the peak of the five year 

boom period. The 1894 Romanesque Revival Union Station was successfully renovated 

and re-opened in August of 1985 as a hotel and retail center through private development 

aided by local and federal grants and tax incentives. The Union Station re-use still 

represents the largest and perhaps most daring adaptive use project to employ the federal 

' ' Murtagh, 76. 
" Brand, 96-97. 



tax incentives for preservation and rehabilitation.'" Since its completion, the Union 

Station complex remains a vital urban amenity and a successful example of tax incentive 

redevelopment.'^ 

As the flagship project representing the benefits of federal tax incentives. Union 

Station is certainly a "rare or unique event" in the recent course of the preservation 

movement.'^ As such, the project can be expected to "serve a revelatory purpose" in 

further illuminating the optimal conditions of commercial adaptive-use in an urban 

setting.'^ Moreover, Union Station can effectively stand as a critical case in examining a 

well-considered theory about the efforts and conditions of rehabilitation tax incentives. 

This sort of single case study will ideally allow for "analytical generalization", which can 

"generalize a particular set of results to some broader theory."'^ In the case of this thesis, 

that "broader theory" suggests that the conditions for adaptive-use of historic properties 

reach beyond red and black financial ink. 

Non-economic factors surrounding the Union Station renovation also contributed 

to its success. As the body of this thesis demonstrates, a balance of these varied factors 

was required in completing the Union Station redevelopment. The feasibility conditions 

that surrounded the project may help to illuminate patterns for the successful commercial 

re-use of other monumental civic structures. Review of other adaptive-use projects and 

'" "Design News," Architectural Record 172 no. 10 (September 1984): 55; Allen Freeman, "The 
Nation's Single Largest Act of Rehabilitation: The Still Growing Union Station Complex," Architecture 78 
no. 4 (April 1989): 82-84. 

'' Keister, 52. 
'* Robert K. Yin, Case Study Research: Design and Methods vol.5 Applied Social Research 

Methods Series (Thousand Oaks, California: Sage Publications, Inc., 1994; Second Edition), 44. 
" Ibid. 



facility types, both in St. Louis and nationally, provides a contextual basis for 

understanding Union Station's adaptive-use. 

This study of Union Station's renovation is organized into five chapters. The first 

chapter establishes the historical context of St. Louis and its Union Station. The 

significance of this history exists on several levels. St. Louis Union Station did become a 

symbol of the pride of the city and its citizens. The role of the train station as a civic 

landmark, the human interaction it facilitated, and the foreshadowing of its abandonment 

established an initial framework for the redevelopment. Another 19th century St. Louis 

rail facility, Cupples Station, provides a parallel and contrast to Union Station's history. 

The failed renovation of this facility helps to highlight these initial conditions of Union 

Station's redevelopment. Similarly, the renovation of Washington, D.C.'s Union Station 

echoes many of the patterns observed at the St. Louis redevelopment. Each of the 

demonstrative factors provided the seeds from which its 1985 renovation and 

redevelopment grew. 

The second chapter chronicles the station's most recent history. In some ways, it 

is the previous chapter's concluding portion. However, the three decades prior to the 

1985 renovation mark a distinct period of decline and dis-use that were followed by a 

difficult search for new uses and new vitality. As early as 1959, proposals suggested 

renovating the under-used Union Station." A decade later, the Union Centre 

Redevelopment Corporation purchased the property from its original owners and 

'* Ibid., 36. 



management, the Terminal Railroad Association (TRRA). The Union Centre group then 

initiated the decade-long ordeal of renovating Union Station.^" The contrast between the 

vibrant history of Union Station's first seventy years and the struggle of the following 

thirty, is a distinction worth noting. While the train station's rich history conditioned its 

re-use feasibility, this period of decay and discord likewise created influential conditions 

of the station's renovation. That is, the decline and abandonment at Union Station 

actually were necessary steps in its adaptive-use process. The 1988 revitalization of 

Washington, D.C.'s Union Station again provides a contrasting redevelopment. The 

Washington D.C. train station retained much of its fiinction as a passenger rail facility 

and also suffered through a period of recent abandonment and dis-use. 

Effective partnerships between investors, public officials, preservationists, and 

citizens, developed during the time of the station's recent uncertain past. The third 

chapter demonstrates the nature of these relationships and their importance to the success 

of the Union Station project. These various partnerships orchestrated a feasible set of 

conditions for the station's adaptive-use. '̂ These conditions finally created a sensible 

balance between political, social, and economic forces. While the web of these varied 

interests may never be completely untangled, this chapter demonstrates how such 

powerful partnerships drove the re-use of Union Station in St. Louis.^^ 

" George McCue, "Persuasive Study of Union Station as a Convention Center," St. Louis Post-
Dispatch. 30 October, 1966. 

^° Charles J. Oswald, "Union Station Being Cast in a New Light," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 7 
April 1976, sec. A, 3. 

'̂ Sally Bixby Defty, "Top Developer Takes Union Station Task," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 5 
October 1980, sec. A, 1, 16. 

'' Ibid. 



The fourth chapter addresses the economic circumstances that surrounded the era 

of the St. Louis Union Station renovation. The role of the project in the adaptive use 

boom of the 1980's is also presented.̂ ^ Involvement with federal tax credits and Urban 

Development Action Grants greatly influenced the design, pace, and course of the 

station's adaptive-use. The financial risks and rewards of the renovation are also reviewed 

and weighed. 

The decisions surrounding the design and programming of the re-use relate in a 

very tangible way to the renovation of Union Station. ̂ * The fifth chapter examines the 

balance between programmatic and design concerns and qualification for that era's 

lucrative tax credits. Quality design and plarming weighs heavily in the successfiil long-

term feasibility of any adaptive-use project.̂ ^ Reconfiguring the Union Station 

headhouse, midway, and train shed into a 550-room hotel and retail center, presented a 

formidable design challenge. This final chapter illustrates the lasting and profoimd effect 

of design and programming decisions upon the long term success and viability of the 

station's adaptive use.̂ * 

The effect of the previously identified non-economic conditions of feasibility is 

reviewed as a measure of overall adaptive-use feasibility. However, the success of this 

thesis does not rely on a specific economic quantification of non-economic conditions. 

Nor does it necessarily seek specific solutions to the problems of adaptive-use. 

" Keister, 53-56. 
^ Morton, 84. 
" Brand, 190-209. 
''Ibid., 83. 



Instead, the specific purpose of this study is to better articulate and identify the 

balance that is often required between economic and non-economic feasibility conditions. 

Study of Union Station's renovation should resuh in better recognition of the patterns and 

conditions of feasibility for commercially re-using other monumental civic structures. In 

a broader context, such a study may advance a larger theoretical framework concerning 

the feasibility of adaptive use within urban settings. 

10 



CHAPTER 2: 

ACTIVITY AND SETTING AS A 

CONDITION FOR ADAPTIVE-USE 

2.1 An Introduction to Chapter 2 

A brief history of St. Louis Union Station provides a basic understanding of the 

building's status within the community, its years of decline, and the origins of its 

adaptive-use. Union Station's site planning and its location on the western edge of the 

city core had a lasting impact throughout the station's history. The design heritage of St. 

Louis Union Station is significant because it establishes the station as one of St. Louis' 

most prominent and lasting landmarks. Even today, more people visit the rehabilitated 

station than the city's famous Gateway Arch.̂ ^ 

Other examples of urban rail station adaptive-use suggest that personal experience 

and human interaction may somehow encourage adaptive-use of urban properties. More 

directly, the various results of adaptive-use efforts for each reviewed station suggests that 

the relationship between a civic structure and its users conditions its redevelopment. At 

St. Louis Union Station, the rich flavor and bustling character of the station would re-

emerge as a successful formula for its adaptive-use. 

" "How to Help Downtown Thrive," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 28 August 1995, retrieved via 
internet. 

11 



2.2 Creating a New Civic Landmark: 
The Significance of Union Station's History 

Even before construction began on the site at Market Street between 18th and 

19th Streets, the process of designing Union Station was aimed at creating a signature 

public facility in St. Louis. The need for a central rail service facility had existed in St. 

Louis since the opening of the Eads Bridge in 1874. Since the early 18th century, St. 

Louis had thrived as a river transportation center. However, the city struggled to remain 

vital at the dawn of the rail age. A variety of railroad companies criss-crossed the state of 

Missouri and terminated their lines in St. Louis. Even as this rail traffic increased during 

the mid-19th century, the city continued the slow, costly, and inconvenient practice of 

ferry transit across the Mississippi. Bridging the river was the obvious solution to this 

commercial impedance and a bridge would greatly help to renew the river city's early 

role as a transportation hub. Proposals for bridging the Mississippi River date from as 

early as 1839, but were never completed until the Eads Bridge finally opened in May 

1874.'' 

Since its opening, the Eads Bridge has continued to serve the city well into the 

twentieth century. Engineered by James B. Eads, the structure spans more than 1,600 feet 

over three arches that rest on 50-foot stone piers. Originally the upper deck carried 

wagon traffic but was subsequently converted to electric streetcar service. The lower 

deck offered a double track railway that introduced interstate rail facilities between 

Illinois and Missouri (Fig. 2.1). 

12 



Figure 1.1 The Eads Bridge Under Construction-1867. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People, A Place for Trains, 

(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 11. 

Today, this same lower deck carries the city's new light rail line across the 

Mississippi River (Fig. 2.2). Perhaps most significantly, the Eads Bridge relocated the 

center of commercial activity away from the riverfront. The new rail traffic re-routed the 

shipping and warehouse services to the central city and the downtown's western limits.^' 

^ James Neal Primm, Lion of the Valley: St. Louis. Missouri. (Boulder, CO: Pruett Publishing 
Co., 1990), 294-6. 

' ' Osmund Overby, "A Place Called Union Station: An Architectural History of St. Louis Union 
Station," in St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. (St. Louis: St. Louis 
Mercantile Library, 1994), 60. 

13 



Figure 1.2 Eads Bridge - ca. 1990. 
Source: Quinta Scott and Elaine Viets, Images of St. Louis, 

(Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, 1989), 20. 

In order to accommodate this new volume of rail traffic facilitated by the Eads 

Bridge, the St. Louis Union Depot opened in June of 1875. The depot was located just 

north and east of the future Union Station site, on Poplar Street between 11* and 12* 

streets (Fig. 2.3).̂ ° 

The opening of the new Union Depot marked the origin of Union Station in an 

unintended way. The through-track design Eind resulting restricted capacity condemned 

Union Depot to almost immediate obsolescence (Figs. 2.4, 2.5). The depot could 

scarcely accommodate the existing rail service needs much less consolidate and alleviate 

^° Don L. Hofsommer, "A Place for Trains: A Railroad History of St. Louis Union Station," in St. 
Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. (St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 
1994), 12. 

14 



the ever-increasing traffic volume of downtown's multiple stations.^' St. Louis needed to 

better accommodate the ever-increasing volume and demand of rail traffic services to 

reclaim its status as a transportation center and to fulfill its purpose as the gateway to the 

west. In this manner, the failures of the 1875 Union Depot marked the origin of the 1894 

St. Louis Union Station. 

E \—^.•D!a..jj: i ''.-̂ ::::̂ 4i'j i^z^^^^^i 

Figure 2.3 Map of St. Louis - 1904. Union Station highlighted. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversbŷ ^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People, A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 23. 

'̂ Ibid., 14., Overby, 60-1; In the end, the 1875 Union Depot failed to relieve the congestion 
caused by multiple downtown depots and stations. Rather, the depot adversely affected the situation by 
adding to the congestion that it was designed to relieve. 

15 



^ .,#\'-«\'';,' :|il |i;«I'««^- ^ 

Figure 2.4 Rendering of St. Louis Depot - Note through track design. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby, 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People. A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 15. 

Figure 2.5 St. Louis Depot - ca 1880. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby, 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People, A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 61. 

16 



To consolidate the passenger services of St. Louis rail lines and the obsolete 

Union Depot, the Terminal Railroad Association (TRRA) was formed. The 

organization's primary goal was to unite passenger traffic into a single new facility.'- Dr. 

William Taussig (1826-1896), president of the Terminal Railroad Association was 

authorized in 1889 by the board of the TRRA to commission an architect at his own 

discretion for the design of the new facility. Rather than simply choosing an architect, 

Taussig instead organized a competition and invite designs for the new Union Station." 

Choosing the site of the new Union Station was the TRRA's next task. The 

committee considered several sites including the location of the existing Union Depot. 

This choice would have located Union Station near the 1859 Post Office Building, 

dramatically changing the downtown fabric of St. Louis by creating a strong central 

node.'" 

Terminal Railroad Association archives reveal that the organization had even 

greater intentions than today's Union Station. An officer of the TRRA reported: 

Originally the Terminal Association had its eye upon the present site of the St. 
Louis City Hall - then Washington Square - a park the city had acquired on the 
margins of the old Choteau Pond back in 1840. That, it was discovered, had 
been deeded with the understanding that it must be used as "public square" 
forever. . .' ' 

^̂  Primm, 311. 
" Spiro Kostov, A History of Architecture: Settings and Rituals. (New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1995), 638; Overby, 62; Competitions in the late 19th century were common for such projects. 
However, they were at times corrupt and founded on political connections rather than architectural merit. 
Taussig appears to have understood the pitfalls of an open competition and closed the contest to a select list 
of architects. The belief was that these invited submissions, with compensation for entrants, would be of a 
higher quality and clarity than those solicited from an open competition. 

" Mary Patricia Holmes, "A History and Evaluation of the St. Louis Union Station, Constructed 
1891-1894," (M.A. thesis, Washington University, Department of Art and Archaeology 1970), 9-11. 

" Walter B. Stevens, St. Louis: The Fourth City. 1764-1909. (St. Louis - Chicago: The S. J. 
Clarke Publishing Co., 1909), 125-6. 
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St. Louis architect and architectural historian, John Albany Bryan, presents the 

idea that the station and new City Hall could have been planned to form an architectural 

node or center for downtown St. Louis. (See Fig. 2.3) Author Patrician Holmes best 

summarizes the impact of TRRA's chosen site on Market street between 18* and 20* 

sfreets: 

One could speculate that the Terminal Railroad Association, by selecting a site 
at Eighteenth and Market streets, was giving support to a belief that the business 
center was about to burst the (1890's) confines of Franklin Avenue, Twelfth 
Street and Market. Today, ahhough St. Louis has grown around the station, the 
station has never been embraced by the heart of the city, which has remained 
within the previously described boundaries.'^ (Fig. 2.6) 

Figure 1.6 St. Louis Downtown - Union Station in foreground. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversbv, St. 
Louis Union Station: A Place for People, A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 89. 

'* Mary Patricia Holmes, "St. Louis Union Station," Bulletin of the Missouri Historical Society. 
27, no. 4 (July 1971): 253; It certainly seems reasonable to surmise that downtown and all of St. Louis 
would have developed quite differently and perhaps for the better if the original TRRA initiatives had been 
implemented. 

18 



The selected area followed the main line of rail traffic through the city. Called the 

Mill Creek Valley, the topography of the neighborhood prescribed that the new station be 

a stub or headhouse design rather than the through-station arrangement, despite contrary 

trends in late 19* century railroad station design. Railroad historian Carrol Meeks 

explains the late 19* century stub and through track design trends: 

When new sites could be selected, those permitting the lines to run through freely 
— even if only for a few miles to a train-yard — were preferred. At Washington 
and Chicago, through lines supplemented the spurs. In South Station, Boston, and 
Grand Central, New York, loop lines were introduced.'^ 

The fact that Union Station was both planned and maintained as a terminal stub design 

represented St. Louis' almost exclusive service as a terminal rail city, without any 

through train service.'* 

However, the potential for Union Station to serve as a monumental gateway to the 

city was not lost entirely at its western Market street site. In 1907, the Civic League of 

St. Louis published a report about the planning of St. Louis. This report addressed Union 

Station's role in the urban fabric of the city: 

(Union Station serves as a ) . . railway entrance, which should be included in any 
comprehensive scheme (for St. Louis).. . We have in the Union Station a massive 
and imposing structure of which the city can justly be proud, but the approach to the 
station is a constant rebuke to the aesthetic ideals of this city. Whatever favorable 
impressions of the Union Station the traveler may have, they are soon dispelled 
when he views the architectural ugliness about it." (Fig. 2.7) 

" Carrol Meeks, The Railroad Station. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1956), 111. 
''Ibid., 11-24; Morton, 84. 
' ' The Civic League of St. Louis, A City Plan for St. Louis. (St. Louis: Civic League of St. Louis, 

1907), 77. 
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Figure 1.7 Terminal Rail Plan of St. Louis Union Station. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby, 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 129. 
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The location had a longterm effect to St. Louis development patterns. Union 

Station remained isolated from the downtown center while relocating activity and 

commerce away from the riverfront. By lacking a connection with the other major 

components of downtown. Union Station may actually have had an adverse impact on the 

larger patterns of St. Louis urban planning. Concentric circles of 19* century westward 

growth in St. Louis focused civic attention away from its riverfront. The expansion of the 

railroads and the construction of Union Station was largely responsible for these changes 

in St. Louis' urban patterns.'"' Today, after a century of grow t̂h, this decision has resulted 

in separated areas of lesser urban activity rather than a major civic center in St. Louis. 

Thankfully, today's Union Station complex and St. Louis' new Kiel Centre create the 

major civic node which the original planning was unable to achieve. 

This characteristic of the station's plan would also come to condition its adaptive-

use. Partly because of the station's isolation, the building never fiiUy achieved the 

landmark status or civic affection which may have induced a lasting advocacy or support 

within the community. In contrast, Washington D.C.'s Union Station is located just 

blocks away from the Capitol. This sort of accessibility certainly adds to that Union 

Station's advocacy and continued use as a commuter terminal. The station's proximity to 

the Capitol also spurred congressional efforts to rehabilitate Union Station. The 

dilapidated Washington station was a source of embarrassment to the city and Capitol 

neighborhood. For better or worse, the rehabilitated Union Station emerged from this 

'"' George McCue, The Building Art in St. Louis: Two Centuries, third edition (St. Louis: Knight 
Publishing Co., 1981), 12. 
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embarrassment."' In St. Louis, Union Station was not located near a center of 

government power, nor was its location central enough to provide the sort of commuter 

access the Washington station provides. 

Instead, the St. Louis station represented the city's early 20th century highlights. 

The 1904 Louisiana Purchase Exposition and the station's indispensable role in the 

wartime mobilization became the grandest times of Union Station's past. These were 

times of extraordinary activity and vitality at the station. These associations begin to 

suggest the real significance of Union Station and its past. That is, the station became a 

monument to human activity and interaction. 

2.3 The Setting for Public Activitv: 
The Significance of Union Station's Design 

The design of St. Louis Union Station is significant because it establishes the 

station as one of the city's most prominent and lasting landmarks. Union Station was not 

the temporary solution the earlier Union Depot had been. The detailed and insightful 

program written by Taussig and the TRRA also contributed to the initial success of the 

design. Functional requirements dominated the program provided to the competitors. 

The orientation and topography of the site, along with St. Louis' rail traffic needs, left 

little room for innovative planning initiatives for the competing architects. The 

competition for the St. Louis Union Station was largely a sensible planning and service 

arrangement exercise. 

Stephanie Stubbs and Douglas Gordon, "The Triumph of Union Station," Inland Architect 34, 
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However, the real design challenge of the competition was to create a symbolic 

facade which would communicate and facilitate Union Station's landmark status. The 

plan provided for Union Station's railroad services and function while the facades 

established Union Station's prominence as a landmark. Promotions of the new station in 

1895 explained, "of paramount importance in a railway station is its plan. Everything 

else is subservient. The directness, simplicity, and straightforwardness of our station is 

its chief merit.'"'^ 

Eight proposals were submitted on July 1, 1891 to a TRRA committee led by 

William Taussig and the heads of two railroads. First prize went to an entry 

submitted by St. Louis architect Theodore Link (1850-1923). The committee directed the 

German bom Link to proceed immediately with his design. Later, the Board of Directors 

of the Terminal Railroad Association appointed Link superintendent of construction, 

giving him the authority and control over all work on the headhouse design.'" St. Louis 

Union Station's construction is largely a product of Link's vision and administrative 

abilities. 

Link's winning entry carried with it a diverse design pedigree. The influences on 

the design range from his formal French architectural training, the work of H. H. 

Richardson, the Rundbogenstil, or the German "round arch style," and VioUet-le-duc's 

no. 5 (September/October 1990): 45. 
"̂  Bertram A. Atwater, The St. Louis Union Station: A Monograph by the Architect and Officers 

of the Terminal Railroad Association of St. Louis. (Chicago: Bertram Allen Atwater, 1895), Part 1, 6. 
"̂  Overby, 64. 
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romantic work at the Loire valley city of Carcassonne. There is even uncertainty about 

the authorship of the station's exterior design (Fig. 2.8). 

» ifr 
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Figure 2.8 Theodore Link's winning design submission for St. Louis Union Station. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 78. 

Theodore Link's background sheds light onto the design of Union Station. Link 

was bom in Germany in 1850 and frained in Paris at the Ecole d'arts et metiers and the 

Ecole centrale. '*'' Also in Europe at this time, Jean-Nicolas-Louis Durand's architectural 

treatise was gaining influence in the Beaux Arts, and with it the rise of the Rundbogenstil, 

"'' Ibid., 65-66. The Ecole centrale's approach to architectural education was practical and 
technical, with a focus on planning and design integrated with structure and construction. 
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or "round arch style," in Germany.''^ Durand's Lesson's of Architecture, first published 

in 1802-5, promoted the ideal that: 

. . . the aim of architecture is not aesthetic. The aim is rather the welfare of users, 
and fitness and economy are means of reaching it. . . The central concem of the 
architect should be methodically to work out a composition that will satisfy the 
requirements of the program."^ 

One architectural history described the round-arch style as "deriving from the more 

utilitarian arcuated models provided by Durand.""' The Rundbogenstil integrated 

renaissance revival design characteristics with an affinity for round arch expressions. 

This closely describes the design processes of Theodore Link nearly a century 

later. Link would have been in the heart of his architectural training during the influence 

of Durand and the Rundbogenstil in Europe. In addition. Link's first work as an architect 

in St. Louis during the 1870's was with two fellow Germans, Julius Pitzman and Henry 

Flad."^ All of this background quickly adds up to explain the dominance of the plan in 

Link's design for Union Station. 

This distant German influence also reached beyond the biography of Theodore 

Link. The success of his design can also be linked (pardon the pun) to the demographics 

and attitudes of St. Louis in the late 19th century. Throughout the middle of the century, 

German immigrants came to the area in great numbers. With the immigration to St. 

Louis came the introduction of German values and intolerance for nonsense. The 

"' Kostov, 577. 
"' Ibid. 
•" Henry Russell Hitchcock, Architecture: Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries. (London: Penguin 

Books, 1989), 55. 
"' Overby, 66. 
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character of this immigrant class has been described as determined, strong, and self-

reliant.'" 

Throughout the turbulent middle decades of the 19* century, the German 

community in St. Louis continued its influence.^" By early in the 20* century, the 

Germans had become firmly rooted in St. Louis. 

[The Germans] had never formed a homogenous, closed community. Despite 
their numerical dominance in both north and south side areas, they had lived in 
neighborhoods interspersed with other immigrants and native Americans, and 
they had moved with the flow to the westem sections.^' 

St. Louis society smoothly assimilated the German population and its attitudes. This 

suggests that these German attitudes became a broad basis for the city's 19* century 

ideals, rather than a sharply focused attachment to the earlier German architectural style. 

From these European and local influences. Union Station was destined to become a tme 

landmark to St. Louis and its citizens. 

Nineteenth century American train stations represented the monumental or entry 

gates to the cities they served. In the design of St. Louis Union Station, Link compared 

the station to "the bastioned gate of medieval times."" These medieval images of 

fortified cities also became associated with the Romanesque Revival style. The 

Romanesque had been an evolving architectural style during the late 19* century. 

"' William Bamaby Flaherty, S.J. St. Louis: A Concise History. (St. Louis: St. Louis Convention 
and Visitors Commission, 1990), 48. 

'° Ibid., Primm, 174-9. This immigrant class formed a significant voting block in local politics and 
maintained a vehement opposition to slavery in the United States. 

" Primm, 458. 
" Atwater, St. Louis Union Station. Part I, 6. 
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However, the Romanesque style maintained only "marginal associational 

justification" for use in railway architecture." Perhaps most important, the simplicity of 

the Romanesque Revival and its rounded arches made it most suitable to the Midwest and 

its limited constmction resources and craftsmen.̂ '' Overby explains that the appeal of the 

style in St. Louis "offered a welcome relief to the fiassiness and elaborate decorative 

character of the prevailing High Victorian Gothic and the French Second Empire styles -

styles represented in the old St. Louis Union Depot."" Link himself labeled the style of 

Union Station as a "free treatment of the Romanesque style. "̂ ^ 

In 1870s America, the Romanesque style had become dominated by the work of 

architect Henry Hobson Richardson while its influence migrated westward across 

America." An early example of a train station of the Romanesque Revival was Thomas 

Tefft's 1848 Providence, Rhode Island Union Station'̂  (Fig. 2.9). Union Station also 

shares the quarry face gray granite exterior with Richardson's 1888 Allegheny County 

Courthouse. The two late 19th century buildings have a predominantly logical and 

functional plan in common. The picturesque tower of the Pittsburgh building also serves 

" Nikolaus Pevsner, A History of Building Types, (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1976), 230. 

'" Marcus Whiffen and Frederick Koeper, American Architecture: Volume 2: 1860-1976. 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1990), 197, 233; James F. O'Gorman, H. H. Richardson: 
Architectural Forms for an American Society, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1987), 67, 128-
9. 

" Overby, 73. 
'* Atwater, St. Louis Union Station. Part I, 6. 
" Whiffen and Koeper, 224. 
'* Pevsner, 227-8. 
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the facility's ventilation system, another shared trait with Link's Union Station, and 

another connection between Richardson and the St. Louis building. (Figs. 2.10, 2.11)^' 

Figure 2.9 Union Station, Providence, Rhode Island, Thomas Tefft, Architect, 1848. 
Source: Carrol Meeks, The Railroad Station. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1956), 69 ff 

\T' 

Figure 2.10 Allegheny County Courthouse, Pittsburgh, PA, H.H. Richardson, 
Architect, 1888. 

Source: James F. O'Gorman, H. H. Richardson: Architectural Forms 
for an American Societv. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 
1987), 50. 

" Jeffery Karl Ochsner, H. H. Richardson: Complete Architectural Works. (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1982), 326. 
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Figure 2.11 St. Louis Union Station Clock Tower - Milles Fountain in foreground. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 58. 
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Richardson's work can be traced to St. Louis Union Station more directly than 

just through the Romanesque style.*'" Link entered into a partnership just before the 

submission of the competition entries for the station. This partnership with young St. 

Louis architect Edward A. Cameron appears to have dissolved about a year later, well 

before Union Station's start of constmction. ̂ ' 

Edward Cameron's background certainly suggests a connection between 

Richardson and Union Station. Educated at Washington University in St. Louis, and later 

at Comell, Cameron worked in Richardson's office until after Richardson's death in 

1886. In 1888, Cameron returned to St. Louis and established his own practice. 

While working for Richardson, Cameron was assigned to the new state capitol 

building in Albany, New York. Richardson's south facade of the New York State Capitol 

bears resemblance to the North facade of St. Louis Union Station (Figs. 2.12, 2.13). 

Cameron's work in Richardson's office further connects Union Station to Richardson. 

Although Cameron's involvement in Link's office was brief, it occurred at an influential 

period to the Union Station design. Historian Osmund Overby assesses Cameron's role, 

"The Richardsonian Romanesque qualities of the design together with Cameron's 

association with Richardson are an invitation to assume that his role in this brief 

partnership was to come up with a winning design."*^ 

'° O'Gorman, 30-33. Scholars of Richardson's work have traced influences from the 
Rundbogenstil. 

" Holmes, "St. Louis Union Station," 257. It remains unclear when the Link and Cameron 
partnership was initiated. The appearance of Cameron's name only on the competition drawings and the 
absence of it on later construction confracts suggests that the partnership endured for less than a year. 

" Overby, 78. The established habits of Link's practice provide the most compelling evidence 
regarding his partnership with Cameron. It was common for Link to arrange the plans of a project while 
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Figure 2.12 South Facade, New York State Capitol, Albany, NY, H.H. Richardson, 
Architect, 1877. 

Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 
St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 76. 

Figure 2.13 Portion of North Fafade, St. Louis Union Station. 

directing another designer in the office to create the elevations. Link's statement in reference to Union 
Station that "the plan was paramount" and everything else was a secondary concem further supports this 
presumption. 
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The degree of Cameron's involvement in the competition remains uncertain. 

Architectural journals of that time identified the Link and Cameron team and both 

architect's names appear on competition drawings. Historians surmise that Cameron's 

contribution likely focused on the Romanesque Revival facade of the competition entry 

(Fig. 2.14)." 

Figure 2.14 North elevation of St. Louis Union Station. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmxmd Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), cover photo. 

Ibid., 78. 
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The east and north facades are the station's major elevations. These facades are 

backed by brick constmction and faced with Bedford, Indiana limestone. Buff Roman 

brick graces the south and west elevations below the train shed while a gray brick rises 

above the shed. Originally, gray Spanish tiles covered the headhouse roof The present 

red tiles replaced the gray tiles in 1955.*" Perhaps the most striking compliment to the 

simplified elevations of Union Station was its 230' tower. Even today, the clock tower 

serves as a landmark in the St. Louis skyline (Fig. 2.15). 

It makes sense to speculate that Link invited Cameron to design the elevations for 

the competition submission. Overby again surmises "collaboration, in some unmeasured 

quantity, was probably the reality."" If credit for the design does not solely belong to 

Link, he should at least be credited with the administrative acumen in managing the 

design and constmction processes. 

Beyond the station's exterior elevations, and Edward Cameron's participation, the 

references to Richardson's work are less definitive. In St. Louis Union Station, specific 

medieval sources were also referenced in distinctive ways. Carcasonne, the fortified city 

in the Loire valley has been suggested as a source for Union Station's exterior design. 

The mid 19th century reconstmction of the city by Viollet-le-Duc shares features with 

and Union Station including steep roofs, and long, msticated walls demonstrate this 

association (Fig. 2.16).** 

" Ibid., 70. 
" Ibid., 82. 
' ' Ibid., 74. 
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Figure 2.16 St. Louis Union Station Clock Tower at Night. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 71. 

Figure 2.16 Carcassonne, Viollet-le-Duc. 
Source: Nikolaus Pevsner, Ruskin and Viollet-Le-Duc: Englishness 

and Frenchness in the Appreciation of Gothic Architecture. 
(Norwich, England: Jarrold and Sons, Ltd., 1969), 40-41. 
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Despite the historical references of Union Station's design and its monumental 

stature, the unique site conditions in Mill Creek Valley limited the choices in planning St. 

Louis Union Station." The site between 18th and 20th Streets on Market Street at the 

westem edge of downtown sloped as much as fifteen feet. Link used the sloping site to 

the design's advantage. His plan devoted the two main floors of the headhouse to public 

spaces. The ground floor was placed at the same level as the railroad tracks, which was 

about five feet above grade at the comer of 18th and Market. A grand entry stair west of 

18th street on Market started at grade and created the split level main entrance. This 

main entry is midway between the first and second floors and cleverly utilizes the 

features of the site to generate the station's original plan. Visitors enter the station on 

Market Street through a large Romanesque arch, perhaps Union Station's strongest 

reference to Richardson (Figs. 2.17, 2.18, 2.19). 

The midway served as a transition space between the train station and headhouse. 

South of the headhouse, the seventy feet wide midway provided a circulation space for 

passengers and station users. The linear midway space stretches the full 606 feet of the 

great train shed with exits terminating it at 18* and 20* streets (Fig. 2.20). Under the 

great train shed, locomotives backed trains to the midway. This arrangement left a short 

*' Ibid., 70. The preparation of the site for the new Union Station proved to be a significant 
undertaking. Industrial buildings occupied the site which the TRRA had acquired. In addition, the site 
included part of Choteau Pond which rendered the land irregular and unstable. The excavation and 
clearing presented a major task. The eastern portion of the site was constructed atop a system of caves and 
vaults left from the breweries and other indusfries removed from the site. Drainage proved problematic as 
workers encountered remnants of early St. Louis settlement at Choteau Pond. Despite the laborious 
excavation, the foundation walls of Grafton rock were at last completed and the cornerstone was set on 
Julys, 1893. 
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walk for passengers to Union Station and kept the smoking engines as far from the 

activity as possible. Baggage facilities at the south end of the complex eased freight and 

luggage handling away from passenger traffic. 
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Figure 2.17 St. Louis Union Station - Ground and First Floor Plans. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmimd Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 67. 
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Figure 2.18 St. Louis Union Station - Split Level Entry. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 69. 
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Figure 2.19 Market Street Entry - St. Louis Union Station. 

Figure 2.20 St. Louis Union Station - Midway. 
Source: Norbury L. Wayman, St. Louis Union Station and Its Railroads, 

(St. Louis: The Evelyn E. Newman Group, 1987) 264. 
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George Pegram engineered the vast train shed under the guidance of Theodore 

Link. Measuring 700 feet long by 606 feet wide, the shed originally covered 32 tracks 

and was the largest of its kind ever built. Pegram designed the shed with economy of 

fabrication and constmction as the primary requirement. Further input from Theodore 

Link directed Pegram to contain the shape of the shed within a single segmented curve 

rather than a series of barrel vaulted profiles. Five aisles of steel columns at thirty foot 

centers divide the entire 606 feet width of Pegram's train shed. Tmsses carry a metal 

covered wooden roof. A system of cormgated glass skylights and vents rises ten feet 

above the tmss system (Fig. 2.21). 

Figure 2.21 St. Louis Union Station - Train Shed. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 83. 
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Link's design guidance limited the height of Pegram's shed in deference to the 

height of the head house. The edges of the roof stand at twenty-nine feet above grade and 

rise to seventy-five feet above the tracks at the center of the train shed. The resulting 

train shed gracefully, yet powerfully, complements the design for the head house (Fig. 

2.22). Pegram's achievement also has stood the test of time. It is a National 

Engineering Landmark and still stands as the largest train shed of its kind built in 

America. 68 

Figure 2.22 St. Louis Union Station View from South, railyard and train shed in 
foreground. 

Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 
St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People, A Place for Trains, (St. Louis: St. 
Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 20. 

' ' Carl W. Condit, American Building Art: The Nineteenth Century, (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1960), 197-222. 
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Union Station's ornate interiors compliment the picturesque qualities of the 

facades and rooflines. The design of Union Station's Grand Hall can be traced to the 

dining room in the 1889 Adler and Sullivan Auditorium Building in Chicago (Fig. 2.23). 

Figure 2.23 Auditorium Building, Chicago, Adler and Sullivan, Architects, 1889. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmimd Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People, A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 75. 
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Union Station's barrel vault is a larger version of Sullivan's grand room where the 

vaulting seems to spring from the floor.^' Throughout the interior, finishes "produce 

quiet and harmony with the simplest means, and suggest the character of the different 

rooms in the materials, colors, and decorations used."™ Grandiose and elaborate finishes 

were used most on the station's first floor and great hall. This is perhaps the most lasting 

achievement of Link's interior design. He describes the room as: 

. . .the piece de resistance of the stmcture. The walls start with a dado of dark 
green faience blocks. Between this and the bracketed frieze (eighteen feet from 
the floor line) the plain wall surfaces are lined with scagliola in tints and veinings 
of green yellow. The brackets of the fiieze, the capitals of the clustered columns, 
and other omaments in relief, are touched with gold leaf The omamental ribs of 
the vaulted ceilings are covered solid with gold. The ceiling panels are painted in 
a greenish-yellow, enriched with stencil work. The deeply recessed background 
of the end arches and arched galleries is in a dull blue, giving them apparently 
immense depth and distance. The end walls of the Grand Hall are pierced with an 
arch of forty feet span. The sweep over the arch between a rich quirk bead in 
solid gold and the ceiling angle is decorated with low relief tracery emerging for 
female figures with torches in their uplifted hands. These figures are placed at 
radiating lines, seven on each wall. This relief work was placed there for the 
purpose of confining dust deposits where they wdll aid the design by intensifying 
certain lines of the omament (Figs. 2.24, 2.25)." 

The relative proportion of the station's design success that belongs with Link, Cameron, 

Pegram, German immigrants, or romantic French cities, is difficult to ascertain. By 

virtue of this design heritage and original intentions. Union Station embodied a status of 

legitimacy, civilization, and culture for late 19* century St. Louis. 

*' Overby, 75. 
'" Ibid., 76. 
'" Atwater, St. Louis Union Station. Part I, 7-8. 
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Figure 2.24 St. Louis Union Station - Grand Hall. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 77. 

Figure 2.25 St. Louis Union Station - Grand Hall, opening night, September 4, 1894. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People. A Place for Trains, 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 19. 
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Unlike the red brick railroad warehouses nearby, or the brewery buildings that 

were cleared for Union Station's Market street site. Union Station was not intended to be 

a utilitarian constmction. Nor was it the hastily planned temporary solution that the 1875 

Union Depot had been. Instead, Union Station was a monument to the status of St. 

Louis as a major American city during the late 19* and early 20* centuries. 

The station grew to serve as more than a rail terminal. Union Station became a 

theatrical backdrop for the activity of its users. Author Clay Lancaster describes the role 

of the train station within the community: "The train station was the image of the 

community, presenting at a glance something about its size, affluence, livelihood, and 

social range of the citizens, their taste in architecture and even when their local pride last 

came to fhiition, in the building of the depot. "̂ ^ Lancaster also described the character 

of these signature buildings: "In the city it could be distinguished by the bustle and 

activity surrovmding it, and it was the one place in the grim metropolis where the 

inhabitants unleashed their emotions publicly, at the meeting with or separation from 

loved ones."" In St. Louis, the significance of Union Station's architecture rests in its 

service to the community and the millions of rail passengers who passed through the 

station. 

This observation was underscored seventy-five years after the opening of Union 

Station. In Jemuary of 1968, the Society of Architectural Historians held its annual 

meeting in St. Louis. The organization unanimously passed a resolution citing Union 

^̂  Lawrence Grow, Waiting for the 5:05: Terminal. Station and Depot in America. (New York: 
Main Street/University Books, 1977), 8. 
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Station as a St. Louis monument in need of preservation and attention. The society stated 

that the station's ". . .picturesque head house and unrivaled train shed make it one of the 

most impressive survivors of a now vanished breed of building." '̂' 

Union Station's architecture was essential in serving as the symbolic and actual 

gateway to the city. As the gateway to St. Louis, the station provided the setting for a 

wonderful evolution from an achievement in architectural design to a bustling civic center 

and barometer of the city's prosperity. The station was destined to become a national 

landmark reflecting in its history, the lives of St. Louisans and the millions of travelers 

who passed through its Romanesque arches. 

2.4 The Visitors of Union Station: 
The Significance of Union Station's Users 

For nearly all of this century, St. Louis citizens and rail passengers nationwide 

associated Union Station with memorable moments in their lives. From these memories 

and associations, the train station achieved landmark status. A natural conclusion would 

suggest that the station's rich past and architectural significance fostered a deep civic 

attachment and advocacy for the building. However, the meaning of the station's past 

was not so natural. Evidence of this civic regard was absent or muted as the station fell 

into decline and disuse. Instead, the significance of the landmark station rests more in its 

'' Ibid. 
''' "Abstracts of Papers Presented at the Twenty-First Annual Meeting of the Society of 

Architectural Historians," Journal of the Societv of Architectural Historians, 27, no. 3 (October 1968): 213-
215. 
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transformation into a center of human interaction and civic activity. The station would 

also serve as one gauge of civic health and prosperity (Fig. 2.26). 

-^•^•'li^«?.iBK;^fc-<^HJiifPTaK ^JSiisK-S 

Figure 2.26 St. Louis Union Station - Midway ca. 1895. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmxmd Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 

(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 92. 

An architectural measure of Union Station's civic role is found in the alterations 

the station underwent during its first half century. Most significantly, the alterations to 

Link's original design occurred in response to important periods of St. Louis and national 

history. ^̂  Two events best demonstrate how the facility's architecture reflects its 

prominence. First, the station was expanded in anticipation of the great crowds attracted 

to St. Louis by the Louisiana Purchase Exposition in 1904. The solutions for expanding 

Union Station were limited to schemes extending services west along Market street. 
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Increased luggage and freight handling capabilities along with improved switching 

systems marked the rail traffic improvements. In addition, the midway was widened by 

twenty feet while ticket offices and restrooms were enlarged. The lasting effect of these 

renovations were twofold: the Louisiana Purchase Exposition provided an opportunity for 

the station to be introduced and evaluated on a larger national level; and the grand scale 

and accommodations of the original Union Station design were validated by the need to 

expand it.̂ ^ 

The domestic mobilization of America during World War II was also reflected in 

a major renovation of the station. The headhouse was renovated prior to the war's peak. 

These rearrangements specifically added facilities for military transportation needs. Like 

all of the country, the normal routine at Union Station was disturbed as America was 

drawn into the Second World War. The shear volume of users and cargo made World 

War II different from previous wars of the railroad age. The scale of America's 

mobilization helped to make Union Station a vital link in the country's transportation 

system." This era of the station's history recorded its all-time peak use and the grandest 

period since the crowds of the 1904 Louisiana Purchase Exposition. Over two hundred 

trains a day and more than 22 million people passed through Union Station in 1943 (Fig. 

2.27).'' 

' ' Patricia Hohnes, "The St. Louis Union Station," 250. 
" Overby, 85-6. 
" Hofsommer, 12. 
'* Official Guide. (January 1943), 51-53; Alboro Martin, Railroads Triumphant: The Growth. 

Rejection, and Rebirth of a Vital American Force. (New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992), 
371; Kip Farrington, Raikoads at War. (New York: Coward-McCann, 1944), 296; Perhaps the most 
remarkable characteristic of wartime transport was that the raib-oads carried nearly all of it. Wartime 
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Figure 2.27 St. Louis Union Station - Midway ca.l945. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 

(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 48. 

Besides compiling record statistics in the use of Union Station, this brief era 

marked the station's fiftieth anniversary. It also contained the origins of its decline. 

Following the war, railroad traffic declined as the nation ended its wartime mobilization. 

These decreases were soon felt at railroad facilities like St. Louis Union Station. To date. 

policies mandating tire and gasoline rationing returned American passenger miles from the automobile and 
the highways back to the rail lines. Buses and trucking were limited by rationing of tires and fuel, and most 
of the new airline fleets were commandeered by the United States Air Force. Raikoads offered the only 
steady means of transporting people and goods. Railroad historian Alboro Martin writes, "freight frains, 
needing nothing but good old American coal, which they cartied for themselves anyway, carried some 98 
percent of all inter-city freight during the war, and it was alot of freight." Troop mobilizations also added 
to the new demands on the rail industry. In 1943, two million troops were fransported by rail each month. 
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World War II was the last great era in Union Station's role as a train station and gateway 

to St. Louis. While the luster of this original use is lost, the 1985 adaptive use of the 

complex promises that Union Station will continue as a landmark and center of activity in 

St. Louis. 

The connection between these historic highlights of Union Station, and the people 

who used it is most important. Whether it was the soldier leaving for war or returning 

home; or the mral fraveler first experiencing the city's wonder; or even the daily 

commuter, the station was a stage for the lives of its patrons and visitors. One social 

history of the railway station described this status: 

American stations were "over-built," provided with an external scale and an 
internal grandeur in the lavishness of their facilities and omamentation which far 
exceeded strictly fiinctional requirements. ̂ ' 

The piece continued by explaining the mystique of the railroad station. 

The station became at one and the same time one of the principal forces in society 
for order, regulation, and discipline, and a new focus for violence, crime, and 
immorality.*" 

Perhaps the best means of illustrating the impact of Union Station on its users is 

to consider examples that differ in background and program. Just a few blocks east of 

Union Station, the Cupples Station complex shared several characteristics with Union 

Station. Known as the Cupples Warehouse Block, the history of this group of late 

nineteenth century stmctures often parallels the history of Union Station. The two 

stations followed similar cycles of prosperity and decline. The Society of Architectviral 

' ' Jeffery Richards and John M. Mackenzie, The Railway Station: A Social History. (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1986), 42. 
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Historians included Cupples Station in the same 1968 recommendation which named 

Union Station as an outstanding achievement in "design, constmction and function."*' 

Architecturally, Cupples Station's brick stmctures are cubical, well proportioned, and 

simple in character. Rounded arches and terra cotta decoration accent its simplicity 

(Figs. 2.28, 2.29). The architectural roots of Cupples Station can also be traced to the 

work of H. H. Richardson, perhaps even more directly than Union Station's heritage. A 

similarity exists between the facades of Richardson's Marshall Field Store and those of 

the Cupples complex (Fig. 2.30). 

Figure 2.28 Cupples Station - Comer of Spmce and Seventh streets - 1997. 

^° Ibid., 94. 
*' Toni Flannery, "The Cupples Warehouse Block," Bulletin of the Missouri Historical Societv. 

28, no. 2 (January 1972): 87-93; The Society of Architectural Historians, Resolution. January 26, 1968. 
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Figure 2.29 Cupples Station - 1997. 

Figure 2.30 Marshall Field Wholesale Store, Chicago, H. H. Richardson, Architect, 
1885-1887. 

Source: Spiro Kostov, A Historv of Architecture: Settings and Rituals, 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), 659. 
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As a civic landmark, the complex also defined a center of commercial activity in 

St. Louis during the early twentieth centiiry.*^ Prior to the completion of Union Station, 

the old Union Depot was the exclusive passenger station in St. Louis and Cupples' 

Station was the commercial center for the city's rail traffic. *̂  In this way, Cupples 

Station and Union Station share a similar heritage. Cupples Station served solely as a rail 

freight facility. However, one significant ingredient was missing from Cupples Station: 

the presence of passengers and users. Abandoned for decades, the Cupples complex 

today remains undemsed and deteriorating. 

As later chapters will more fully demonstrate, the adaptive-use of Union Station 

was a lengthy, difficult, and successful process. Redevelopment at Cupples Station has 

also been lengthy and difficult. However, the results at Cupples Station contrast sharply. 

Union Station was successfiiUy re-used while Cupples Station remains abandoned and 

deteriorating. The result of adaptive use efforts for each facility further suggests that the 

relationship between a civic stmcture and its users can condition its redevelopment.*'' 

If we accept the stations' shared heritage, the relevant question to ask is why has 

one facility been able to have been re-used while the other lies decayed and unused? 

While the parameters for re-using an urban stmcture are often too complex to single out 

*̂  Flannery, "The Couples Warehouse Block," 89. 
" G. W. Orear, Commercial and Architectural St. Louis. (St. Louis: Jones & Orear, Publishers, 

1888), 47; Prunm, 352; During the 1890's, "The Terminal Railroad's Eads Bridge tunnel ran through 
Cupples Station, connecting it with all railroad lines... Most of the city's heavy wholesale trade, 
amounting to more than $200 million armually at the turn of the century, was handled there." 

'" A series of articles in the publication of the Landmarks Association of St. Louis traces this 
history: "All the Remaining Buildings in the Cupples Station Complex," Landmarks Letter 30 
(January/February 1995); "Cupples Complex, Part II," Landmarks Letter 20 (May/June 1985); 
"Preservation of the Cupples Warehouse Complex," Landmarks Letter 23 (March/April 1989). 
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conditions, the comparison between Union Station and Cupples Station does help to 

define conditions for successful re-use. The continued abandonment of Cupples Station 

suggests that the absence of personal experience and human interaction may somehow 

discourage adaptive-use in similar buildings. 

Also, the monumentality of Union Station makes it different from Cupples 

Station. Recognized prominence and the potential for human activity seem to combine as 

a feasibility condition for adaptive-use. To further reinforce the significance of St. Louis 

Union Station's human element, the sites of Cupples and Union Station can be compared. 

Without the prominent site and frontage that Union Station enjoys (further reinforced by 

the Gateway Arch and its axis), the Cupples buildings are disadvantaged (Fig. 2.31). 

Neither Cupples nor St. Louis Union Station occupies a very charming area of downtown. 

As late as 1928, one author addressed the future of Union Station's location with hope, 

"Fortunately its sordid surroundings will soon be removed and an adequate approach 

provided."*^ The irony lies in the current state of each redevelopment. While remaining 

on the westem edge of the urban core, removed from other activity nodes. Union Station 

stands strong as one of the country's grandest renovations. In contrast, Cupples Station 

occupies a much more integrated segment of downtown (Fig. 2.32). 

' ' John Albury Bryan, Missouri's Confribution to American Architecture. (St. Louis: St. Louis 
Architectural Club, 1928), 81. 
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Figure 2.31 View to the west from Gateway Arch - Cupples Station and St. Louis 
Union Station highlighted. 

Source: St. Louis: A Pictorial Guide, (St. Louis: Mississippi River 
TradingCo., 1993), 10. 
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Figure 2.32 Map of Downtown St. Louis. 
Source: Tom Martinson, "The Presistence of Vision: A Century of Civic 

Progress in St. Louis," Places, (Summer 1990): 25. 
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Another redevelopment project reinforces this necessity for human activity and 

use. Washington D.C.'s Union Station shares this pattern with the St. Louis project. In 

anticipation of America's bicentennial. Union Station in Washington, D.C. was converted 

into a museum-like "National Visitor Center." The new use promptly failed to attract 

visitors and became a notorious example of the perils surrounding adaptive-use.*^ The 

failed National Visitor Center represents how an adaptive-use can fail without users.*^ 

The successful retail and terminal program fiirther supports the requirement for 

people and activity. The architect charged with the 1989 restoration of Union Station in 

Washington identified this need for people and activity. After its 1989 re-redevelopment 

Washington Union Station was: 

a bustling hub for thousands of citizens enjoying the adventvire of travel in an 
urban setting, replete with services, sociability and small pleasures attending the 
ritual of arrival and departure... In any plan for preservation and re-use, a central 
task is to bring people back to Union Station in large numbers - numbers 
sufficient not only for economic support but for the revival of the ambiance.** 

The redeveloper of the project also recognized this need. 

We see Union Station as part of the city fabric. We're returning this building to 
the public. It's something we want people to be proud of and to go to even if they 
don't have any particular reason for going.*' 

' ' Douglas E. Gordon, and M. Stephanie Stubbs, "The Rebirth of a Magnificent Monument," 
Architecture 77, no. 12 (November 1988): 68. Union Station's exhibit spaces were too large for the 
displays and the station proved too far out of the way to atfract significant numbers of tourists. 

" Thomas Vonier, "The Mailing of Union Station," Progressive Architecture 69 no.2 (February 
1988): 24; That failure was partly atfributed to the "rarely frequented" exhibits. 

*' Gordon and Stubbs, "The Rebirth of a Magnificent Monument," 69-70. 
*' Frank Kuznik, "Colossal Comeback," Historic Preservation 40, no. 5 (September/October 

1988): 66. 
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In some ways the 1988 Washington renovation better articulated and responded to many 

of the challenges that the 1985 St. Louis adaptive-use first faced. The Washington 

terminal remains especially vital in its continued use as both a commuter and Amtrak rail 

station. The bustling character of the station remains within the new stores and 

restaurants, and the rehabilitated spaces. The fifth and sixth chapters of this thesis 

describe in detail how St. Louis Union Station's redevelopment lacks some of these 

qualities. 

The establishment of Union Station as a landmark building can be demonstrated 

as a determining condition of adaptive-use. Monumental or civic stmctures seem to be 

sensibly re-used as often be reborn as buildings supporting a similar role within the 

community. Even though the original use for St. Louis Union Station became obsolete, 

the status and quality of the re-used station still serves as a center of civic activity and 

measure of the city's well being. Similar projects at New York's South Street Seaport 

and Boston's Faneuil Hall Marketplace echo this condition of adaptive-use.'" A retum to 

pedestrian activity has proven successful at each project. 

What is important to consider is how the architecture of St. Louis Union Station 

slowly and even unwittingly provided the backdrop for the personal experiences and 

human activity that fiarther established its landmark status, and eventually conditioned its 

adaptive-use. The rich flavor and bustling character of the station would re-emerge as a 

successful formula for its adaptive-use. 

'"Howard Gillette, Jr., "The Evolution of the Planned Shopping Center in Suburb and City," 
JAPA: Journal of the American Planning Association. 51, no. 4 (Autumn 1985): 458. 

57 



CHAPTER 3: 

DECLINE AND ABANDONMENT 

AS A CONDITION FOR ADAPTIVE-USE 

3.1 An Introduction to Chapter 3 

The earlier bustling character at Union Station would quietly fade during the 

middle of the 20"* century. After a peak era activity during WWII, Union Station endured 

two decades of steady decline. As a result, places like St. Louis Union Station fell into 

decline and dis-use. The grand old passenger terminals became "one of the nation's 

largest categories of orphan building types."" The waning usefiilness of Union Station 

steered the course and pace of its adaptive-use. With redevelopment efforts underway at 

the station, the final abandonment of its original use became in a somewhat backwards 

way the genesis of Union Station's revitalization. 

The desertion of rail service cleared the way for the adaptive-use of Union 

Station. With the station no longer serving as a rail hub, the redevelopers of the facility 

were able to exercise greater freedom in programming and promoting their plans for a 

renovated station. In St. Louis, the freedom from its original passenger rail service may 

have been the critical condition of station's re-use. 

The significance of the station's abandonment is not entirely in identifying it as a 

prerequisite for re-use. Instead, the importance lies in recognizing that fighting to 

" James Marston Fitch, Historic Preservation: Curatorial Management of the Built World. 
(Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1990), 180. 
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maintain a fraction of a building's original vitality, while perhaps a noble cause, may 

ultimately delay or undermine the building's adaptive-use process. 

3.2 The Fall of the Railroads: 
The Significance of Union Station's Decline 

Union Station's decline and abandonment influenced its adaptive-use in a very 

significant way. As counter-intuitive as it may seem. Union Station had to first cease 

functioning as a train station in order to again serve as a civic monument and source of 

identity for St. Louis. Seeming rather obvious, this condition marks a simple and 

practical prerequisite for re-using a monumental civic building. That is. Union Station's 

desertion as a railroad facility allowed in a pragmatic way for its functional re-

programming and re-use. The act of ending rail services at the station actually liberated 

and advanced the process of renovating the facility. If Union Station's owners had 

continued operating the station ~ even at a fraction of its capacity — the redevelopment 

process may have been delayed, or never initiated at all. If Union Station's romantic past 

established its status as a landmark and place of interaction, then the prolonged public 

decline of the train station highlighted that lost grandeur and activity. In this way, a 

newfound potential was revealed by the years of decline. 

Other historic train stations in America reveal this trend. Union Station in 

Washington D.C. also was abandoned as a rail facility in the mid 1960s. Its 

redevelopment actually followed a convoluted process similar to the St. Louis project. A 

brief review of the Washington project's history demonstrates how the unique presence of 
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the federal government effected the process, just like the insular nature of St. Louis' 

investment community influenced that project. In Febmary 1988, Progressive 

Architecture recorded the recent history of the Washington train station. 

In anticipation of huge crowds that never materialized for the 1976 national 
bicentennial, the station was "converted" into something called a National 
Visitor's Center. . . The entire saga, which, incidentally, gave rise to a number of 
well publicized lawsuits, was an architectural and tax-dollar travesty of major 
dimensions, taking place just blocks from the Capitol. By 1980, Union Station 
had become so dilapidated and damaged by leaking water that it was deemed a 
public danger and closed (Figs. 3.1, 3.2).'̂  

Figure 3.1 Union Station, Washington, D.C, Daniel H. Bumham, Architect, 1907. 
Source: Lawrence Grow, Waiting for the 5:05: Terminal, Station, 

and Depot in America, (New York: Main Street/University Books, 
1977), 112. 

' ' Vonier, 24. 
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Figure 3.2 The National Visitor's Center at Union Station in Washington, D.C. failed 
to attract either visitors or profits. 

Source: Douglas E. Gordon, and M. Stephanie Stubbs, "The Rebirth of a Magnificent 
Monument," Architecture 77, no. 12 (November 1988): 68. 

By the mid 1980s, Union Station in Washington, D.C. had been placed under the 

authority of Union Station Redevelopment Corporation, an entity chartered by Congress 

after the National Visitor Center debacle. The station was finally revived in 1988 as a 
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new retail center, with the new Amtrak headquarters and terminal configured into the 

plan.'^ 

In contrast, other historic stations remained as rail passenger facilities, often 

seeming to delay restoration or redevelopment efforts. New York's Grand Central 

Station stands as one of these examples. Grand Central most defies the abandonment 

condition for re-use. While the decline in rail fraffic at the station mirrored the trends in 

other cities, the New York station is a rather imique example.''' Such unique qualities and 

events make it a reasonable exception to the abandonment condition. First, the property 

was the subject of a 1978 United States Supreme Court mling establishing that historic 

preservation ordinances did not infringe on the owner's property rights. The decision 

maintained the stmcture's status as a national landmark. As the subject of a landmark 

preservation case, the project acquired a completely unique status that helped to ensured 

the station's future.'^ 

One of the qualities of the property was its air rights, making the property much 

more profitable without the train station. Unlike other examples. Grand Central Station 

was most threatened by the profitability of its location, not the decline in its usefulness. 

The speculation on the site began as early as 1954.'^ Deterioration and dis-use, not 

demolition making way for new development spurred both Union Station cases, as well 

as most other train station renovations (Fig. 3.3). 

" Thomas Vonier, "Union Station Reopens," Progressive Architecture 69, no. 13 (December 
1988): 18-19. 

'" Andrea Oppenheimer Dean, "Heart of the Country's Greatest City", AIA Journal 71, no. 12 
(October 1982): 51. 

'' Ibid. 
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Figure 3.3 Grand Central Station, New York, New York, Warren & Wetmore, Reed 
& Stem, Architects, 1913. 
Source: Marcus Whiffen and Frederick Koeper, American Architecture: Volume 
2: 1860-1976. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 
1990), 280. 

But like the Washington, D.C. Union Station, Greind Central also serves as the 

commuter rail hub. Grand Central's revitalization throughout the 1990s has been more of 

a restoration than a re-use. The station has always been a busy frain station, "during its 

78 unintermpted years as the cornerstone New York's mass transit system, the Beaux 

Arts landmark has served as a remarkably efficient train station, through which more than 

half a million people circulate every day."'̂  The restoration and preservation of the 

station was clearly the focus of the project.'* The very nature of the work at Grand 

' ' Ibid., 54. 
" John Hughes, "CAD Meets the Beaux Arts: Renaissance of Grand Cenfral Station," 

Architectural Record 179, no. 3 (March 1991): 56. 
'̂  Ibid; The article reported, "the team researched Grand Cenfral's history through original 

documentation. Researchers also investigated how and why the building was adapted over the years to 
meet such changes as the increase in long-distance rail fravel during the 1920s, '30s and '40s, and the shift 
to a commuter clientele in later decades." 
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Central precluded it from the abandonment principle at both Union Station examples. 

Rather, Grand Central's story does reinforce the pattern of abandonment; the restoration's 

delay and lengthy timetable seem to be one resuh of its continued usefulness. Unlike 

Union Station, Grand Central was never really broken, and as a result it didn't need to be 

fixed. 

In contrast with Grand Central, St. Louis Union Station failed to maintain its 

passenger services. But it should be imderstood that the abandonment of Union Station 

was not an immediate event. Rather this desertion marked the end of a gradual and 

enduring period of decline. To imderstand the significance of the abandonment and its 

impact on the station's 1985 re-use, an understanding of the forces that caused the 

decline, and the legacy they left behind is first necessary. These forces help to explain 

why Union Station became abandoned, and what happened to the bustling activity that 

was the tme measure of the station's success. 

Unrealized at the time, the years following World War II marked the beginning of 

the end of Union Station's rail traffic service. As much of a disturbance as World War II 

was, returning to peacetime normalcy proved to be just as unsettling. After victory was 

finally won and America retumed to pre-war conditions, the future of the railroads and 

places like Union Station became uncertain. High demand suddenly followed by 

decreasing use stmck a crippling blow to the railroad industry. Author Don Hofsommer 

seems to best summarize this pattern: 

Railroaders were, with very good reason, proud of their industry's 
accomplishments during the war; afterall, the carriers had provided ninety-seven 
percent of domestic troop movements and nearly ninety percent of military freight 
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requirements. Despite that pride, managers were nervous about the future, 
especially as to passenger business; the past offered curiously mixed signals. 
Railroads had witnessed tremendous shrinkage in passenger volume between the 
wars but the glut of business in the years 1940-1945 restored passenger service to 
profitability. That glut, however, had been involuntary.'^ 

Not only was this an involuntary trend, but it was artificial and reliant on the needs of a 

wartime economy and society. The end of wartime transportation demands left the future 

of the American railroads unsure. Without the extraordinary stimulus of American 

mobilization, rail service needs could only have been expected to decline. This became 

especially tme for passenger volumes. Facilities with rail services on the scale of St. 

Louis Union Station, therefore, grew increasingly obsolete. 

The marked decline of St. Louis Union Station was both gradual and persistent. It 

was also exacerbated by the responses of the railroad industry to post-war changes. As 

the second largest rail facility in the country. Union Station mirrored larger trends of the 

national railway network. The railroad industry in general entered the postwar era with 

confidence and optimism. Bolstered by the wartime boom in transportation, many 

railway operators focused their efforts on passenger services. Don Hofsommer describes 

the strategy of railroad operators: "potential success depended on the carrier's clear 

devotion to several considerations: dependability, high speed, safety, comfort, cleanliness 

courtesy, and competitive rates."'™ This "clear devotion" directly translated into large 

investments in new equipment. New diesel locomotives and passenger accommodations 

were required as carriers expanded routes and tried to attract new passengers to the 

"Hofsommer, 43. 
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railroads. In the end, this aggressive pursuit tumed costly. As the automobile and 

airplane challenged within the transportation industry, these large investments and the 

resulting downfall also played a major role in the demise of many grand train stations, 

including St. Louis Union Station."" Railroad historian Lawrence Grow described the 

decline of the grand stations, "The stations are, for the most part, hopelessly dated and 

despoiled stmctures for modem-day use. The vastness of many urban terminals is 

sufficient argument for their abandonment. They are costly to heat and almost impossible 

to keep free from the excrescences of amateur artists, commercial and criminal."'"^ 

Esteemed preservationist James Marston Fitch identified railroad stations as "one of the 

nations largest categories of orphan building types."'°^ 

The statistics on railroad service paint a clearer portrait of railroading's postwar 

direction than what was recognized at the time. Travel at Union Station fell thirty percent 

in the last quarter of 1946. This trend can largely be attributed to the end of America's 

wartime mobilization.'"'' The rise of the airplane mirrors this trend. In 1950, Pullman 

passenger railcars and domestic airlines carried nearly the same volume of passengers, 

about 13 million each. Just three years later in 1953, the airlines doubled the volume of 

the stagnant Pullman services, 26 million to 13 miUion.'"^ 

With airline passenger use rising, American passenger carriers continued 

upgrading equipment. Failing to lure more passengers, operators of unprofitable rail lines 

'°° Hofsommer, 44. 
""Ibid., 51-52. 
'"'Grow, 122. 
'"Fitch, 180. 
"^ Ibid., 44-46. 
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often discontinued services through Union Station. The first routes stopped in the late 

1950's and early 1960's. Hofsommer explains this trend, "Caught between declining 

revenues and escalating costs railroads often felt they had no recourse but to trim 

service.'""' 

Trains with romantic names and less traveled destinations like The Katy Flyer and 

The Night Diamond were the first to go. Unfortunately, the trend grew to include major 

routes.'"' During its peak times of the 1920's and World War II, over 200 trains had used 

Union Station daily. By 1967, use dipped to 115 trains each day, and plummeted to 32 in 

1969.'°^ As these statistics might suggest, by the late 1960s, even the major railroads 

sought to cut losses at Union Station. Missouri Pacific (MoPac) discontinued service 

between St. Louis and Kansas City while Norfolk and Westem sought to end the same 

route. Even the Illinois Central eliminated its run between St. Louis and Chicago.'"' 

Governmental regulation mandated that railroad operators apply to the Missouri 

Public Services Commission for approval to discontinue routes. Approval was generally 

granted, although hardly in a timely manner. It took nearly two years to finally stop 

mnning unprofitable routes."" The Public Service Commission maintained the dubious 

mission of keeping rail travel accessible to the traveling public even though that same 

traveling public was choosing other transportation altematives. The end effect was an 

'°' Arthur D. Dubin, More Classic Trains (Milwaukee: Kalmbah Books, 1974), 93. 
"" Hofsommer, 49. 
"" Ibid., 52-54. 
"" Ibid., 54. 
'0' "Two Passenger Trains Halt Tuesday." St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 28 November 1969, sec. A, 

p. 6; February 6, 1969. 
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enduring and unavoidable death of Union Station as a rail service facility. A newspaper 

account from 1968 describes the decline and death of Union Station; "It has been a long, 

lingering death for Union Station as travelers shifted their habits from the train to the 

auto, bus, and airplane."'" 

In 1967, after a simultaneous request to the Public Service Commission to 

discontinue its service by the Norfolk railroad, the Missouri Pacific, and the Westem 

Railroad, noted the impact of the automobile and the airplane. The Globe-Democrat 

reported, "MoPac cited loss of post office cars, continual drop in passenger revenue and 

noted that all points served by the trains are located on all-weather roads, with car or bus 

service available. Many also have air service easily available.""^ 

The impact of the automobile played a supporting role in the story of Union 

Station's decline. On a general scale, the automobile replaced the railways as the 

preferred means of travel in the nation. The Federal Highway Act of 1956 provided for 

42,500 miles of interstate roadways, 8,600 miles of which were urban highways. But 

more than displacing the demand for rail transit, the Highway Act displaced activity from 

America's urban cores. This new domination of the automobile coupled with removing 

people from the urban core resulted in the desolation of places like St. Louis Union 

Station. This decentralization of urban America represents how the traditional role of the 

"° Sue Ann Wood, "MoPac Asks to End Last St. Louis-K.C. Passenger Runs," St. Louis Globe-
Democrat, 2 December 1967, sec. A, p. 1, 6; 28 November 1969, sec. A, p. 6. 

'" St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 24 May, 1968. 
"'Wood, 1,6. 
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train station had changed."^ The combination of these conditions created the desolation 

of Union Station and downtown St. Louis. 

The hindsight of urban policy is rather clear. Authors Bemard Frieden and Lynne 

Sagalyn concisely summarize these suburbanization pattems. 

As the postwar boom got underway, the pressures for suburban grow1;h were 
overpowering. Even if central city officials had been fully aware of what was 
coming, nothing they could have done would have overcome the combined effects 
of economic recovery, life-style choices, new forms of mortgage finance, and 
changing indusfrial technology in time to make much of a difference. The 
circumstances that undermined central business districts were as complex and 
mutually reinforcing as those that had led to their creation."'* 

While this suburbanization pattem was not unique to St. Louis, it was acutely felt at its 

Union Station. The flight of citizens and businesses to the suburbs heightened the 

deterioration of the station and downtown as a whole. This abandonment of the urban 

core hastened the demise of the station's usefiilness. A vicious cycle began to advance. 

In 1967, the St. Louis Gateway Arch became the most recognizable icon in the 

city's skyline. Also, Lambert Airport and the interstates served as the new gateway into 

St. Louis. Despite the terminal's expressive form, Lambert is located far to the northwest 

of the St. Louis urban core, and traveling at sixty miles per hour offered little chance to 

charm or welcome visitors. Travelers were first introduced to the city by the isolated 

airport terminal or by speeding past on the freeway (Fig. 3.4). 

'" Grow, 8. 
"" Bemard Frieden and Lynne Sagalyn, Downtown. Inc.. (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT 

Press, 1989), 12. 
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Figure 3.4 Interstate 55/70 Bisects downtown St. Louis and the Mississippi 
Riverfront. 

Source: Postcard, "Saint Louis: The 630 foot Gateway Arch is the centerpiece of the 

Jefferson National Expansion Memorial," photograph by Joe Luman. 

Due to an initial flight from the central business district, the area surrounding 

Union Station decayed sharply. By the 1970's and after nearly two decades of persistent 

pattems of deterioration and desertion. Union Station represented the broken heart of a 

dead downtown."^ In these dark hours of Union Station's history, the opportunity for re

using the station rested in this disuse and abandonment. 

It is not difficult to understand that the fortunes of St. Louis Union Station were 

directly tied to the state of the American railroad industry which in turn was subject to 

urban policies and national transportation initiatives. However, it is important to 

recognize that the decline of many monumental urban train stations rested several steps 

' " Vincent C. Schoemel Jr., "Economics, Politics and City Design." Places (Summer 1990): 14. 
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along this series of causes. That is, the impact of these conditions was neither immediate 

nor direct and as Frieden and Sagalyn have suggested above, these changes were rather 

inevitable. 

In the case of Union Station, this type of decline persisted for decades. 

Eventually, the station was abandoned as both a freight and passenger rail station. It is 

this abandonment as a rail facility that provided an unlikely and often unrecognized set of 

conditions for its re-use. The loss of these routes, mostly passenger runs, highlighted the 

threat to St. Louis Union Station and the conditioning of its 1985 adaptive-use. 

Meanwhile the facility and its fiiture came into jeopardy. The re-use of the station 

became largely conditioned on a low initial purchase price, ease of programming the 

redevelopment, cind even a heightened awareness of the station's plight. As the train 

station's fortunes faded as a rail facility, one thing became certain: Union Station's future 

rested with something other than the American railroad industry. 

3.3 The Sentiment of the Users: 
The Significance of Union Station's Advocacy 

The silver lining to this cloud of decline could be found in the accoimts of the 

people who had used Union Station and found it a special and significant civic landmark. 

Quotes from St. Louisans are varied and numerous, each relating a common theme. That 

is, since 1894 Union Station had achieved a revered status as a place of great civic 

activity and identity. For example, in 1978 after the last train had departed Union 

Station, Linda Marsh of St. Louis stated, "People don't seem to care any more about the 
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romanticism of trains. And Union Station was romantic.""^ Another account declared, 

"it represented the end to a period in their lives or, in a more general sense, the 

termination of an era in St. Louis history, the cmmbling away of yet another piece of 

America.""^ Part of the romanticism of Union Station and train travel revolved around 

the social interaction on the trains. After the last run of the Missouri Pacific's "Pacific 

Eagle", the St. Louis Globe-Democrat reported the last of the colorful bridge games 

aboard the "Eagle". Offering no apologies to the cardsharks aboard the mn, a MoPac 

official stated at the final departure of the train, "The Missouri Pacific is reluctant to go 

out of any market, but economic forces simply outweigh sentiment.""* The railroads 

were no longer reason enough to bring people into the station (Figure 3.5). 

Figure 3.5 St. Louis Union Station - Midway, October 1968. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People, A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 111. 

" ' Feael, "The Spirit Pulls Out of Union Station," 1, 10. 
' " St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 18 April, 1969. 
" ' St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 17 December, 1961. 
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Even during these dark hours of decline, the role of people in the station remained 

clear. One longtime Union Station employee stated, "it was a beautiful station, especially 

during the war (World War II). There were always people here. . . It's just a shame the 

way they let it go. Why couldn't they keep it nice and clean like h was?"'" Likewise, 

the possibilities of new life for Union Station were duly noted. Another St. Louisan 

stated, "This building is a piece of history, like a living museum. I realize it is really just 

a big bam, but it has a lot of potential. Someone should be able to do something with 

it."'^" After the last train left Union Station, St. Louis Mayor James Conway declared that 

the landmark station would never be demolished imder his administration.'^' Many still 

held out hope for the beleaguered station. Unfortunately, there were still difficult lessons 

to leam about the station's fUture and the form of its vitality. 

3.3 The Search for New Vitality: 
The Significance of Union Station's Abandonment 

In 1970, the federal government came to the aid of the faltering passenger rail 

industry and created Amtrak, or more officially titled the National Rail Passenger 

System. The mission of Amtrak was to maintain a national passenger rail system, now 

nurtured by the federal government. The new program represented the last best hope for 

rail services at facilities like Union Station. Ironically, saving the undemsed rail system 

may have prevented sooner and better re-use of their historic and significant stations. 

' " Mike Feael, "The Spirit Pulls Out of Union Station," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 1 November 
1978, sec. A, p. 1, 10. 

'̂ ° Ibid. 
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At the St. Louis station, Amtrak utilized only two of forty-two tracks and would 

eventually stand in the way of the earliest efforts to re-use the facility. Hofsommer writes 

of Amtrak's origins at Union Station, "To be sure, only a wild-eyed optimist could be 

sanguine about the intercity passenger train in the United States and future of St. Louis 

Union Station.'"^^ 

Over the next several years, Amtrak stmggled in St. Louis and throughout the 

nation. Yet to the surprise of many, the service added and stabilized its presence in St. 

Louis and across America. Amtrak became so entrenched that its presence would 

actually become a hurdle to the re-programming and re-use of Union Station. After a 

contentious dispute over the rail carrier's role in the renovated station, Amtrak finally 

took up permanent residence in a temporary building just south and east of Union 

Station.'^^ 

Meanwhile in 1974, the original owners and operators of Union Station, the 

Terminal Railroad Association sold its interest in the station to the development group 

Union Centre Venture (UCV) for $2.5 million, half of the 1894 constmction cost. Led by 

Salt Lake City developer Wallace Wright, proposals surfaced for various renovation plans 

for Union Station. Not long after the sale of Union Station, a tedious legal battle 

developed between UCV and Amtrak. The case involved the lease agreement between 

'̂ ' Bill Cole, "Last Train to Leave Union Station Today to Sounds of Funeral Music," St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat. 31 October 1978, sec. A, p. 1, 6. 

'̂ ^ Hofsommer, 55. 
'" Bill Poe, "Amtrak Blames Move on Unsafe Union Station," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 2 

August, 1978, sec. A, 3. 
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Amtrak and the Terminal Railroad Association and its transition to the new owners.'" 

Aside from the details of the litigation, the conditions of Union Station's re-use were 

highlighted by the dispute. While Amtrak professed its intent to remain at Union Station, 

the new owners really had little incentive to maintain the facility for a lone rail carrier 

using only two tracks. In the end, the ability of Union Station's redevelopers to recognize 

the station's bleak future as a rail station proved to be a significant step towards its 

revitalization. 

In Washington, D.C. the presence of Amtrak provides a notably different example 

than the St. Louis redevelopment. First, Washington's Union Station continues its 

passenger rail service as part of its new program. The Inland Architect described the re

use, "Foremost, as originally intended, it is a working bustling transportation center - a 

tme gateway to the nation's Capitol. Secondly, it is a shopping/entertainment center that 

in its two year life-span has won popularity with visitors and local residents alike." The 

journal continued, "It is a living, breathing, exuberant train station."'^^ One would hope 

that the $70 million Amtrak contributed to the restoration and constmction created a 

"living, breathing" station.'^* In St. Louis, Amtrak added nothing but headaches and 

costly delays to the redevelopment process. The saga of Amtrak's presence in St. Louis 

is recorded in the following pages. The common sense placement of Amtrak facilities 

'̂ '' "Amtrak May Go to Court to Attempt to Avoid Eviction from Union Station," St. Louis Globe-
Democrat, 14 July, 1975, sec. A, 8; "Amtrak Will Get to Use Union Station 2 More Years," St. Louis 
Globe-Democrat, 15 July, 1978, sec. A, 4. 

' " Gordon and Stubbs, "The Triumph of Union Station," 44. 
''* Kuznik, 66. 
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was an unfulfilled goal at the St. Louis redevelopment. More importantly, the ordeal in 

St. Louis became a real albatross for the project's redevelopers. 

But several important differences exist between the Washington and St. Louis 

projects. First, Washington, D.C. is a tme destination, much more so than St. Louis. 

People arrived at Washington Union Station in order to visit Washington or work on 

Capitol Hill. People arrived at the St. Louis Union Station in order to catch the train to a 

final destination. Architecture magazine described the 1988 restoration in Washington as 

"regaining its rightful position as a restored train station and gateway to the nation's 

capitol.""' 

Second, Union Station in Washington, D.C. also serves as a hub for the city's 

commuter rail service. At the time of its revival, Washington's Union Station served 

nearly 10 million Metro and Amtrak passengers a year.'^* As a result, the station 

remained in the lives of the citizenry in a much more continuous and common way than 

had the St. Louis Union Station. Once the first painful revitalization steps were taken in 

St. Louis, debate began in eamest regarding the fiiture and best use of its decaying Union 

Station. The growing civic nostalgia certainly steered the debate. Without the fond 

memories of train service at Union Station, proposals for re-using it would not have been 

well received. 

Several proposals were weighed. Conversion to a Greyhound station, a shopping 

center, and a cultural center were all given consideration. On a larger scale, renovating 

' " Gordon and Stubbs, "The Rebirth of a Magnificent Monument," 68. 
•'* Kuznik, 69. 
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Union Station was viewed as imperative to the revitalization of the beleaguered Mill 

Creek Valley area of the city.'^' 

As backwards as it may seem, the last train to leave Union Station in 1978 was 

not necessarily the defeat it seemed. The first step toward its 1985 reuse was taken as the 

last train departed. In very significant ways, it cleared the way for the feasible adaptive-

use of St. Louis Union Station. The desertion of Union Station became the genesis of its 

rebirth. While the station in many respects had suffered a long and "lingering death," 

Union Station was poised the building's long and uncertain rise to its 1985 

revitalization.'^" 

Indirectly, the abandonment of existing buildings has been noted as a general 

condition for rehabilitation. However, understanding of abandonment's impact on 

historic preservation and adaptive-use remains elusive. Comprehensive research on 

abandonment and its urban impact was published in 1981 by authors Robert Burchel and 

David Listokin. Entitled The Adaptive Reuse Handbook: Procedures to Inventory, 

Control, Manage, and Reemploy Surplus Municipal Properties, this work studies a host 

of adaptive-use conditions ranging from planning and property inventory, neighborhood 

dynamics of abandonment, and integrated strategies.'^' While The Adaptive Reuse 

Handbook represents the most complete study of adaptive-use and its conditions, it has 

grown obsolete. First, the 1981 publication is based on data recorded during 1978. 

' " Hofsommer, 53. 
"" St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 24 May, 1968. 
"' Robert W. Burchell and David Listokin, The Adaptive Reuse Handbook: Procedures to 

Inventory. Control. Manage, and Reemploy Surplus Municipal Properties. (Piscataway, New Jersey: The 

77 



Along with examples of reuse successes and failures, nearly two decades of preservation 

and tax law has passed since then. 

Also, the work is written for policy makers and it focuses heavily on residential 

abandonment and reuse.'^^ Even with antiquated data, St. Louis Union Station's example 

does not fall squarely into the framework of the Handbook. The publication does not 

directly address the conditions and trends in commercial reuse of monumental urban 

properties. While a solid basis for adaptive-use study, the Handbook seems to only 

scratch the surface of reuse understanding and application. 

Since 1981, another group of researchers has created a body of work which looks 

at the specific phenomenon of abandoned buildings. These studies specifically explore 

the impact abandoned properties have on American cities. Termed "Temporarily 

Obsolete Abandoned Derelict Sites," or TOADS, these properties were reported to cause 

three sorts of civic problems; social, economic, and technical.'^^ Three articles comprise 

the body of this research, with publication dates of 1990, 1992, 1994. These articles 

point to several abandonment issues that are relevant to this thesis' discussion of 

abandonment. First, the investigations record that the bulk of research on this topic 

focuses on residential neighborhoods and properties. This seems to reaffirm one of the 

voids in abandonment study highlighted by The Adaptive-Use Handbook.'^'' 

Center for Urban Policy Research, 1981), 1-7; The text is completed with statistical and other data sets 
about abandonment, revitalization, and neighborhood characteristics. 

'"Ibid., 17. 
' " Michael R. Greenberg, Frank J. Popper, and Bemadette M. West, "The TOADS: A New 

American Urban Epidemic," Urban Affairs Quarterly 25 n. 3 (March 1990): 435-454. 
''" Ibid., 439; Michael R. Greenberg, Frank J. Popper, Bemadette M. West, and Dona Shcnieder, 

"TOADS Go to New Jersey: Implications for Land Use and Public Health in Mid-sized and Large US 
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In the body of the work is a series of statistics that review the impact of TOADS 

in America's cities. Greenberg and Popper have even developed comparisons between 

large and mid-size cities. However, the research lacks a review of TOADS in relation to 

historic preservation or the redevelopment of historic or monumental properties.'^^ 

However, two conditions of the Union Station example fall outside the study's 

scope. First, the research does not review any properties that serve as a public facility or 

possess a monumental status within the community. The publications pose questions and 

offer conclusions without regard to facility type or usage. Second, the Greenberg and 

Popper research does not address the role of a property's vacancy in its re-use success. 

Perhaps the most common examples of abandonment conditioning re-use come 

from what has been defined as "urban homesteading." This preservation strategy 

operates just as the original Homestead Act of the last century. In general terms, some 

goveming body deeds under utilized property to a citizen at little or no cost. In retum, 

that citizen ~ or "homesteader"-- agrees to occupy and improve that property over a 

specified length of time. At the end of that period, the homesteader retains ownership of 

the property, if it has been continuously occupied and improvements have been made. If 

these requirements have not been met, the property then reverts back to the goveming 

body's ownership. The strategy was wildly successful in opening America's vast West to 

Cities," Urban Studies 29 n.l (1992): 117-125; Michael R. Greenberg and Frank J. Popper, "Finding 
Treasure in TOADS," Planning 60 n. 4 (April 1994): 24-28. 

'" Greenberg, et al., "A New Urban Epidemic," 436; Nevertheless, several general conclusions 
can apply to this review of the St. Louis Union Station redevelopment. These studies report that TOADS 
"frequently deter new development. They undermine a community, lower property values, and encourage 
fiirther abandonment." 
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migration and expansion.'^^ As a 20th century preservation technique, it has achieved 

national recogmtion and poshive results. The most reported examples include efforts to 

help the poor and indigent to claim, improve, and own property. However, urban 

homesteading does not seem likely to dramatically change the cycles of decline in urban 

American, nor is it necessarily expected to do so. '" 

The Union Station revitalization does not represent a tme urban homesteading 

example. There was never such a formal agreement between the city and the station's 

redevelopers. Perhaps the story of Union Station's decline and abandonment can best be 

defined as a broader, more informal example of the urban homesteading principle. In 

some ways, the case of Union Station's desertion and the urban homesteading principle 

lends credibility to each other. The urban homesteading theory presents a body of 

examples similar to Union Station's abandonment and redevelopment pattem. In retum, 

the commercial re-use of the abandoned train station demonstrates a broader application 

of the urbam homesteading principle; an application that includes monumental civic 

stmctures. 

In St. Louis, a general state of confiision and lack of vision confronted the 

partnerships that attempted to revitalize Union Station. Non-St. Louisans would be first 

to take the initiative of re-using the station while the local citizenry and business 

' " Burchell and Listokin, 296-7; see also: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, The Urban 
Homestead Catalogue (Washington, D.C: Government Printing Office, 1977); James W. Hughes and 
Kenneth D. Bleakly Jr., Urban Homesteading (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Center for Urban 
Policy Research, 1975). 
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community remained largely idle. One St. Louisan has noted this specific civic attitude. 

Author Mary Bartley writes. 

There has been a willingness in St. Louis to ignore our own history - somehow the 
history of other cities is more impressive to us. (Despite the architectural and 
historic treasures found in the city), St. Louisans appreciate similar historic 
buildings and sites elsewhere, and have happily trooped off to eastern cities to 
view their row houses and historic monuments.'^* 

These attitudes continue today in St. Louis, even helping to create "harder realities, 

including difficult economic issues and negative attitudes toward preservation."'^' 

Bartley further notes the vacant status of some St. Louis' most significant stmctures, 

describing then as "symbols of decay and indifference."''"' 

This is not necessarily an indictment of St. Louis, its city-state, local investors, or 

citizens. It is primarily a continuation of the apathy and inaction that in so many ways 

hastened and intensified the historic station's decline and desertion. It is perhaps most 

important to recognize that for a variety of reasons, the people of St. Louis neglected one 

of their most valuable civic assets. The result of this civic neglect was the alarming 

desertion that effected the station and its redevelopment. It further suggests that other 

interests, foreign to the St. Louis community, would be instrumental in the adaptive-use 

of Union Station. 

By 1985, the conditions established by the desertion of Union Station should have 

appeared, were generally unrecognized. With Union Station no longer serving as a rail 

hub, the developers of the facility enjoyed greater freedom in programming and 

'^' Mary Bartley, St. Louis Lost. (St. Louis: Virginia Publishing Co., 1994), 2. 
'"Ibid., 188. 



promoting a renovated station. In addition, the station's desertion raised awareness of the 

uncertainty of Union Station's future. With the departure of the last train from Union 

Station in 1978, Theodore Link's 1895 Romanesque Revival station was free to be re

used and begin a new service to St. Louis. 

'Ibid., 189. 
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CHAPTER 4: 

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS 

AS A CONDITION FOR ADAPTIVE-USE 

4.1 An Introduction to Chapter 4 

This thesis identifies four conditions that emerged from the public-private 

partnerships that surrounded St. Louis Union Station. First, the record of a project's 

past is an important condition that this thesis identifies. Even before interpreting the 

cause and effects of these sorts of failures and achievements, it is first necessary to 

recognize that such a record exists. 

The misfortunes of the first redevelopment efforts left behind a lucrative 

foundation for the station's successfiil revitalization. The second condition identifies 

that entering an ongoing, or even beleaguered or embattled redevelopment situation 

offers certain advantages. The lessons leamed from the failed efforts at Union Station 

are applicable to current projects that are stalled somewhere along the adaptive-use 

process. 

The role of the local participant represents the third condition of adaptive-use 

found within the web of public private partnerships. The antagonism of earlier 

revitalization was relieved by the mere presence of the local player. 

Lastly, a joint effort to secure the final project fimding became a common 

cause that furthered the project's goodwill status. This sort of teamwork can be 

viewed as a condition for re-use. On broader scale, this web of partnerships 
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surrounding the project presents the most instmctive re-use conditions at Union 

Station. 

4.2 Wallace Wright: 
The Significance of Union Station's First Redeveloper 

Much of Union Station's redevelopment process was well underway before 

the station's abandonment became beneficial. The 1970's and 1980's were the time 

during which Union Station's rich history finally came to outweigh the hardship and 

decline of the previous twenty years. During this period a series of public and private 

partnerships formed to redevelop the decaying civic monument. The partnerships 

involved with Union Station are perhaps best ordered by three general categories. 

The first partnerships are distinct in their pioneering interest in the adaptive-use of the 

train station. The second grouping includes the partnerships that guided the 

redevelopment efforts to completion. This accomplishment makes these partnerships 

most distinctive. Meanwhile, a third entity maintained a presence and interest 

throughout this phase of Union Station's renovation. That entity was the community 

of St. Louis, which at times was simultaneously an advocate and an impediment to 

the adaptive-use of the deteriorating train station. 

Beginning in the 1970s, Union Station's adaptive-use progressed in a more 

positive way than the previous decades of decline and deterioration. In some ways, 

the first serious efforts to redevelop Union Station were the most influential. 

Although these initial ventures failed, they did initiate the process of re-using the 
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station. This simple act of being first coupled with establishing a foundation for the 

feasibility of adaptive-use makes these partnerships significant. However, as the 

1980s demonstrated, the process of renovating Union Station was not to be a simple 

matter. Similarly, the instmctive pattems of these original redevelopment plans were 

also rather complicated. Nonetheless, several basic lessons present themselves after a 

review of the early redevelopment effects at Union Station. 

In January of 1973, a group named Castle Building and Development Co. led 

by Harry Gurwich of Miami, purchased Union Station from the original owners and 

operators of Union Station, the Terminal Railway Association and announced a $150 

million redevelopment plan.''" The Florida developer admitted that redevelopment 

and adaptive-use projects were new to him and his inexperience quickly showed.'"^ 

By November of 1974, the project had stalled with little more accomplished than a 

half-baked feasibility study.'''^ Gurwich and the Florida based owners were neither 

experienced enough nor interested enough to take on a reuse project of Union 

Station's magnitude. To the group's credit, they at least recognized when to remove 

themselves from the difficult project. While Castle Building and Development Co. 

had indeed purchased the station from the original TRRA group, they can hardly be 

credited with initiating the process of Union Station's adaptive-use. It seems too 

much was promised and too little accomplished for such an assessment. Over the 

"" Sally Thran, "Union Station Reported Sold to Florida Developer," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
6 July 1973, sec. A, p. 1, 5; "Union Station Likely to be Refiirbished," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 8 July, 
1973,sec. A, 6. 

'"̂  Thran, "Union Station Reported Sold," 1, 5; "Union Station Studies Under Way," St. Louis 
Post-Dispatch, 13 July 1973, sec. B, p. 3. 
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course of the next ten years the Castle Building and Development Co. may have been 

grateful for their early exit. Things only became more complicated and more 

expensive. 

In any event, the redevelopment made a smooth and quiet transition to a group 

of investors with a more defined vision of a revitalized Union Station. The station 

quickly was passed into the hands of a Denver attomey, Bmce Paul. In December of 

1975, Paul added Utah developer Wallace Wright as a partner.'"" Wright had real 

estate development experience, having successfully renovated Trolley Square in Salt 

Lake City in the late 1960s.'"' 

Wallace Wright possessed a reputable background as a redeveloper of historic 

properties. In 1969, he had acquired a deteriorating trolley car shed on the edge of 

Salt Lake City. He promptly renovated portions of the space that instituted a cycle of 

prosperity and redevelopment in the area. By late 1975, at the time of Wright's 

entrance into the St. Louis Union Station saga. Trolley Square had been infused with 

over $11,000,000 in investments and housed over 115 varied and thriving tenants.'"^ 

The condition of Union Station when Wright became involved may have seemed 

discouraging to St. Louisans who cherished its better days, but for Wright the station 

was a jewel. He compared the decaying condition of Union Station with the inherited 

'"' "Tight Money is the Brakeman on Plans for Union Station," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 18 
November, 1974, sec. A, 13. 

'•"* "At Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 2 January, 1976, sec. B, 4. 
'"' Virginia McCarthy, "Trolley Square: A Plan for Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 8 

February, 1976, sec. E, 4, 6, 9; Victor Schlich, "Trolley Square," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 19 April, 
1977; "Ongoing Projects: Arrow Press Square and Trolley Square, Salt Lake City," Utah Architect no. 
53 (Summer 1973): 13-17. 

'"̂  St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 10 April, 1977. 
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state of Trolley Square, "You should have seen Trolley Square when I first bought it. 

Compared with that. Union Station today is a gem.'""' 

Wright's success in Salt Lake City can largely be attributed to a determined 

and optimistic attitude. In explaining the simple and speculative financial 

arrangement on which the Trolley Square renovation was founded, he stated: "I got a 

banker friend of mine from Salt Lake City to come talk with me over the property and 

listen to what I planned to do. He said, 'Well, I'll give you $1,000,000. You go out 

and spend that and come back. If I like what you did with the first million, then I'll 

give you more.'" By 1977, the First Security Bank of Utah had invested $8 million 

more into the project.'"^ Wright apparently demonstrated an ability to make a retum 

on an investor's capital. It is also apparent that Wright delivered a degree of skill and 

astute developing strategy to the St. Louis project. He proceeded in St. Louis with the 

same sort of abandon that had served him well at Trolley Square. The St. Louis 

Globe-Democrat described Wright as "a visionary, a pipe dreaming image maker with 

ambitious 'pie in the sky' plans - but then you remember he did it in Salt Lake City, 

and he's determined to do it here."'"' 

Unfortunately, the exponential complications of the larger St. Louis project 

made such daring and speculative redevelopment a more muddled affair (Figs. 4.1, 

4.2, 4.3, 4.4). 

'^' Ibid. 
"" Ibid. 
'"' Charles J. Oswald, "Union Station being Cast in a New Light," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 

7 April 1976, sec. A, p. 3. 
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Figure 4.1 Trolley Square, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Source: Postcard, "Salt Lake City Utah: This aerial view of Salt Lake 

City shows the city's most unusual shopping center. Trolley Square," 
Mountain West Prints, 1995, photograph by Don Green Photography. 

Figure 4.2 Trolley Square, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Source: Brochure, "Visiting Historic Trolley Square," Trolley Square Management 

Office, 2. 
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Figure 4.3 Trolley Square, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
Source: Postcard, "Trolley Square: Salt Lake City, Utah," Mountain West Prints, 

photograph by Charles D. Thomas. 

Figure 4.4 Trolley Square, Salt Lake City, Utah. 
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With Wright's leadership and experience. Union Centre Venture was formed 

in 1976 , with a plan for a hotel and retail development, and a $4 million loan from 

Colorado Federal Savings and Loan in Denver."" Even though Wallace Wright and 

Union Centre Venture were not the very first to undertake the renovation project, their 

efforts are significant for several reasons. First, Wright brought a respectable amount 

of redevelopment experience to the fledgling project. His leadership in renovating 

Trolley Square in Salt Lake City even suggested that he was peirticularly skilled as a 

redeveloper. Second and no less significant, through Wright, Union Centre Venture 

maintained a noble amount of determination and resolve in reusing St. Louis Union 

Station. Wright's success in Salt Lake City demonsfrated a pattem of determination 

and noble intentions.'^' These are traits not necessarily associated with developers, 

nor are they singularly remarkable, nevertheless, in 1976 in St. Louis they did 

combine to create a formidable challenge to a difficult task. In short, Wallace Wright 

and Union Centre Venture were the first viable development partnership which held a 

reasonable chance for success. It is this spirit of viability in which Wallace Wright 

and Union Centre Venture can be considered as the first partnership to undertake 

Union Station's reuse. The St. Louis Post-Dispatch declared that with Wright's 

entrance "an important step has been taken and that is reassuring."'" Also, the efforts 

and labor of Wright and UCV defined the conditions that later redevelopers at Union 

"° Brad Riesenberger, "Union Station Hope: 'Anchor Tenant,'" St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 1 
October 1976; "51,000,000 Plan to Renovate Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 5 February 
1976, sec. B, p. 1. 

'" McCarthy, "Trolley Square: A Plan for Union Station," 4, 6, 9; William Poe, "He Wants to 
Preserve Union Station," St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 21 May 1978, sec. G, p. 3. 

' " "At Union Station," 4. 
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Station inherited. Unfortunately, as grand and noble as Union Centre Venture's 

intentions may have been, and as diligent its efforts, the group's endeavor failed after 

three brief years. 

During these years, the first serious accomplishment by Union Centre Venture 

was securing tax abatements from the city of St. Louis. Receiving tax abatements 

from the city was no simple feat, even for a project of Union Station's prominence. 

First, the Community Development Agency reviewed the project proposal. Then 

upon approval, the proposal went before the Community Development Commission, 

a group composed of city reviewers and private citizens. Recommendation by the 

Community Development Commission moved the proposal to the city's Board of 

Alderman for final action regarding the request for tax abatement through the 353 

Redevelopment Plan. This approval allowed the developer to pay no taxes on 

renovations and improvements in a redevelopment effort for the first ten years. For 

the next fifteen years, only half of the assessed value of the property was taxable.'" 

A mild dispute empted over the absence of any firm lease agreements in the 

redeveloper's package, within the Union Centre Venture project. Nevertheless, Union 

Centre Venture's proposal package moved swiftly through committee and was 

approved by the Board of Alderman on December 17, 1976 by a 24-1 vote.''" The tax 

abatements were perceived as an important step in the redevelopment process. Also, 

Wright seemed to use the community's hope for the project to leverage the tax 

' " Gerald M. Boyd, "Backs Tax Abatements For Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 20 
August 1976, sec. B, p. 1. 

"" William F. Vogler, "Tax Benefit Voted for Station Project," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 17 
December 1976, sec. A, p. 3. 
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benefits. While describing his plans for re-using Union Station, Wright stated, "Of 

course, all of this is contingent on the project's being accepted by the city fathers 

under the 353 Redevelopment Plan.'"" Unfortunately, securing city tax relief would 

be the last easy, and tangible achievement for Union Centre Venture. 

The most serious entanglement Union Centre Venture encoimtered was with 

Amtrak. It was a lengthy and costly ordeal. In 1975 when Union Centre Venture 

acquired the station, Amtrak's lease at the facility provided the only income for the 

redeveloper.''* However, the presence of the rail carrier at the station represented a 

lingering obstacle for Wright's redevelopment efforts. Amtrak over the following 

years became a drag on the redevelopment process in three basic ways. 

First, the very presence of the passenger service at Union Station prevented 

the sweeping renovations and preservation intended for the facility. At Union 

Station, Amtrak utilized only two of the station's 42 tracks and stood in the way of 

the earliest efforts to re-use the facility. Donovan Hofsommer writes of Amtrak's 

origins at the station, "To be sure, only a wild-eyed optimist could be sanguine about 

the intercity passenger train in the United States and future of St. Louis Union 

Station."'" Over the next several years, Amtrak stmggled in St. Louis and throughout 

the nation. Yet to the surprise of many and the chagrin of future redevelopers, the 

service added and stabilized its presence in St. Louis and across America. By the late 

' " Oswald, "Union Station being Cast in a New Light," 3. 
•" "Amtrak May Go to Court," 4; "Amtrak Will Get to Use Union Station," 8. 
' " Hofsommer, 55. 
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1970's, Amfrak was so entrenched that its presence became a hurdle to the re-

programming and re-use of Union Station. 

Not long after Union Centre Venture acquired the station, a tedious legal 

battle developed between the redeveloper and Amtrak. The case involved the lease 

between Amtrak and the Terminal Railroad Association and the agreement's 

transition to the new owners.''* While Amtrak professed its intent and desire to 

remain at Union Station, Union Centre Venture really had little incentive to maintain 

the facility for a lone rail carrier using only two tracks. Originally, UCV reluctantly 

agreed to lease the station's facilities to Amtrak. However, little was done to 

maintain, nevermind improve the station. This type of passive negligence prompted 

an Amtrak official to state during negotiations for a second lease term, "Have you 

seen what we're getting? It's junk." By this time. Union Centre Venture openly 

identified Amtrak's presence as an obstacle was to Union Station's redevelopment. 

In July of 1975, a spokesman from Union Centre Venture reported to the St. Louis 

Globe-Democrat, "Amtrak uses too much space to allow development to begin of 

restaurants, a motel, and specialty shops at Union Station."'^' 

After a lawsuit settlement resulted in a tentative agreement, Amtrak 

abandoned its lease at the station and was relocated to a "temporary stmcture." The 

"temporary" trailer stmcture still houses St. Louis' Amtrak terminal. It is a 

unfortunate entrance to the city and stands as a symbol of Amtrak's inept and 

haphazard leadership in St. Louis during the late 1970's. 

"'* "Amtrak May Go to Court," 4; "Amtrak Will Get to Use Union Station," 8 

93 



The conflict took a second direction once it was determined that Amtrak 

would not be accommodated within the main terminal facility. That is, Union Centre 

Venture had the rather clever suggestion that Amtrak use one of Union Station's outer 

buildings as its terminal. Wright and UCV presented a case in which Amtrak would 

save substantial money in renovating the existing Railway Express Building (REA). 

In addition, Amtrak would serve as a much needed anchor tenant for Wright's entire 

redevelopment plan. Such a tenant would make enticing investors and tenants a much 

easier sale. For a brief moment it appeared that the initial lease conflict between 

UCV and Amtreik would be resolved with a solution that would benefit everyone 

involved. 

In early, 1977 Amtrak requested a proposal from UCV to accommodate a new 

terminal within the redevelopment and under an established $5 million cost ceiling.'^" 

The proposal was for Amtrak to move into the Railway Express building in the Union 

Station complex, just south of the train shed. However, the initial cost of the proposal 

was beyond Amtrak's means. Wallace Wright and Union Centre Venture pitched the 

project as a less expensive, long-term altemative to a brand new facility for Amtrak. 

Union Centre Venture claimed that the rail carrier's yearly operating costs would 

compensate for the higher initial budget.'*' Wright and UCV also hoped that the 

presence of the Amtrak terminal would lead to more guaranteed tenants and leases 

which would greatly spur further investment. 

' " "Amtrak May Go to Court," 4. 
"° Robert Adams, "Developer Told to Plan Depot At Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

5 January 1977, sec. E, p. 1; Robert L. Joiner, "U.S. Historic Site Unit Against Amtrack Depot," St, 
Louis Post-Dispatch. 4 March 1977, sec. E, p. 1. 
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Prior to this newfound geniality and partnership, Amtrak had planned to 

constmct a new station west of Ewing Avenue in downtown St. Louis. This plan was 

not well received within the community. The city, local congressman, and St. Louis 

newspapers all voiced support for UCV's altemative.'" In March of 1977, Amtrak 

abmptly rejected the Union Centre Venture proposal citing an initial cost saving of 

over $1,000,000. Amtrak also claimed that the Ewing Avenue site provided better 

expansion possibilities. Amtrak's decision left two issues unaddressed. An estimated 

annual operating cost savings of $84,000 was part of Wright's package, and the need 

for expansion needs after nearly two decades of passenger traffic decline was 

dubious.'*^ To say that the REA building site and Union Centre Venture's proposal 

failed to address Amtrak's phantom concem for expansion demonstrates the lack of 

common sense within the dispute. Moreover, the two decades during which Amtrak 

remained housed in two "temporary" trailers further testified to the rail carrier's 

foolishness in St. Louis. 

The third drag on Union Centre Venture's progress came in a rather general 

way. Amtrak failed to make any of these decisions in a prompt or decisive manner. 

If the rail service had simply made any swift and definitive choices in its dealings 

with Wright and Union Centre Venture, the entire process would have been greatly 

streamlined. While the bureaucracies at Amtrak and the federal government delayed. 

'*' Poe, "Amtrak Blames Move on Unsafe Union Station," 3; 22 March, 1977. 
' " Ibid. 
' " Ibid.; Joiner, "U.S. Historic Site Unit Against Amtrack Depot," 4; 8 March, 1977; 25 

October, 1978. 
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UCV's $4 million loan accmed significant interest. It came to the point that any 

decision from Amtrak would have been welcome. 

This third failing of Union Centre also became evident in the group's general 

lack of progress outside the Amtrak portion of the project. Because of the 

redeveloper's concentration of resources focused on Amtrak, the group led by Wright 

never formulated a definitive plan for Union Station's adaptive-use. Several 

proposals were weighed, but were never effectively developed. Conversion to a 

sports club, home for the city's museum of transportation, as well as a plan similar to 

today's shopping and hotel program were all given consideration.'*" While none of 

the proposals attracted serious backing from investors or commitments from potential 

tenants, the process of redevelopement and adaptive-use had at last been initiated. 

This lack of focus, probably perceived as flexibility by the redeveloper, seemed to 

ultimately damage Union Centre Venture's chances for success. Without a focused 

reuse plan, Wright and UCV were imable to market the possibilities of the station's 

adaptive-use to interested investors and tenants. 

Unfortunately, UCV and Amtrak never came close to agreeing on a price for 

renovating and leasing the REA building. Finally, Amtrak's delays and red tape 

strangled the entire deal. A St. Louis Post Dispatch editorial concisely interpreted the 

impact of Amtrak's and UCV's fallout: 

Still we remain confident that Union Station is going to be recycled regardless 
of what Amtrak has done in this case, although the size of the financial 
problem may have been somewhat enlarged because of it. Earnings from the 

'^ Poe, "He Wants to Preserve Union Station," 3; Philip Sutin, "Stadium Proposed to Revive 
Union Station Area," St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 5 October, 1978, sec. B, 1. 
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refiirbishing of the Railway Express Building might have provided some of 
the seed money enabling the Union Station redevelopment to get off the 
ground.'" 

After grappling with the monolithic Amtrak agency, the real cost to Wallace 

Wright was not just the loss of a potential anchor tenant. The most damaging 

consequence was the lost time and expended energy. By the middle of 1978, the 

project was largely dead in the water and the mortgage holder was calling for its 

delinquent loan to be brought up to date. There was even the gentle threat by 

Colorado Federal that the mortgage was going to be sold to a developer with plans to 

demolish Union Station. With time running out and foreclosure proceedings 

underway, Wallace Wright steered the redevelopment project into a certain delay. He 

filed bankmptcy and would wait to settle the matter in court. It was not necessarily a 

noble maneuver, but it bought Wright the time he needed to complete his 

development and fimd raising. 

The significance of Wright's entrance, and eventual exit, in the story of Union 

Station's renovation lies more in the breadth of his efforts than in his marginal 

success. Wright was the first viable redeveloper in the history of Union Station. As 

such, his endeavor as redeveloper should be noted as a condition of the adaptive-use 

project. None of Wright's and Union Centre Venture's stmggles during the late 

1970's singularly represent a defining condition of the station's re-use. However, the 

sum of these actions and incremental achievements is worth noting. They established 

' " "Amtrak Reneges." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 13 March 1979, sec. B, p. 2. 
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much of the foundation upon which later re-use efforts were built. The mbble from 

UCV's failure served as the foundation for the station's future re-use efforts. 

Wallace Wright accomplished a difficult task through the work of Union 

Centre Venture. Dealing with Amtrak and government bureaucracies was a 

seemingly fmitless, yet necessary task. For Wright and UCV, the Amtrak ordeal 

became an obstacle to Union Station's adaptive-use. Nevertheless, the encounter was 

significant. It became apparent that it was necessary to untangle and eventually sever 

the strings attached to Amtrak's presence at Union Station. Wright and UCV sifted 

through the Amtrak mess, leaving a much more certain and stable climate for the 

redevelopers who followed. 

The tedious chore of highlighting the financial package necessary to complete 

the Union Station adaptive-use also was a thankless yet critical foundation. In 

addition, Wallace Wright exposed St. Louis' lack of local financial interest in the 

project. His optimism, proven success, and secured out-of-town capital could not 

sway the conservative investment tendencies of the St. Louis banking community. 

However, without Wright and his efforts through the UCV, the parameters and 

expectations of at-home investment from St. Louisans would not have been 

established. In these ways, Wright's efforts foreshadowed the conditions and 

difficulties later redevelopers would face. 

In general, Wright was significant because he was first. That is, the first 

redeveloper who had experience in adaptive-use projects; the first to actually have a 

chance of successfully completing the Union Station renovation; the first to have a 
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vision of a reused Union Station; and the first to establish tax abatements and a 

dialogue with civic interests. He also was the first to be engaged enough in the 

process to highlight and identify the major issues that would define the economic 

parameters of this reuse endeavor. In this rather general way UCV smoothed the way 

for Oppenheimer Properties and the Rouse Corporation to complete the financing and 

reuse of the station. On these grounds, Wright's efforts through Union Centre 

Venture demonstrate a failed endeavor that was instmctively, if not financially, 

profitable. 

In retrospect, Wallace Wright and Union Centre Venture serves as both a 

warning and a lesson in the process of re-using monumental civic structures. As a 

warning, their experience may especially apply to those who initiate similar projects. 

It may not be particularly original to caution developers and preservationists about the 

financial uncertainties of initiating such a project, however, it is a message worth 

repeating. Those who are first on the redevelopment scene assume greater risk than 

those who come along and continue the initial work. Those who are first must face 

the great unknown and unidentified conditions of an adaptive-use project. Those who 

follow have the luxury of knowing the parameters and attachments a re-use project is 

likely to maintain. Redevelopers should expect the xmexpected and plan on it to being 

bad news. 

Wright and UCV also provide this valuable lesson to those who may enter into 

an ongoing re-use situation. The education lies in recognizing the potential for 

insightful instmction. This type of instmction rests in the efforts of those who have 
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gone before us. It is really little more than a raised historic awareness ~ for historic 

preservationists. As preservationist E. Blaine Cliver stated, "Preservation now has a 

past, one from which we can leam but may have to alter."'^* 

Understanding the circumstances and pitfalls surrounding those who failed 

before us may again be drawing an obvious conclusion, yet the point is still worth 

noting. Even before interpreting the significance of past events and partnerships, it is 

first necessary to recognize that such information exists. That is the key. The 

circumstances surrounding 2iny adaptive-use project are so varied and unique that 

generalizing interpretations is often inaccurate and ineffective. However, the ability 

to recognize that such a record often exists may in itself prove to be a noteworthy 

condition for urban adaptive-use projects at the monumental urban scale. 

Unfortunately, many projects do not receive such a second chance. These 

sorts of preservation crisis interventions often present only a single opportunity to 

rescue the building. However, this is a rather different situation, almost soley focused 

on saving a historic property from the immediate threat of the headache ball. It seems 

somewhat removed from the well reasoned and methodical redevelopment projects 

like St. Louis Union Station. Deep, and liquid, pockets seem most effective in these 

examples where the benefit of time is absent. 

Perhaps more often, many re-use efforts languish in a sort of redevelopment 

purgatory. They are significant enough to fend off demolition, but cannot spur the 

investment needed to undertake or complete the project. It is these examples, each 

"' Cliver, in Past Meets Future. 177. 
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likely stalled at different points in the process, which may present an unrecognized 

segment of historic properties which hold a similarily unrecognized advantage to a 

renewed adaptive-use initiative. 

4.3 Oppenheimer Properties: 
The Significance of Deep Pockets 

In 1979, Oppenheimer Properties of New York purchased Union Station with 

the clear intent of continuing the redevelopment efforts of Union Centre Venture and 

Wallace Wright. Oppenheimer's entrance represents the second group of partnerships 

and interests that conditioned the Union Station renovation. Not only is the New 

York firm the second redevelopment group which influenced the station's revival; 

Oppenheimer's work at Union Station in St. Louis also marks a notable element in the 

redevelopment process. That element is the value of someone to tidy up the financial 

mess left by past adaptive-use endeavors, especially those in urban settings and on a 

larger scales. 

Oppenheimer wasted little time in establishing a new and focused effort to 

complete the Union Station renovation. Armed with a detailed list of conditions for 

its assumption of Union Centre Venture's outstanding debt, Oppenheimer established 

the new course for the redevelopment at the bankmptcy hearings.'*^ Wallace Wright 

had used the time he had bought himself in bankmptcy proceedings to sell 

' " Richard Weiss, "Banker Shows Interest in Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. I 
February, 1979, sec. A, 1,4. 
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Oppenheimer on reviving the project.'^' The bankmpt and pioneering Salt Lake City 

redeveloper and the New York based banking firm made complimentary if unlikely 

alliance. Wright was daring and perhaps even visionary in building the foundations 

of Union Station's adaptive-use financing. Oppenheimer had the clout and the 

expertise to complete that vision. 

While ownership of the train station was tied up in bankmptcy court, Wright 

attempted to lure major hotel groups into the dying Union Station deal. He seemed to 

have little luck until Oppenheimer expressed a mild interest.'^' Soon the pieces came 

together. What Oppenheimer properties brought into the mix was a recently acquired 

part ownership of Omni Hotels Intemational. The hotel portion of the Union Station 

program was a natural match to this new segment of Oppenheimer's holdings.'^" 

Still, Oppenheimer wanted a limited risk. Moreover, the New York firm 

seems to have understood the advantages that their introduction to the project 

afforded; the ability to dictate a favorable set of circumstances before plunging into 

the reorganized development partnership. In a letter introduced by Wallace Wright 

during bankmptcy proceedings, the New York financiers expressed a non-binding 

interest in the station project. Oppenheimer was not about to dive into the Union 

Station renovation with the same bravado and abandon that eventually caught up with 

"* Richard H. Weiss, "Plans for Union Station May Get Back On Track." St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, 8 October 1978, sec. A, p. 1, 12; "Union Station 'Saved' On Steps of Civil Courts," St. 
Louis Post-Dispatch. 28 October 1978, sec. A, p. 3; "Plans for Union Station Found Wanting As 
Museum Site, Official Says." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 29 October 1978, sec. A, p. 1, 12; Geoff 
Dubson, "The Last 'All Abourd' Echoes Away." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 30 October 1978, sec. A, p. 
1,9. 

" ' Richard H. Weiss and Edward H. Kohn, "Union Station Developer Seeking More Time to 
Attract New Funds." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 2 February 1979, sec. A, p. 6. 
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Wright and Union Centre Venture. Their interest was contingent on an explicit set of 

conditions focused on the city's involvement and support of the project. First, the 

city of St. Louis was to obtain a "people mover" or some means of public 

transportation to connect Union Station with other activity nodes in downtown. Next, 

the city was asked to initiate its own improvement program for the area surrounding 

Union Station. Then Oppenheimer highlighted the need for tax abatements as part of 

any improvement imtiative. In its final prerequisite involving the city, Oppenheimer 

asked for the city's agreement to assist the new redeveloper in acquiring federal funds 

to aid in financing the project.'" 

The outgoing Union Centre Venture partnership was saddled with two 

conditions of its own. First, UCV was required to "satisfactorily" settle its ongoing 

litigation with Amtrak over the REA building renovation. Second, the partners of 

Union Centre Venture were to withdraw from the project. After nearly five years of 

nearly fruitless efforts, it was a bittersweet exit for UCV. Finally, Oppenheimer 

established one last condition that was to be met by themselves. The entire 

expression of interest was contingent upon securing a company of "sufficient size 

and stature to complete the constmction and retail leasing of the project.""^ The 

headaches at the Union Station project made it lucrative for someone with the time 

and ability to solve the problems. It also helped that Union Station was never really 

'™ Jo Mannies, "Next Two Weeks Crucial to Union Station Project." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
12 October 1980, sec. D, p. 1, 8; 26 April, 1979. 

' ' ' Ibid.; Weiss, "Banker Shows Interest," 1, 4. 
"̂  Weiss, "Banker Shows Interest," 1, 4. 
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threatened by demolition. This allowed Oppenheimer to proceed with patience, 

caution, and reasonable security. 

Some caution was expressed at Oppenheimer's low-risk entrance into the 

project. In bankmptcy court, Colorado Federal lawyers challenged Oppenheimer 

President James Levi, "If your best efforts are not sufficient, are you then free to walk 

away without further obligation to the debtors or the creditors?'"" This was indeed 

the case. However, it was explained that such conditions were typical in this type of 

agreement. Nevertheless, there was no one else who offered a solution to Wallace 

Wright's bankmptcy and Colorado Federal's foreclosure. On such grounds, 

Oppenheimer entered the Union Station project. 

The most striking characteristic of Oppenheimer's new deal was its reliance 

only on out-of-town money (which came to be termed "foreign"). The New York 

financiers held a national reputation and enough investment muscle to all but assure 

the fiiture economics of the project. Financing from the St. Louis banking community 

would certainly have been welcome, however, Oppenheimer was not going to rely on 

a windfall of local investment in the same way Wright and UCV had. 

The lessons to be leamed from Oppenheimer's lucrative entrance are fairly 

direct. First, avoid the initial and messy entanglements of a large-scale urban reuse 

effort, especially if you want to make money at it. Second, cleaning up a messy 

financial situation can allow one to dictate a favorable set of feasibility conditions. 

By the time Oppenheimer had entered the picture, the conditions surrounding the 

' " "Union Station Likely to be Refiirbished," 6. 
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adaptive-use were actually rather favorable, if unrecognized. Union Station had been 

decaying for nearly twenty years and had been under serious redevelopment for the 

last five. The mortgage holder was willing to agree to almost anything in order to 

salvage something from its original investment with Union Centre Venture and 

Wallace Wright.'^" In Wright's case, he was willing to jump through hoops in order 

to remove the $5 million plus loan from his shoulders.'" His romantic intentions for 

Union Station seemed to die when Colorado Federal called in its $500,000 in 

delinquent payments on the mortgage. Also, the city of St. Louis was beleaguered 

from all of the infighting among the project players. It too was willing to capitulate in 

order to see the station completed. In short, there seemed to be a sense of desperation 

about the project that Oppenheimer best recognized and tumed into a favorable set of 

feasibility conditions. The offbeat lesson to be leamed may be that desparate 

situations can be very lucrative for those who have the ability and resources to solve a 

project's problems. 

With the project approved by the city, Amtrak removed from the station and 

the renovation program, Oppenheimer inherited a ripe situation for redevelopment. 

The New York firm should be credited with creating and recognizing a set of 

conditions which favored reusing the train station. Cleaning up the mess of others 

provided a lucrative opportunity, especially for a group who could do the final heavy 

"" Richard H. Weiss, "Fresh Start for Union Station." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 20 June 1979, 
sec. A, p. 1, 8; "Pact With Lender Could Keep Union Station Project Alive." St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
7 February 1980, sec. A, p. 3. 

' " Richard H. Weiss "High Hopes for Union Station," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 1 May 1979, 
sec. A, p. 1, 5; "Wright was willing to settle for almost any sort of attraction that would help get the 
station off the ground." 
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lifting. The details had already been addressed. With such an edict, Oppenheimer 

established for itself a situation that carried as little risk as possible, yet held a set of 

conditions favorable to their efforts. But at such a beleaguered moment in the 

redevelopment process, such assurances were gladly given. 

Along with the physical conditions of a historic property, what may be most 

important to evaluate before embarking on an adaptive-use are the contingencies 

which often attach themselves to such an undertaking. Amfrak is the clearest example 

at Union Station. But beyond ascertaining the strings attached to a historic stmcture, 

Oppenheimer demonstrated that sometimes the circumstances could be rearranged to 

be advantageous. 

It has long been accepted that redevelopment and revitalization are risky 

economic endeavors.'^* In fact this axiom has been somewhat of a curse on the 

preservation movement in general. But at Union Station in St. Louis it should be 

noted that only the first efforts at reuse failed. Those who followed these failed initial 

efforts inherited and dictated a favorable array of conditions for profitable revival. 

Furthermore, the success of Oppenheimer and the demise of Union Centre Venture 

suggest a different strategy for adaptive-use feasibility; entering an ongoing, even 

confused, redevelopment situation offers certain advantages. At Union Station, 

Oppenheimer demonstrated this approach, although somewhat unwittingly and 

certainly undefined. The New York financier assumed a potential for high retums, 

without much of the correlative risks. In fact, Oppenheimer undertook no risk. If the 
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efforts to tidy up the financial mess left by Wallace Wright and UCV failed, the 

banker could simply walk away without obligation to creditors and debtors. 

Wright and the UCV represent another component of this strategy; the victim. 

While Wallace Wright lost out on his dream of fransforming Union Station, his 

efforts and vision were not for in vain. As unfortunate as a failed redevelopment of a 

historic property may be, there is perhaps some (non-financial) satisfaction for these 

"victims." At the end of the day the building is likely to be put to a better use, and 

one more set of pitfalls has been explored, and ideally overcome. The real fragedy 

would be the failed pursuit of a historic redevelopment, and an under-used or 

demolished building wdth nothing offered into the body of preservation and adaptive-

use knowledge and experience. 

In this way, Union Station proved to be an ideal opportunity. Perhaps today's 

preservationists can manipulate similar advantages by pursuing otherwise troubled or 

dormant projects, zmd by maintaining a readiness to bring order to a confused 

economic situation. The ability to solve others' problems seems a universally 

marketable skill ~ even for preservationinsts. Such an opportunity can make the most 

of a bad development, and perhaps save a significant building in the process. 

" ' Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Adaptive Use: A Survey of Construction 
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4.4 The Rouse Company: 
Significance of a Leading National Redeveloper 

Not long after closing the deal with Wright, Oppenheimer Properties invited 

the Rouse Company of Columbia, Maryland to guide the design and constmction 

along with the retail development of Union Station. The Rouse Co. of Maryland was 

a perfect fit. Rouse Co. is credited with inventing the festival market-place building 

type that was Union Station's fiiture. The success of the Rouse Co. at Faneul Hall 

Marketplace in Boston and the South Street Seaport in New York provided a new 

sense of hope and legitimacy for the stmggling St. Louis project. Shortly after 

coming onboard the project in 1980, the Rouse Co. retained the architectural services 

of the intemationally renowned firm, Hellmuth Obata and Kassabaum. The 

adavantage of HOK's St. Louis roots made the firm a sensible choice for the Rouse 

Co. 

The introduction of Rouse and HOK to the project, and the clout their 

involvement delivered was a cmcial ingredient to the mix of partnerships involved at 

Union Station. As the redevelopment neared completion, the Post-Dispatch stated, 

"A key in overcoming the obstacles was the signing of Rouse Co. as developer. 

Rouse with its record of successful shopping developments, had the muscle to 

complete a major project and had a reputation that attracted financiers."'" By this 

stage of the saga, Rouse was gladly accepted into the process. No one seemed to 

Costs, 4, no.4 (Washington, D.C, June 1976); Fitch, 183. 
' " Bill Smith and Ellen Futterman, "Union Station Draws Raves at Preview," St. Louis Post-

Dispatch, 29 August 1985, sec. A, p. I, 8. 
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consider the possibility of the redeveloper's failure. The excitement in St. Louis 

focused on the sense of legitamacy Rouse brought to the stumbling project. 

By the 1980s, the reputation of the Rouse Co. was widely known. 

Preservationists Michael Tomlan labeled company founder James Rouse as a 

"maverick developer.""* Tomlan credits Rouse's reputation in preservation circles to 

the successful recycHng of urban buildings during the mid 1970s. These early efforts 

were significant "because they were the first public-private partnerships to prove 

downtown revitalization was possible.'"" In turn, projects like Boston's Faneuil Hall 

Marketplace and New York's South Street Seaport provided the foundation for the 

rise of the "business of preservation" during the 1980s. In fact, Faneuil Hall 

Marketplace in Boston gave birth to the phrase "festival marketplace."'*" 

However, the term "festival marketplace" carried with certain negative 

connotations. Criticism of the new development type grew as Rouse and other 

redevelopers flourished in the urban areas during the 1980s.'*' The fear was that the 

historic character of each festival mzirketplace was lost in the retail frenzy of each 

venture. Of New York's South Street Seaport, one critic observed, "the commercial 

activities of the old seaport are not being reinforced . . . rather than wholesale fish 

operations being strengthened, new and different uses are being injected."'*^ In fact, 

this was precisely the key to Rouse Co.'s festival marketplaces. 

"«Tomlan, 74. 
' " Ibid., Frieden Sagalyn, Downtown, Inc. 
"° John Gregerson, "The Evolution and Grovv^ of the Festival Market Place," Building 

Design and Construction 29, no. 2 (February 1988): 72. 
'" "Roundtable on Rouse," Progressive Architecture. 62, no. 7 (July 1981): 100-6. 
" ' Ibid., 100. 
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The achievement of the festival marketplace was in creating new places out of 

old and unused ones, not in preserving or restoring the beleaguered industries of these 

urban areas. In 1981, Time magazine described the success of James Rouse, "he has 

shown a unique and uncanny ability to blend commerce and showmanship into a 

magnetizing force in the inner city."'*^ A meaningful factor in the festival 

marketplace was the injection of people and activity, conditions also identified as 

keys to St. Louis Union Station's livelihood. One planning joumal summarized the 

Rouse Co.'s influence, 

In Boston's Faneuil Hall Marketplace, Baltimore's Harborplace, and New 
York's South Street Seaport, among others, the Rouse Company has linked 
large malls with other elements of urban redevelopment to establish its own 
forms or modem agora, lively places for social and recreational activity as well 
as retail sales.'*" 

Fanueil Hall in Boston is perhaps the most recognized example of a successful 

festival marketplace. The Rouse Co.'s first such retail venture, Fanueil Hall was a 

$19 million restoration of a six acre area in downtown Boston. The early 19* century 

buildings stood almost entirely vacant for decades before Rouse's involvement. 

These historically significant stmctures were given a new commercial use, 

appropriate to its original form and location. The simple additions and alterations 

made for the redevelopment program, mainly the addition of glazed extensions in 

place of the original sheet-metal loading docks, created an urban space with an 

' " Michael Demarest, "He Digs Downtown: For Master Plarmer James Rouse, Urban Life is a 
Festival," Time, (24 August, 1981): 42. 

"'' Howard Gillette, "The Evolution of the Planned Shopping Center in Suburb and City," 
JAPA: Joumal of the American Plarming Association. 51. no. 4 (Autumn 1985): 458. 
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entirely new pedestrian flavor. One commentator stated, "The closing of the streets ... 

actually made the complex more accessible and permeable to foot traffic."'*^ 

This formula, or Faneuilization helped launch a new era in historic 

preservation. By the early 1980's h was possible not only to take on similar projects 

but also to dream of the most daimting rehabilitations."'** In St. Louis, perhaps the 

most daunting of this new era of preservation was underway. It was only fitting that 

Rouse Co. be a part of it. 

The St. Louis Union Station project was to become another version of this 

festival marketplace idea. In 1988, Building Design & Constmction discussed the 

new festival marketplace building type stating: "Its pimdits claim that there are no 

easy formulas, that it is as much an art as a science and that its name - the 'festival 

marketplace' - has become a facile buzzword connoting a cookie-cutter approach to 

urban redevelopment." As the project's partnerships and the next chapter will further 

demonstrate. Union Station's rebirth was anything but a cookie cutter project. 

The mixed use of the Union Station renovation presented a unique challenge 

to the Rouse Co. and its ability to broker successful commercial leases. The hotel 

portion of the program proved to be difficult to develop along side a commercial retail 

use. Steve Miller, senior vice president of Oppenheimer recognized this difficulty 

and the need for someone with Rouse's expertise to lead the retail development. 

Miller stated, "There were a lot of lenders who did hotel deals but didn't understand 

specialty retailing. There were a lot of lenders who loved Rouse and loved specialty 

' " "Roundtable on Rouse," 110. 
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retail but didn't want to do a hotel deal."'*^ Rouse had plenty of experience 

developing specialty retail projects, but had sour experiences with hotel development. 

The solution arrived at was to develop the hotel and retail portions of the project 

separately, with Rouse receiving a fee for developing the design and constmction of 

the renovation, and another fee for managing everything but the hotel. Rouse 

undertook some risk by signing a master lease for the entire retail portion of the 

project. Conversely, the Rouse Co. was insulated from the hotel share of the 

project.'** 

A perception that surrounded the re-use of Union Station was the prominent 

role of the Rouse Corporation. The Rouse Co. played an important part in the 

renovation, however, the scope of their commitment and involvement was less than 

what was generally imderstood. This misconception in part can be attributed to 

Rouse's involvement at the successful and visible end of the project's course. In fact. 

Union Centre Venture undertook the tmly pioneering portion of the redevelopment. 

Oppenheimer entered the picture first and tidied up the messy financial picture left 

between UCV and Colorado Federal. Oppenheimer also insulated itself from the 

impedance of the city of St. Louis and the previous attachments to Union Station's 

adaptive-use. By the time Oppenheimer introduced Rouse to the project, much of the 

hard, risky work had already been finished. An official from Oppenheimer went,so 

far as to state, "We knew they would be interested. In a way, we were offering them 

"'Tomlan, 74. Miller, 38-41. 
' " Smith and Futterman, "Union Station Draws Raves at Preview," 1, 8. 
"«Ibid. 
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the best of both worlds they were familiar with: a gorgeous historic building in a 

prime urban setting, with the kind of highway access and other amenities that they 

were used to in their suburban developments."'*' 

The Rouse Co. did undertake the important yet risk-free task of securing retail 

lease agreements, overseeing the design and constmction phases of the project, and 

finally managing the facility after its renovation."" All of this was handled in the 

most visible, secure, and optimistic period of Union Station's redevelopment. Rouse 

should certainly be credited with successfiiUy completing their defined mission. 

Moreover, the very presence of the Rouse Co. bestowed a degree of legitimacy to 

Oppenheimer's redevelopment of Union Station. However, credit for the vision, risk, 

and financial muscle needed to start and maintain the redevelopment process should 

rightly fall on Wallace Wright, Union Centre Venture, and even Oppenheimer 

Properties. 

4.5 Civic (Dis)Interest: 
The Significance of Local Interest 

Since the completion of Union Station's adaptive-use, the city has been 

largely credited with the accomplishment. St. Louis and its community certainly 

represent a significant condition surrounding the feasibility of the station's re-use. 

However, the predominance of out-of-town financing and leadership each suggest that 

the city played a more complimentary than proactive role in the redevelopment 

" ' Roger Hahn, "Biggest Project in the USA," Historic Preservation 37, no. 3 
(June 1985): 37. 
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process. Meanwhile in St. Louis, interest in the redevelopment efforts can best be 

described as polite, if not supportive. That is, the St. Louis City government seemed 

to alternate from a position of advocacy and indifference. Support was demonstrated 

by aldermanic approval of tax abatements for Wallace Wright and Union Centre 

Venture. Conversely, the city certainly did not take any initiative in the project, nor 

was it originally much concerned about the station's deterioration. But once the 

station appeared to be under threat during Union Centre Venture's bankmptcy 

proceedings, the city boldly declared that it planned to fight to save the station.'" 

Actually, the vow was to fight any efforts to demolish the station. There was very 

little talk of actively trying to save the station. It promised to be a rather passive 

battle. 

Perhaps the most telling characteristic of the city's involvement rests in the 

Oppenheimer Company's enumerated conditions for undertaking the beleaguered 

project. Put simply, Oppenheimer wanted the local government to stay out of the 

way: "They wanted the city to agree to assist and not hinder them in trying to get the 

(federal grant money).""^ One negotiator actually declared with apparent pride: "the 

city has agreed not to hinder them.""^ Agreeing not to hinder or impede someone's 

efforts is hardly a measure of generous support. But this does cast the proper light on 

the city government's attitude. Perhaps it can most amiably be described as an 

"° Smith and Futterman, "Union Station Draws Raves at Preview," 1, 8. 
'" St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 23 October, 1979. 
"^ St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 26 April, 1979. 
'" Ibid., 
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opportunistic advocacy, especially in light of the praise St. Louis basked in after 

UCV, Oppenheimer, and Rouse completed the long and arduous projects.' " 

The relationship, or lack of, between Union Station redevelopers and local 

financiers was another continuing point of resentment. This cloud of animus lingered 

over the project. The St. Louis lending community never was atfracted to the Union 

Station redevelopment, at least never so much as to actually invest in the project. In 

fact, this ambivalence was perhaps the most undermining condition of Union 

Station's re-use. The out-of-town redevelopers faced a deeply ingrained reluctance 

among local business leaders and financiers to invest in this homegrown opportimity. 

It remained a chronic, identified, and unresolved problem. 

The antagonism can be traced directly back to Wallace Wright and his time 

with Union Centre Venture. Often Wright would openly talk about his difficulties 

securing local investment. Just as often, local bankers would perceive Wright's 

comments with tempered indignation. In May of 1977, during the height of Union 

Centre Venture's struggle, Wright is stated, "The people in general here are all for it. 

But putting their mortgage money where their mouths are is something else.""' The 

general implication left by UCV was that St. Louisans had neither faith in their own 

community nor tmst in anyone who was not native to it. Finally, Wright gave up on 

securing private St. Louis investment. He concluded: "I'm a little discouraged about 

"" Keister, 53. 
' " St. Louis Globe-Democrat 7 May, 1977. 
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romancing the (St. Louis) banks these days. I hope that someday they will have to 

come and romance me.""* 

Meanwhile, St. Louis investors were a bh put off by the aggressive out of 

town developer. For some insular bankers, this sort of foreign development was not 

something that was likely to lure them away from the security of local enterprise and 

partnership. Wright's commentaries also did little to placate the situation. He stated: 

"I think there is more of a 'can do' attitude out west.""^ The bickering between 

Wright and the St. Louis banking community seemed almost childish at times, 

however, St. Louis investors had reasons for their collective reluctance. Union Centre 

Venture actually had very little equity to borrow against. The most attractive 

commodity UCV could have promoted would have been a secure, long term lease 

within the redevelopment. The entanglements wdth Amfrak becomes even more 

detrimental in this light. A lease with the rail carrier could have been the seed from 

which St. Louis investment grew. In any event, St. Louis bankers were unconvinced 

of UCV's ability to succeed with the project. One unidentified local banker quipped, 

"we're in the business of protecting our depositors and not taking on the largest 

risk.""* 

Oppenheimer merely inherited this contentious situation. Fortunately the 

large New York based firm had little need for local financing, although it would have 

been welcome. In Febmary 1979, James Levi stated this in his initial letter of 

"̂  Ibid. 
•" Ibid. 
"* Ibid. 
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interest, "We would hope that St. Louis financial institutions and equity investors 

would be active participants in such financings." Levi then quickly added, "Although 

we have little concem that we can raise such financing elsewhere, we believe that 

active community participation would be very helpfiil in the long mn to the success of 

the project.""' The St. Louis Post-Dispatch surmised the tense situation between the 

new partnership and the community, "Should Oppenheimer and the St. Louis civic 

groups get together, the two sides will first have to overcome a legacy of suspicion 

and distmst that had developed between the St. Louis business community and the 

station's previous developer."^"" 

Oppenheimer cleverly orchestrated the conditions to mitigate this lingering 

obstacle. For Oppenheimer, the backing of the local investment establishment was at 

least worth courting. If nothing else, Oppenheimer had very little to lose by 

extending an olive branch to local investors. An attempt to do this led to the entrance 

of St. Louisan Donald Breckenridge into the redevelopment process. The role of the 

local player seems to have been to ease the project's legacy of mistmst and even 

stimulated the local investment potential. The gesture seemed to work to a small 

degree and a more cooperative atmosphere developed regarding the project. 

A St. Louis Post-Dispatch editorial heralded Breckenridge's participation in 

the new economic package. The paper wrote of Breckenridge's role in the new 

partnership. 

" ' Weiss, "Banker Shows Interest in Union Station," 1, 4. 
^°° Thran, "Union Station Likely to be Refurbished," 6. 
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But it looks as if this essential civic redevelopment may have been plucked out 
of the bankmptcy on which it has been verging. And if so, it surely will be 
owing to the risk taking initiative of Donald E. Breckenridge, the St. Louis hotel 
operator who evidently has agreed as part of the financial arrangement to take 
over from Wallace A. Wright Jr. of Denver as developer of the project and there 
by save the station. That will give Mr. Breckenridge a chance to show that the 
redevelopment of the station is not too big for St. Louis - or for the St. Louis 
business community, a proposition that until now has been in some doubt. 

The Post continued: 

. . . without Mr. Breckenridge's participation - there would have been no out-
of-town financing available for bailing out the enterprise . . . In short, if the 
emerging deal can be put together and the project rescued, Mr. Breckenridge's 
catalytic participation in this vital civic project will have been instrumental in 
bringing h off ̂ °' 

Setting aside the factual errors in the Post's editorial (as frequently reported in the 

Post. Wright was from Salt Lake City, not Denver), the piece seems to disregard the 

statements of Oppenheimer leaders about the then unfolding deal. James Levi's 

statement in Febmary 1979 directly contradicted the spin the Post put on the 

proceedings. Oppenheimer was the major player. Breckenridge was-brought, or 

allowed, on board as a gesture to the local investment circles. Furthermore, 

Breckenridge's exposure during the remainder of the project was minimal. In fact, 

his next most prominent appearance was in explaining, or apologizing for, a 

continued lack of local investment as Oppenheimer and the City of St. Louis prepared 

to apply for federal Urban Development Grants in 1980.̂ °̂  Oppenheimer and Rouse 

2°' St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 29 April, 1979. 
"̂̂^ Mannies, 1,8. 

118 



each remained in control of the cmcial areas of the revitalization. financing and 

development. 

This all suggests that Donald Breckenridge represented a two sided condition 

for the redevelopment. First, the Post editorial suggests that his participation merely 

represented a local connection for Oppenheimer. On the other hand, it seems that he 

actually played a secondary role in the successful financial packaging. 

Breckenridge represents the local hero as a condition for successfiil adaptive-

use. The scope of his involvement fiirther suggests that the local hero does not 

necessarily need to do anything heroic in order to fulfill the role. Breckenridge 

served best as an olive branch rather than a cmcial investment broker. This was a 

relationship that Oppenheimer seemed wise to nurture. In the end, Oppenheimer was 

able to finance the project without the tightly held St. Louis capital while also 

repairing, through Breckenridge, the image of foreign redevelopment that had been 

left by Wright and the UCV. Oppenheimer and Rouse could rightly highlight flaccid 

local interest while maintaining an effort to court the St. Louis investment 

community. 

In defense of St. Louis bankers, the city was already underway with 

downtown projects at Laclede's Landing and later on with St. Louis Center. One 

banker stated, "Laclede's Landing was something we all identified wdth. I don't see 

Union Station being in the same class."^"^ 

^°' Weiss, "Plans for Union Station May Get Back On Track," 1, 12; The most ironic epilogue 
to this St. Louis Center versus Union Station competition is that the downtown shopping center is now 
nearly bankrupt and largely vacant while Union Station continues to thrive as an anchor to a strong 
civic node of activity in the city. 
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After a series of beginnings and failures, the city of St. Louis and 

Oppenheimer were finally able to secure Federal Urban Development Action Grant 

(UDAG) moneys for the project. Such an active interest by the city government 

represented a significant, if belated partnership in the redevelopment process. Grant 

money secured with the city's help eliminated a lasting acrimony between the out of 

town Oppenheimer-Rouse partnership and ever-reluctant St. Louis investors. 

The possibility of a lucrative federal grant created a team spirit that no one had 

been able to nurture in the previous five years of the redevelopment process. In one 

way, the significance of this public private partnership was a condition for adaptive-

use. A joint effort to a common goal did more for the strained relationship between 

the city's government, business sectors, and Oppenheimer than did any of the 

pandering of the previous five years. Fighting a common cause demonstrated another 

seemingly obvious condition of adaptive-use feasibility. Rather than placing blame 

for a particular project's failings, groups and interests with common goals would 

better spend resources and efforts in achieving that goal. 

Consider the turmoil of the Union Station redevelopment. An amiable 

statement about the desire and need for saving and re-using the station followed every 

negative comment in the press about the city's reluctant support or the redeveloper's 

overzealousness. No one stopped to realize that the bickering parties actually shared 

a common agenda. The pursuit of federal Urban Action Grants united the city with 

the redeveloper. It was during this portion of the redevelopment saga, not during the 

darkest days of abandonment and bzinkmptcy, that the community finally embraced 
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its grand old station. The media, St. Louisans, and preservationists previously had 

little reason to be hopeful. 

Over two years of effort was spent on securing the federal Urban 

Development Grant. It proved to be as lengthy and tedious as any part of Union 

Station's redevelopment. Finally after a series of setbacks, the city was awarded a 

$10 million federal grant for the project. As was to be expected, Oppenheimer and 

the Rouse Company faced the same conundrum that had plagued the initial re-use 

efforts. The lack of financing hindered the grant request and was perceived as a sign 

of a undesirable project. Conversely, securing the necessary investments was 

dependent on the result of the federal grant request. The project finally had attracted 

enough capital that the developers could choose its borrowing terms.̂ °" While this era 

shares a common conundrum wdth the project's past, the redevelopment troubles of 

this period were different. Wallace Wright and UCV faced difficulties securing any 

kind of financing and investment. In the later instance with Oppenheimer Properties 

and the federal grant requests, the redeveloper was delayed while exploring the best 

possible deal. In December of 1980, Oppenheimer Vice President Steven Miller 

explained, "That would give us the freedom to pick and choose the long term 

financing source."^"' 

A rejected request in Febmary of 1981 and again inl982 did little to 

discourage the redevelopers and the city from filing hs grant requests. Finally in 

September of 1982, the grant request was approved and the redevelopment of the 

'"̂  St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 11 December 1980. 
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station was all but certain. The last request was submitted for $20 million and was 

approved for $10 million. The cost of the adaptive-use was projected between $125 

and $145 million. Federal officials expressed three concems over the St. Louis and 

Oppenheimer request. First it was uncertain that the project really needed federal aid. 

Second, the $20 million request was unusually large. And third, there was concem 

over the city's ability to receive an adequate payback on the renovation. In the end a 

deal was stmck. Oppenheimer restmctured the request and the payback schedule 

while accepting a lesser grant amount. Oppenheimer Properties and the City of St. 

Louis also presented a veiled ultimatum to the federal officials. City development 

advisor Frank Hamsher stated, "We also made a very sfrong argument that if this 

project were not able to be pulled off, none of us could guarantee the salvation of 

Union Station.""" 

The UDAG grant was in addition to the twenty-five percent federal tax 

incentives for the rehabilitation of a historic property. The Union Station project fell 

under Section 212 of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981, which set forth a three 

tier investment tax credit (ITC) for qualified stmctures. Buildings thirty years or older 

received a fifteen percent ITC, buildings over forty years old received a twenty 

percent credit while buildings over fifty years old received the maximum twenty-five 

percent credit.^"' The rehabilitation of the 1894 railroad station remains the nation's 

largest rehabilitation of a historic stmcture under the investment tax credit.̂ "* The 

^" Ibid., 
"̂̂  St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 29 September, 1979. 
<̂" Oldham and Jandl, 4-9. 

^"'"Design News," 55; Freeman, 82-84. 
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feasibility of the project is often identified as being attributed to the lucrative 1985 

rehabilitation tax breaks. An aide to St. Louis Mayor Vincent Schoemehl, Jr. stated 

that the federal tax incentives were "the key to unlocking the financing" of Union 

Station's re-use. Oppenheimer vice president Steve Miller concurred, "There isn't any 

question that without the tax credit, we couldn't have done this deal."^°' The tax 

incentives seem to have a greater impact than the UDAG grant, but not necessarily as 

much as some have claimed. At Union Station's $135 million rehabilitation cost, 

these tax incentives allow for a tax credit of nearly $34 million, which translates into 

a tax savings somewhere between $8 million - $12 million. Further depreciation over 

fifteen years puts the tangible savings closer to the higher end of that range. 

Federal tax assistance or grants - or the possibility of assistance - can be 

considered in one of two ways. The first circumstance is that the possibility or hope 

of government stimulus and encouragement to slows, or dissuades inventiveness and 

creative solutions to the financial challenges facing preservation. Union Station's 

tedious redevelopment process demonstrates this characteristic. Wallace Wright emd 

Union Centre Venture may have ultimately failed to raise investment capital in part 

because St. Louis civic and business leaders felt secure that government support 

would bridge any economic gaps in the project's financing. In fact, this possibility 

seemed to lingered over the entire process in varying degrees. Unfortunately, this 

type of influence rarely is identified as an effect of government enticements.^'" Just 

"̂̂  Smith and Futterman, "Union Station Draws Raves at Preview," I, 8. 
''" Tomlan, 74. 
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after the completion of Union Station's re-use, author Roy Kahn identified the 

potential effect of economic incentives: 

The problem some observers say, is an industry that has grown complacent. It 
was the Tax Reform Act of 1976 that made adaptive-use popular and 
economically viable. In the 10 years since then, developers are said to have 
traded their imaginations for proven formulas that minimized the significant 
risks of rehabilitation.^" 

Scott Ditch, vice president for corporate affairs at the Rouse Co. concedes this very 

point, "There is nowhere near as much creativity as there could be." '̂̂  

The second factor is that tax incentives and government assistance can be 

viewed as a necessary catalyst to galvanizing redevelopment efforts. This seems to be 

the most commonly held perception and belief. Union Station's eventual completion 

and continued success are widely attributed to federal tax incentives and federal 

UDAG money. These enticements (totaling about $20 million of a $135 million 

project) are espoused as the cmcial element in a delicate economic package.̂ '̂  

Perhaps so. In 1986, the tax code was revised and reduced the investment tax credits 

for rehabilitation. While acknowledging the recession's role in the decline of rehab 

work, Nancy Levison surmised, "As a result, private investment in renovation has 

declined dramatically." The statistics support this conclusion, at the program's peak 

^" Roy Kahn, "Tackling 'Impossible' Buildings," Historic Preservation 38, no. 3 (May-June 
1986): 42-44. 

' ' ' Ibid, 44. 
'̂̂  Smith and Futterman, "Union Station Draws Raves at Preview," 1, 8.; Freeman, 82; 

"Design News," 55. 
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year in 1985 $2.4 billion was invested. By 1991, the program's use dropped to just 

over $600 million. '̂" 

Nevertheless, what seems overlooked is the over $100 million of private 

capital invested in Union Station. A deeper question begs asking. Was the one 

seventh of the project cost fiinded through federal aid tmly a critical mass 

investment? Or, was the possibility of government assistance a disincentive for 

private or community investment? In the end, those may be unanswerable questions. 

Despite the apparent shortcomings of the UDAG grant money, it did condition 

the final phases of the redevelopment. First, it represented a belated partnership 

between the city and the station's redevelopers. The significance of this condition 

should not be taken lightly. In a 1978 study on recycling historic train stations, it was 

noted, "When the city does not actively support a project, much time and effort can 

go into negotiations wdthout resulting in reasonable decisions .. .To win support, the 

reuse scheme must have the backing of the local community, both in terms of 

financial and popular commitments." '̂̂  Nearly a decade later, the absence of a 

committed local advocacy and investment demonstrated this trend. 

Second and perhaps most significant, it enticed and stimulated a broader effort 

by Oppenheimer Properties to secure private investment. Selling individual shares of 

helped to mop up the final investments needed to complete the project. This was a 

rather novel approach to such a large scale and visible project. Almost 400 individual 

^'^ Nancy Levison, "Renovation Scoreboard," Architectural Record 181, no. 1 (January 
1993): 71-72. 

^" U.S. Department of Transportation, Recycling Historic Railroad Stations. 58. 
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investors from across the country purchased shares of the project.̂ '̂  This sort of 

financing seems to have bridged the gap left between the city's investment, federal 

grants, and other private investments. 

This web of public-private partnerships provides a useful lesson for 

preservationists and developers. As manifested in the re-use of Union Station, these 

types of partnerships are vital to the feasible economics of adaptive-use. In the end, 

these public-private partnerships represent another definable condition for the re-use 

of historic properties. The lessons leamed from the role of the city of St. Louis 

especially define certain pattems for monumental adaptive-use within an urban 

setting. 

• Hahn, 39. 
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CHAPTER 5: 

TAX CREDIT QUALIFICATION 
AS A CONDITION FOR ADAPTIVE-USE 

5.1 An Introduction to Chapter 5 

St. Louis Union Station holds a prominent place in recent preservation history. 

At the time of its redevelopment, the station was the largest project to ever make use 

of the federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits (HRTCs). In order to qualify for 

these tax credits, a project was required to adhere to the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards for Rehabilitation. The Standards serve as a set of guidelines and 

suggestions for architects, developers, and builders working with historic properties. 

For a rehabilitation on the scale of St. Louis Union Station, architectural solutions in 

accordance wdth these Standards can be the most consequential financial and design 

issue surrounding the project's feasibility. 

Adherence to the Secretary's Standards is a reasonably well known condition 

for adaptive use. Because of Union Station's status as the largest example of tax 

credit use, it especially illuminated how compliance with the Secretary's Standards is 

a key condition of adaptive-use. It becomes important to understand that Union 

Station, as the largest project to ever qualify for the rehabilitation credits, raised the 

stakes in the redevelopment game. Never was there more to gain, or more to lose, 

through the rehabilitation tax credit. 
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5.2 Encouraging Adaptive-use: The Significance of Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credits 

Perhaps the most significant economic issue for adaptive-use is the 

relationship between tax incentive qualification and architectural design. This 

relationship is an inescapable condition for the redevelopment of historic property, 

regardless of style, context, or size. Union Station is an extreme example, made so by 

both its size and cost. But as an extreme instance. Union Station's re-use acutely 

highlighted the dynamic between tax incentives and architectural design. 

Successful architectural design often fosters positive economic performance. 

Nothing highlights this relationship more vividly than seeking to qualify for the 

HTRCs. In such cases, the financial reward for adaptive-use design is not merely a 

conceptual or abstract assessment; neither is it defined in terms of social or 

community value. One development theory states, "preservation projects that can be 

rationalized in terms of their contribution to the economic base are likely to receive 

stronger support from the economic community."^'^ When redeveloping a historic 

property, the economic benefit of the architectural solution is a concrete, quantifiable 

monetary amount. A 25% tax credit is not a difficult value to calculate. In 1985 at 

Union Station it calculated into nearly $30 million. 

The history of the preservation tax incentives can be traced back to the 

original Tax Reform Act of 1976. This was the first effort by the federal government 

^" Roger R. Stough, "Economic Development Theory and Practice: Heritage Based 
Development," Historic Preservation Forum 8, no. 4 (July/August 1994): 3. 
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to balance the incentives and disincentives of owning and rehabilitating a historic 

property. Until this time, the tax stmcture resulted in the unintended consequence of 

encouraging the demolition of depreciable historic properties. Author and renowned 

preservationist William Murtagh describes the impact of these reforms. "In essence 

these changes made it economically attractive for a developer to recycle existing 

historic building stock rather than demolish it for reimbursement, which previous tax 

laws allowed.""* 

In 1981, the Economic Recovery Tax Act established an even more lucrative 

preservation tax incentive than had the 1976 measure. This tax credit offered 

developers a 25 percent tax credit for rehabilitation of a certified property over fifty 

years old, 20 percent for stmctures over forty years old, and a fifteen percent credit 

for properties over thirty years old. The distinction between this new tax credit and 

the more common tax deduction is worth noting. The rehabilitation tax credit is a 

dollar for dollar credit, an amount the investor can deduct directly from the tax bill 

itself For example, if one invests $100,000 into a qualified rehabilitation, $25,000 

can then be subtracted from the "taxes owed" column of the tax retum. In contrast, 

tax deductions are much less lucrative. Tax deductions simply reduce the amount of 

income that is subject to taxation. For example, a 25 percent allowed deduction for a 

$100,000 investment would translate into a $25,000 deductible amount. Instead of 

having $500,000 of taxable income, that amount would be reduced to $475,000. 

Depending on the tax bracket and actual income, this would translate into between 

'̂* Murtagh, Keeping Time. 55; Keister, 53. 
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$10,000 and $7,000 in real tax savings for the investor. This enticing tax credit 

stmcture largely created the period of recent historic preservation histor>' known as 

the movement's "golden age.""' 

Some say that the 1981 tax reforms worked too well. The 1981 Economic 

Recovery Tax alone spurred an almost $9.5 billion investment in over 13,000 historic 

properties.̂ ^" By 1986 a federal budget deficit panic spread and Washington 

dismantled various tax shelters. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 reduced the investment 

tax credit for historic rehabilitation from the 1981 level of 25 percent to 20 percent for 

stmctures built before 1936. Other measures were taken to exclude wealthy 

developers and entrepreneurs from taking advantage of the credits.^" A very real and 

very sharp decline in rehabilitation activity has been observed since the 1986 reforms. 

Commercial property renovations have particularly declined.̂ ^^ The heyday of 

adaptive-use was ended and the focuse of tax credit rehabilitation shifted to 

residential projects. Since this revision, preservationists have regularly called for the 

retum of the more lucrative incentives. 

In 1990, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch spoke out as the voice of the city that 

arguably benefited the most from the tax credits. 

It was a textbook example of the imbecilic inconsistency of federal fiscal 
planners. On one hand, they are fond of saying that private enterprise should 
be given tax incentives to undertake socially usefiil services. But as soon as 
an incentive program proves successful (i.e., entrepreneurs take advantage of 

^" Ibid; Brand, 96-7. 
"° Murtagh, Keeping Time. 76. 
^̂ ' Oldham, 4. 
^̂^ Murtagh, Keeping Time. 74-7. 
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it, and it begins to accomplish the purpose for which it was conceived) the 
budget people yell 'loophole' and try to kill it.̂ ^̂  

Even more recently, U.S. Representative Dick Gephardt (D- Missouri) reflected on 

the end of the golden era of preservation. 

I'm sure there were wealthy people who were getting tax breaks as a result of 
doing what the code asked them to do. I don't think that is a bad thing; I think 
that is a good thing . . .1 believe that directing that wealth into these kinds of 
historic re-hab activities is an entirely justifiable, legitimate and desirable 
thing. Yes, wealthy people made money . . .Thank God that they made money 
in this case by rehabilitating older stmctures.̂ ^" 

Today, the tax codes regarding historic preservation remain essentially the same as 

the 1986 revisions. Much of today's HRTC activity remains within smaller and 

residential properties.^ '̂ 

5.3 Design Standards and Guidelines: 
The Significance of the Secretary of the Interior 

and Architectural Design 

Perhaps the most profound consequence of the 1981 and 1986 tax reform was 

the new importance placed on the design and restoration standards involved when 

rehabilitating a historic property. The 1976 tax revision provided a regulatory 

mechanism to qualify historic properties for the HRTC. Today, that instrument is the 

Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, developed by the Secretary of the 

^" E. F. Porter, "U.S. Plays Hardball with Historic Rehabbers... The Tax Reform Act Isn't 
the Only Thing to Discourage Preservation," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 9 September, 1990, retrieved via 
internet, 3. 

^̂ '' Richard Gephardt, "A Preservation Agenda for the 1990s," Historic Preservation Forum 8, 
no. I (January/February 1994): 5. 

^̂ ' Brooks Prueher, "Historic Buildings for Affordable Housing," CRM: Cultural Resources 
Management 20, no. 6 (1997): 7-10. 
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Interior. These guidelines were developed in 1992 and replaced versions from 1978 

and 1983.̂ '̂ Work on "certified historic stmctures is regulated by the Standards for 

Treatment. A similar set of standards exists as general guidelines for work on any 

historic property. These criterion, the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating of Historic Buildings, are a more 

conmion, non-regulating, version of the Standards for Treatment.̂ ^^ 

As a group, these standards had existed in some form and were in use by the 

National Park Service as a guide to its historic preservation ftind program. The 

Standards were first published in the Federal Register in 1977 and were revised in 

1990. Between the creation of the National Register in 1967 and the passage of the 

1976 Tax Reform Act, these standards served as the informal guide for federal work 

involving National Register properties.̂ ^* 

Preservationists describe the content of the Secretary's Standards as 

"generally worded principles that pertain to all historic buildings, regardless of 

materials, style, or use." The main focus of the Standards is to "preserve historic 

materials and historic character of properties, even though modifications are made to 

meet modem codes and a compatible new use."^ '̂ These standards "give the mles of 

the game and define parameters but don't spell out strategies or give design direction. 

^̂ ' Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties: with Guidelines for Preserving. Rehabilitating and Restoring Historic 
Buildings (Washington, D.C: U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural 
Resource Stewardship and Partnerships, Heritage Preservation Services, 1995). 

" ' Ibid. 
^̂* Charles E. Fisher, "Historic Preservation Tax Incentives Program: The First 20 Years," 

CRM: Cultural Resources Management 20, no. 6 (1997): 5. 
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. . Not intended as imiversally applicable answers, the guidelines serve as suggestions 

to aid case-by-case decision making by the architect and other preservation 

professionals."^^" The intent is for the Standards to serve "as common sense 

indicators of good architectural practice when dealing with all existing older 

buildings.'"" 

An architectural solution in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's 

Standard's for Rehabilitation seems to be the most consequential financial and design 

issue surrounding adaptive-use. This was especially tme during the golden age of 

preservation that surrounded the climax of the Union Station redevelopment. The 

financial consequences follow a clear "if-then" pattem. The first measure determines 

if a stmcture even qualifies for review under the rehabilitation t£ix credit. That is, if a 

property is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, then it is eligible for the 

rehabilitation tax incentives. As an eligible historic property, if a rehabilitation is to 

next qualify for the tax incentives, then such renovations need to adhere to the 

Secretary's Standards. Compliance wdth the Standards qualifies the rehabilitation for 

tax incentives. 

The process of securing approval for a renovated property is routed through 

the National Park Service. The NPS interprets the Standards and applies the 

guidelines to each renovation seeking approval. The Secretary's Standards are "the 

basic yardsticks against which restoration and rehabilitation are judged. They 

^̂ ' Sharon C. Park, "Guidance for Incorporating Affordable Housing in Rehabilitated Historic 
Buildings," CRM: Cultural Resources Management 20, no. 6 (1997): 10. 

^•'° Bruce Kriviskey, "Federal Standards for Preservation," Architecture 75, no. 11 (November 
1986): 115. 
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determine whether or not certification by the National Park Service can be granted in 

order for a developer of a project to take advantage of tax credits provided by the tax 

acts of 1976, 1981, and 1986. Without certification by the National Park Service, the 

Internal Revenue Service will not certify eligibility for tax credits."^^ In addition, 

approval from the state historic preservation officer is required for tax credit 

eligibility. These economic ties to the Secretary's Standards places an additional 

degree of financial importance on adaptive-use design solutions, ranging from the site 

plan to the interior details of the renovation. 

Along wdth the duty of granting approval for rehabilitation tax credits, the 

National Faik Service also wields a powerful dose of regulatory oversight. And wdth 

that power inevitably comes criticism of its use and perceived abuses. The contention 

seems to rest between over-zealous preservation advocates and insensitive developers 

and architects. The redevelopment camp attempts to demonstrate that the Standards 

have an unintended consequence. In fact, the outcome can be contrary to the intent of 

the redevelopment tax credits. By employing these Standards as a basis for certifying 

a property's eligibility for tax credits, rehabilitation and renovation is sometimes 

actually discouraged. Developers and architects quickly discover that the trouble of 

qualifying for the tax credits is greater than the derived benefit. 

Prominent Washington, D. C. architect and preservationist Warren Cox 

published an article critical of the Secretary's Standards. In this 1988 piece, he 

presents the problem areas of the guidelines. Cox writes, 

"'Ibid., 114. 
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Precise Guidelines theoretically make the review person's job easier and 
quicker. Unfortunately, the first project that comes in is usually the exception 
that proves the mle. No precise guidelines can forsee all the good or all the 
bad solutions. So they may stop a tmly bad project — which could be stopped 
anyway ~ every now and then. How many good projects did they derail? 
Also, in practice, minimum design standards have a way of becoming the 
maximum acceptable standard.^" 

In the end. Cox concedes that the NPS faces a difficult assignment. 

It is a judgement call, both for the architect and the review body . .. It's tough 
to codify such a subjective area. It really must be handled on a case-by-case 
basis."" 

In opposition, NPS officials and supporters of the Standards argue that early 

consultation and open communication during the design process greatly reduces the 

likelihood of costly confrontation. One preservationist stated, "The review process is 

intended to ensure that the architectural significance of a building or its historic 

context is not compromised by insensitive alteration."^ '̂ Author Bmce Kriviskey 

further described the character of the tax credit review, "The greatest ITC benefits 

(investment tax credits) - and the most demanding design review process - still apply 

to properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places."^^* The National Park 

Service has recently recognized this lingering effect noting that "the regulatory 

requirements of combined credits creates challenges for the architects and 

developers."^" 

"^ Murtagh, Keeping Time. 182. 
^" Warren Cox, "The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation," Historic 

Preservation Forum 2, no. 2 (Spring 1988, retrieved via internet): 4. 
"" Ibid., 4-5. 
"'Kriviskey, 114. 
""* Ibid. 
" ' Prueher, 8. 
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The Park Service is quick to acknowledge these flaws in the system, "Some 

architectural historians and preservationists conted that the Standards invite greater 

intervention and change in historic buildings than they should. Some developers and 

architects claim the Standards Eire too rigid and discourage creative new uses for old 

buildings.""* Often the regulatory agency is caught in the middle. The NPS rightly 

highlights the fundemental problem wdth the interpretation of the Secretary's 

Standards. 

One of the fiindemental issues that we as preservationists have had to confront 
is the fact the tax incentives program is aimed at rehabilitation rather than 
restoration. The 1981 law that spurred so much activity was in fact an 
economic recovery program, designed to channel dollars into American 
business and industry. Rehabilitation is not the act of recovering the form and 
details of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time but rather the 
act of "returning a property to a state of utility . . . which makes possible an 
efficient contemporary use." I suspect that some preservationists would be 
more comfortable if the incentives were limited to meticulous restorations, but 
the intent of the law is clear: the revitalization of our cities and towns, not 
historic preservation per se.^'' 

In fact, the perception real estate and design professionals hold of the 

Standards reveals much about the regulatory impact. Real estate developer Dewayne 

Anderson listed what he considered "Obstacles to Investment in Preservation: 

Characteristics of historic rehabilitation ventures that frequently inhibit investment." 

Number one on the list was the Secretary's Standards: "The cost of rehabilitating 

existing stmctures in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 

" ' H. Ward Jandl, "The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation," Historic 
Preservation Forum 2, no. 2 (Spring 1988, retrieved via internet): 1. 

" ' Ibid., 2. 
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typically exceeds the cost of new constmction."^"" If this is at all tme, then in many 

cases the Standards become a self-defeating regulation. There would seem to be 

nothing worse the Standards could accomplish than "frequently inhibiting 

investment." Through association, one could suggest that by inhibiting investment in 

historic properties, the Standards actually increase demolition. 

In 1990, the president of St. Louis' leading historic developer said of the 

Standards, "(the Secretary of the) Interior is making it virtually impossible to design 

projects that wdll have any equity at all."^"' In the aftermath of the 1986 tax credit 

reduction, St. Louis and its preservation and development commimities became the 

leading critic of the changes in the new tax law, and the perception of a new rigidity 

in the interpretation of the Standards.^"^ 

To the agency's credit, the National Park Service did recognize this trend. 

Charles E. Fisher, preservationist with the NPS wrote with classic bureaucratic 

ambiguity, "the principle of rehabilitation has meant that some historic preservation 

solutions do not qualify (for HRTC approval), particularly where only a portion of the 

building can be saved."^"^ One is imcertain to what sort of "principle of 

rehabilitation" the NPS subscribes. Apparently it is an all or nothing principle. A 

rigid interpretation of the Standards suggests that a structure should remain 

deteriorating and useless rather than alter any portion of its historic fabric. The St. 

Louis Post-Dispatch stated, "The Interior Department is bent on maintaining sfrict 

^^° Dewayne H. Anderson, "Public-Private Partnerships for Increasing Investment," Historic 
Preservation Forum. 9, no. I (Fall 1994, retrieved via internet): 1. 

"̂i Porter, "U.S. Plays Hardball", 3. 
''' Ibid. 
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standards of historical authenticity, whether it saves a single building from the 

headache ball or not. Fiat justitia ut pereat mundus - Let right be done though the 

world perish."^"" Rodd Wheaton, Chief of historic preservation activity at the Park 

Service's regional office in Denver stated, "The bottom line is, meet the Standards or 

you don't get the tax credit. We're not going to bend the Standards even if it means 

losing a building."^"^ 

In 1988, H. Ward Jandl, then chief of the NPS office responisble for 

administration of the rehabilitation tax credit program, described the concems of NPS 

officials. 

As reviewers we have concems about the new uses to which some historic 
buildings are being put. The great mills of Massachusetts and Rhode Island 
have become housing for the elderly; their insides have been emptied of 
machinery and filled wdth bedrooms, living rooms and corridors; and their 
sites have been tastefully landscaped wdth grass, shmbbery and parking. 
While there may have been little destmction of historic fabric, no one C£in 
deny that the gritty character of these factories and warehouses has been 
irretrievably lost. Perhaps this change is inevitable . . . However, at the very 
least we should recognize that something important is occurring in the 
conversion process. Some of our rehabilitation may tmly confuse the public 
perception of what our past was like. For future generations, wdll their idea of 
a mill be the place where grandma lives?^"' 

In further defense of the NPS, ambitious developers, eager for the tax credit 

approval, placed great amovmts of pressure on historic preservation officials at the 

local, state, and federal levels to provide certification. The result was approvals of 

properties with doubtful historic or architectural value. The federal reaction to this 

' ' ' Fisher, 6. 
''" Porter, "U.S. Plays Hardball", 4. 
"̂̂  E. F. Porter, "Full Credits? Park Service Denies Discouraging Rehabbers," St. Louis Post-

Dispatch. 23 September, 1990, retrieved via internet, 3. 
" ' Jandl, "The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation," 3. 
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trend was complaints that the program was a giveaway, at the expense of preserving 

historic properties.'"^ 

As Union Station demonstrates, the high stakes reliance on the HRTC 

discourages any risky disregard for the Standards. At the monumental urban scale, 

with the networks, partnerships, and complications that inevitably develop, this 

distinction quickly fades. 

But on balance, the tax credits do seem to encourage rehabilitative 

constmction. Preservation consultant Donovan Rypkema recently addressed the role 

of the Secretary's Standards in the current era of reduced tax incentives. He states, 

"Even when the nature of the investment (in a historic property) was significantly 

constrained (by compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for 

Rehabilitation) private capitol moved into historic preservation when it made sense to 

do so and away when it did not."̂ "* Statistics support the claim that adherence to the 

Standards does not generally discourage rehabilitation, "Over 95% of the applicants 

receive National Park Service approval of their projects, although in over 30% of the 

cases, either the state or the National Park Service provide recommendations that are 

incorporated by the owoier into their rehabilitation efforts."^"' 

" ' E. F. Porter, "Headline: Preserving the Preservation Movement," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
4 December, 1988, retrieved via internet, 1-3. 

•̂̂  Rypkema, "Rethinking Economic Values," in Past Meets Future. 206. 
"̂̂  Fisher, 5. 
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5.4 The Golden Age of Adaptive-Use: 
The Significance of Union Station's Place in Preservation History 

Understanding the basic economics of Union Station's redevelopment, along 

with the project's place in recent preservation history does not necessarily prescribe 

universal solutions to adaptive use challenges. However, an such understanding can 

forecast the nature of those challenges and provide a framework for addressing 

similar problems. 

The original 1976 tax reform did impact St. Louis and helped to reverse the 

trend of demolishing historic building stock. About two-thirds of the activity in St. 

Louis under the 1976 tax took place in the Central West End and on Laclede's 

Landing.^^" Union Station eventually became the nation's single largest example of 

tax incentive redevelopment.^^' 

At the time of its redevelopment. Union Station was the largest project to ever 

make use of the federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits (HTRCs).^" The $140 

million renovation relied largely on the HTRCs to make it profitable. The tax credits 

ensured economic feasibility, and in turn, a proper design solution ensured 

qualification for these tax incentives. 

The rehabilitation work spurred in St. Louis came to embody the 1980's 

golden age of preservation and renovation and the benefits of the lucrative tax laws. 

"" Porter, "U.S. Plays Hardball," 2-3 
" ' Hahn, 35; "Design News," 55; Freeman, 83. 
^" Ibid. 
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Union Station was redeveloped under the lucrative 1981 set of tax credits. The 

renovation was the highlight project in the leading city for tax credit projects.^" 

The significance of this tedious rehabilitation tax credit history lies in St. 

Louis's and its Union Station's role in the preservation movement of the 1980's. The 

Union Station redevelopment became a sort of icon for the social benefits of both the 

Urban Development Action Grants (the project received a $10 million federal grant 

under this program) and the Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits. Benefiting so much 

from these incentives, the 1986 reform was acutely felt in St. Louis. In 1994, Historic 

Preservation magazine described St. Louis's success at using the HRTCs, "Few cities 

rivaled St. Louis's use of federal historic rehabilitation tax credits, either in dollars 

invested or in number of projects."^^" The magazine quoted New York Times 

architecture critic Ada Louis Huxtable, "I would never have thought... that the 

wholesale destmction of St. Louis's historic zmd urban heritage could be reversed."^" 

So it becomes important to understand that Union Station, as the largest 

project to ever qualify for the tax credits, raised the stakes in the redevelopment game. 

Never was there more to gain, or more to lose, through the rehabilitation tax credit. 

With the stakes inflated so high, the Union Station redevelopment highlights 

adaptive-use issues that may not otherwise have been identified. The HRTC shifted 

the focus of the project and its design. Meeting the requirements of the tax credits 

quickly became the primary goal of the design process. A design or program which 

' " Keister, 52-57, 88, 90. 
"" Ibid., 54. 
" ' Ibid. 
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itself promised to add to the economic feasibility became secondary to tax credit 

qualification. One path to adaptive-use financial feasibility may be no better than the 

other. The key to this study is to identify the distinction between seeking HRTC 

qualification and seeking other means of economic feasibility for commercial re-use 

projects. At Union Station, the absence of significant local investment demonstrates 

the single-mindedness of the redevelopment. Oppenheimer Properties and the Rouse 

Company found the tax credit and UDAG grants better capitol targets than the tight-

fisted St. Louis banking community. Only after the redevelopers secured the 

maximum tax benefit and grant money, did they pursue another funding stream. The 

sale of individual and sub-divided private shares of the Union Station project was 

used to mop up the financing left after securing the tax credit and UDAG grant.̂ '̂  

For the redeveloper, the HRTCs can be the fimding path that balances the 

greatest financial retum wdth the least resistance. But as both sides of this equation 

change, the connection between tax credit qualification and re-use design becomes 

less defined and absolute. Large urban redevelopments may be too sophisticated to 

easily determine whether disregarding the tax credits and their obligations is 

universally beneficial. It could even be argued that the lack of examples suggests that 

the tax incentives are the only meams of making this sort of redevelopment feasible. 

Instead, the more basic question to consider may center around the tendency of 

preservationists and developers to reflexively seek to qualify for rehabilitation tax 

credits. The larger issue for redevelopers and preservationists may be to at least give 

' Hahn, 36. 
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greater thought to the derived benefits and attached obligations of tax credit 

rehabilitation. The following chapter demonstrates the role of tax credit qualification 

in adaptive-use design and programming. 

Perhaps the largest lesson to be leamed from the economic and tax incentive 

climate surroimding the Union Station redevelopment is to understand the obligations 

of an adaptive-use endeavor. Only from this ground can an investor or redeveloper 

tmly make an informed assessment of a project's feasibility and potential. The train 

station's place in rehabilitation tax credit history placed extraordinary weight in 

compliance wdth the Secretary's Standards. However, in the years since, these factors 

have dramatically shifted. The tax benefit is no longer as lucrative to as many 

investors. Statistics from across the preservation movement demonstrate this.^" In 

addition, the interpretation of the renovation and its design solutions are likely to be 

much more strict than during the golden age of Union Station's re-use. One recent 

NPS preservationist wrote, ".. .More recently some developers and architects have 

complained that the Park Service has 'gotten tough' on interiors. This may be a bit of 

an overstatement, but it is tme we have become more concerned about interior 

features, spaces, emd finishes than we have in the past." '̂* These two factors quickly 

add up to cause question of the benefit of the existing tax credits. 

Seeking to qualify for the rehabilitation tax credits creates a different set of 

boundaries for the re-use of historic properties. However, it is important to recognize 

" ' Murtagh, Keeping Time. 76. 
'̂* H. Ward Jandl, "Federal Tax Incentives Have Radically Changed Preservation," Historic 

Preservation Forum, 4, no. 1 (Spring, 1990, retrieved via internet): 1. 
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that these consequences of adhering to the Secretary's Standards are not absolute. A 

redeveloper should not expect this sort of project to automatically be a losing 

proposition. Rather, tax credit compliance represents the many shades of gray 

between a strict restoration and an insensitive adaptive-use. It may simply require a 

more thoughtfiil and informed approach to re-use of large urban properties. 

Therein seems to lie an intriguing balance. One approach would be to remove 

the constraints of the Standards and regulations necessary for tax credit qualification. 

Instead, challenge architectural designers and programmers to create solutions that 

foster its own sensible and economically feasible results. Staunch preservationists 

wdll likely disapprove of such disregard by redevelopers. Several decades have 

fostered a deep mistmst between the two interests. However, the presence of 

preservationists, especially at their grass roots best, could itself secure the longevity 

of historic properties. Redevelopers need to understand that the preservation 

community supports renovation and adaptive-use, but wdll not tolerate the mindless 

and wasteful demolition of historic building stock. Imagine a redeveloper working 

within a framework that encourages re-use with the same vigilance as it condemns 

demolition and neglect. Preservationists also need to better communicate this ideal. 

The movement at times seems so entrenched against the wrecking ball that it forgets 

to encourage sensible re-use. 

This balance between restoration of the original historic fabric and alterations 

necessary for new uses is simple enough to identify. As suggested, the challenge (or 

opportunity) lies in understanding these types of pattems, and finally the application 
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of that understanding. To that end. Union Station's renovation illustrates a more 

revealing pattem. That is, observance of the Secretary's Standards shifts this balance 

between restoration and alteration. The scales seem to place greater importance on 

the restoration and maintenance of the historic fabric than on the alterations necessary 

for new uses. As the next chapter records specific portions of Union Station's 

redevelopment demonsfrate this balance. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DESIGN AND PROGRAMMING AS A CONDITION 

OF ADAPTIVE- USE 

6.1 An Introduction to Chapter 6 

While the size of the Union Station made its compliance with the Secretary's 

Standards cmcial to the project's economics, the complexity of the re-use program made 

compliance especially difficult. It became the delicate task for the design architect and 

the redeveloper, to balance the restoration of and alteration to the property's historic 

fabric. 

Fortunately, during this very active era of adaptive-use in the mid 1980s, the 

interpretation of the Secretary's Standards was more often loosely interpreted. This 

allowed for the alterations at Union Station to pass the necessary regulatory muster for 

tax credit approval. 

The condition highlighted by the final design and constmction of Union Station's 

adaptive-use centers around the interpretation of a project for tax credit approval. The 

regulatory climate that surrounds a project can have an extreme impact on design and 

planning solutions. A generous or liberal interpretation of the applicable design standards 

or guidelines allows for greater freedom in planning solutions, and as a result creates a 

more feasible set of conditions for adaptive-use. 
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6.2 Two Great Balancing Acts: The Significance of 
Tax Credits and Design Guidelines 

The design of Union Station's re-use divided into two separate tasks; restoration 

of the existing fabric and creation of appropriate and compatible new spaces. The 

restoration was the first task. It also was the most cmcial in terms of meeting the 

Secretary's Standards and receiving tax credit approval. The second phase addressed the 

qualities necessary for a successful commercial real estate project. This phase involved 

the creation of the character and architectural qualities for the new constmction. This 

necessary to lure and retain the retail merchants. As the final metisure of the Union 

Station's new success, the retail tenants in tum played a closer role in attracting visitors 

and users to the revitalized Union Station. It was necessary to balance two sets of design 

issues; the balance between restoration and alteration of the historic fabric, and the 

balance between compliance wdth the Standards and profitability. 

When reduced to its essence, these design issues surrounding adaptive-use fall 

rather conveniently into two categories. In St. Louis, the station first had to be restored 

and renovated with the approval of the National Park Service's interpretation of the 

Secretary's Standards. The renovated Union Station had to possess the necessary 

architectural qualities to attract tenants who would be inviting and interesting to visitors 

and users. However, this distinction carried one qualification. While the second phase of 

adaptive-use design can be over-mled by interpretation of the Secretary's Standards, the 

mandate of creating usable and marketable new constmction did not influence that 

regulatory interpretation in a reciprocal manner. 
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Even beyond the rehabilitation standards, the architectural firm of Hellmuth Obata 

and Kassabaum encountered a formidable design problem. Hank Winkelman, HOK"s 

Senior project designer for the Union Station renovation stated, "We needed to find a way 

to integrate all this new constmction without destroying the essential character of a 

building whose memory is still preserved in the minds of many, many people."^'' Finally 

after this balance was achieved. Union Station became a financial success. 

In order to achieve these simultaneous yet separate goals, the project leaders 

reorganized their St. Louis operations. The Rouse Company created a new organization 

to act as the local owner representative for the redevelopment. Called simply the Rouse 

Company of St. Louis, Inc., this entity directed the correspondence surrounding NPS 

approval and other issues during this phase of the project. Rouse Company of St. Louis 

still remains today as the management for Union Station's retail operations. 

St. Louis Union Station Associates was also created during this phase of the 

redevelopment. It was really an identity for the group of investors created by 

Oppenheimer to try to fiirther connect with the St. Louis community. The group still 

exists today as a sort of steward both guarding and promoting Union Station's past, 

present, and fiiture.^'" 

One beneficial result of seeking qualification for tax credit approval, was the 

creation of a paper trail related to the project. The same was tme for St. Louis Union 

" ' Hahn, 35. 
^^ Ronald Lee Fleming and Judith Hadden Edington, "Telling the Story of a Historic Building to 

Create a Market Edge: St. Louis Union Station, St. Louis, MO - 1989," Preserve Link Solutions Article. 
(May 4, 1994: retrieved via internet); St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 5 October, 1980. 
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Station and these new organizations. A host of NPS and Department of Interior forms 

remain as a lasting public record of the renovation process. While tempered for Park 

Service review and approval, these documents provide a general sense of the design 

challenges the redevelopment team faced. 

6.3 The Balance between Restoration and Alteration 

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards addresses the priorities of restoration and 

alteration, "Some exterior and interior alterations to the historic building are generally 

needed to assure its continued use, but it is most important that such alterations do not 

radically change, obscure, or desfroy character-defining spaces, materials, features or 

finishes."^*' But in 1985, this guideline was certainly open to interpretation. At St. Louis 

Union Station, "character-defining" parts of the historic building were indeed radically 

changed, obscured, and destroyed. 

Four areas of Union Station's redevelopment represent the project's balance 

between restoration and alteration. The Headhouse, George Pegram's train shed, the 

midway, and the southem rail yard together illustrate the degrees of intervention.. These 

four components are listed in order; beginning with the most accurately restored and 

ending with the most freely altered. 

The Headhouse at Union Station received the project's most meticulous 

restoration work. Rouse hired architectural historian Timothy Samuelson, a Louis Millet 

^"Weeks and Grimmer, Secretary's Guidelines. 65. 
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scholar to oversee the research and restoration effort.̂ ^̂  Millet was Union Station's 

original interior designer, perhaps best known for Sullivan's Auditorium Building. The 

Conrad Schmitt Studios of New Berlin Wisconsin performed the meticulous restoration 

of the station's Grand Hall.̂ ^̂  Window restoration and replacement also dominated the 

work completed on the Headhouse. 

Restoration of the Grand Hall was the project's focus. Its condition was recorded 

as, "Physically intact... with peeling paint and spalling plaster. Prior to restoration, 11 

original light fixtures missing."^" The application to the National Park Service stated 

that the work on the Grand Hall would "Restore to original splendor . . ."̂ *̂  Union 

Station's signature space (Figs. 6.1, 6.2). The renovation even retumed the room to its 

original configuration. Windows in the Grand Hall were retumed to door openings to 

allow access to a balcony overlooking the midway.̂ *̂ One portion of the Secretary's 

Guidelines seems to apply to this portion of the project. It suggests "Identifying, 

retaining, and preserving a floor plan or interior spaces that are important in defining the 

overall historic character of the building. This includes size, configuration, proportion, 

and relationship of rooms and corridors."^*^ 

^" Hahn, 37; Morton, 84. 
' " Hahn, 39. 
^^ United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service, "Historic Preservation 

Certification Application - Part 2," on file at the Missouri State Historic Preservation Program, Jefferson 
City, Missouri, feaUire # 8, (Grand Hall), May 22, 1985. 

^" Ibid., feature # 16, (Headhouse/Terminal, Grand Hall), April 27,1984. 
''* Ibid. 
^" Secretary's Guidelines, 94. 
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Figure 6.1 St. Louis Union Station, Grand Hall, September 1894. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station : A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 19. 

•^i^&^ieS^^^ 

Figure 6.2 St. Louis Union Station, Grand Hall, circa 1995. 
Source: Postcard, "St. Louis, Missouri: The Grand Hall at Union Station is reminder of 

the glorious age of train travel," MRTC/Ozark Postcard Co., photograph by James 
Blank. 
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Other portions of the Headhouse underwent similar degrees of restoration. The 

application for NPS approval describes other Headhouse spaces with numerous phrases 

similar to "Restore original plasterwork detailing. Remove non-original art glass .. ." and 

"Restore oak paneling, refinish wood coffers" (Figs. 6.3, 6.4).̂ ** 

Figure 6.3 St. Louis Union Station, Gothic Hall, circa 1900. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People, A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 80. 

^" U.S. Department of the Interior, "Historic Preservation Certification Application - Part 2", 
April 27, 1984 #17-18. 
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i. — 

Figure 6.4 St. Louis Union Station, Gothic Hall, 1997. 

However, the Union Station Headhouse was not restored as a museum quality 

specimen of nineteenth century rail stations. Some of the original spaces of the 

Headhouse were altered to meet the contemporary needs of the station's redevelopment. 

These examples demonstrate the balance between restoration and alteration of the historic 

fabric. The partitions in original hotel rooms in the westem portion of the building were 
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removed in order to layout the new hotel and office spaces.̂ *' Also, the original Fred 

Harvey kitchens, lunchroom, and waiting rooms were gutted and new partitions were 

added to accommodate the new retail tenants.̂ ™ 

The Headhouse has the area of the project most dominated by the restoration. 

However, the investment in the Headhouse restoration was sensible. The Headhouse was 

the station's most recognized element. In order to re-use the property and promote the 

grandeur of its history, it was necessary to restore this significant portion of the property 

to some degree of its former glory. 

Another striking revelation involved the condition of the great train shed at Union 

Station. The largest challenge of the frain shed was the rescue and restoration of the 

original bulding materials. The intricate steel tmsses and the wood plank roofing were 

described as "exfremely deteriorated" and "weakened."^ '̂ The intention of the design 

team was to maintain the Standards' priority of repair where possible, and replacement as 

needed. The most interesting record noted the deterioration of the frain shed columns. 

They were described, "The steel columns are so deteriorated at the bases that daylight is 

visible through many of them, particularly on the outer column lines." The solution: 

"Where visible to the public the columns will be repaired wdth steel. Where they are 

buried inside new stmctures, reinforced concrete bases will be poured to strengthen and 

stabilize them" (Figs. 6.5, 6.6)."' 

^''Ibid., feature #15. 
""Ibid., feature #13. 
" ' Ibid., feature # 24, 26. 
"̂̂  Ibid., feature # 27. 
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Figure 6.5 St. Louis Union Station, interior Train Shed column. 

Figure 6.6 St. Louis Union Station, deteriorating exterior Train Shed column. 
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Several points are better illustrated from this example. First, listing on the 

National Register is a rather sacred status for this sort of redevelopment. Despite the 

deteriorated condition of the entire train shed, including many of its critical components, 

removing the train shed was never considered as an appropriate resolution. This 

reverence for George Pegram's engineering marvel was largely due to its 1976 listing as a 

National Engineering Landmark. It was simply easier for the redevelopers to repair and 

reinforce the train shed than to win approval to demolish it. 

Another result of this sympathetic freatment of the frain shed, was that more 

economical solutions were not seriously considered for the stmcture's re-use. For 

example, the deteriorated areas of the shed could have been removed and the stable 

portions retained. The new retail and hotel constmction could have mimicked the 

original and removed shed pieces, perhaps capturing some of the character and quality of 

the original train shed. 

With the luxury of vivid hindsight, it is revealing, though indulgent to consider 

these paths not taken by the project designers. Beyond the discussion of the choices not 

taken, the design decisions that were made do illustrate the basis for such speculation. 

For example, the different treatment of train shed columns wdthin public sight and those 

not, demonstrates that the architects and developers understood the nature of such 

dilemmas. The treatment of unseen areas with a quick and simple solution while visible 

areas received meticulous restoration also illustrates this awareness. 

In the end, this decision regarding the treatment of the train shed played a large 

role in determining the programming and organization of the hotel and retail portions of 
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the redevelopment. The project maintained simple parameters. The train shed would be 

restored where visible, repaired elsewhere, and left unobstmcted by the new buildings 

(Figs. 6.7, 6.8, 6.9, 6.10). The Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines state, "Adding a new 

floor when required for the new use if such an alteration does not damage or destroy the 

stmctural system or obscure, damage, or destroy character-defining spaces, features or 

finishes.""^ 

Figure 6.7 HOK Design Renderings of the hotel portion of the redevelopment. New 
constmction does not interfere wdth the original tmss system of the frain shed. 

Source: Files of the Missouri State Historic Preservation Office, Jefferson City, 
Missouri. 

Figure 6.8 HOK Design Rendering of the hotel portion of the redevelopment. 
Source: Files of the Missouri State Historic Preservation Office, Jefferson City, 

Missouri. 

Secretary's Standards. 93. 
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Figure 6.9 St. Louis Union Station, Hyatt Hotel. 

Figure 6.10 St. Louis Union Station, interior Train Shed stmcture at Midway. 
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The renovation in the Midway also needed to achieve the balance between 

restoration and alteration. The degree of work in the Midway seemed tilted more toward 

the necessary alteration of the area in order to meet the project's new needs. Stmctural 

repairs were performed on the Midway roof sections. But beyond this necessary repair, 

the Midway's new appearance reflected more of the original character than had the 

renovations of the space in the 1940s. 

The entrances to the Midway from both 18th and 20th Sfreets were both restored 

and significantly altered. National Park Service forms explain, "Remove new stmctures 

at 18th and 20th Street enfries to retum to original 1894 openings. Both openings will be 

in-fiUed with glass and metal partitions since (the) interior wdll now be conditioned 

space" (Fig. 6.11)."" 

Figure 6.11 St. Louis Union Station, Enfrance to Midway from 18* Street. 

'̂'' U.S. Department of the Interior, "Historic Preservation Certification Application - Part 2," 
April 27, 1984, feature #22. 
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The application continues with a description of the new circulation path created in 

the Midway, "An elevated entry at 18th Sfreet will replace the existing stairs and connect 

to new constmction under the train shed."'" The Secretary's Guidelines suggest, 

"Designing enclosures for historic porches on secondary elevations when required by the 

new use in a manner that preserves the historic character of the building. This can 

include using large sheets of glass and recessing the enclosure wall behind existing 

scrollwork, posts, and balusfrades.""* 

Mostly, the Midway was significantly altered to accommodate the retail portions 

of the redevelopment. The qualification application states, "The Midway will be used as 

a major egress area for the hotel, but wdll be lined on either side wdth a series of kiosks 

and a cafe." Tenant design guidelines issued by the Rouse Company detail the layout of 

the new retail spaces throughout the Midway (Figs. 6.12). 

Other portions of the restoration reveal similar tendencies. The use of the vast 

railyard to the south of Union Station wdth the frain shed demonstrates the need to 

sacrifice the original historic fabric for the advancement of the new use. This portion of 

the property was presented as "remnants of railroading activity (mail building, pump 

house, refueling station, repair facility) exist on the south site in extremely deteriorated 

and vandalized condition."'^' With the future of Union Station as a passenger rail facility 

rather doubtful, the use of this area of the site was destined for a dramatic alteration. 

"'Ibid., feature #23. 
" ' Secretary's Standards. 87. 
^̂ ' U.S. Department of the Interior, "Historic Preservation Certification Application - Part 2," 

April 27, 1984, feature #32. 
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Today's Union Station boasts the outdoor pond, patio areas, and vast surface parking on 

this ground. The plan for the area was described as "Site is to be cleared except for 

significant stmctures. Grade parking will cover most of the area. A few train tracks into 

the area will be planned in the near future.""* The application later added, "Main shed 

areas to contain Biergarten, small lake and plaza area at the retail entrance.. . Two train 

tracks are installed where tracks 9 and 10 existed""' (Figs. 6.13, 6.14). The Secretary's 

Guidelines recommends, "Designing new onsite parking, loading docks, or ramps when 

required by the new use so that they are unobtmsive as possible and assure the 

preservation of the historic relationships between the building or buildings and the 

landscape."^*" 

m 
Heaanoinn Plan 

1. TTie Atrfum StiODS 
2- Carriage Concourse Rescaunmt 
3. Tiw Grana Hall snops 
4. fcast Headhoiae FTetail 
5. Bagga^ Afldition 

Figure 6.12 Tenant Design Guidelines, storefront opening designations. 
Source: St. Louis Union Station Associates, St. Louis Union Station: Schedule ' C 
Design Criteria for Tenant Improvements. (1984), Section III., 2. 

"^ Ibid. 
" ' Ibid., feature # 2, (South site and Butterfiy Shed), November 5, 1985. 
'̂° Secretary's Guidelines. 105. 
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Figure 6.13 St. Louis Union Station, Painting of the tracks, circa 1900. 
Source: Norbury L. Wayman, St. Louis Union Station and Its Railroads, 

(St. Louis: The Evelyn E. Newman Group, 1987) 266. 

Figure 6.14 St. Louis Union Station, Train shed, 1997. Note that the same area of the 
tracks reveals none of the original fabric. 
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6.4 The Balance between Compliance and Profit 

Once Union Station had been restored, the task of creating a lucrative festival 

marketplace began. In some ways, the restoration work was the shell package in a 

speculative real estate development. One review of the project described the nature of the 

design dilemma: 

Every step of the design process forced the architects to confront the essential 
paradox of building a marketplace inside a train station . . . The design stmggle 
really presented itself in establishing the image and character of the place. It had 
to be marketlike and frainlike at the same time.̂ *' 

The same article continued, "The architects had more mundane imperatives as well. First 

and foremost, the project had to be a commercial success."̂ *^ 

The basic dilemma rested in achieving a balance between maintaining the rich and 

vast original fabric and accommodating the new uses. Failing to retain sufficient portions 

of the original fabric of Union Station could disqualify the project from receiving the 

HRTC. This in tum would make the rehabilitation unfeasible. On the other hand, a 

design solution which did not accommodate the new hotel and retail needs of the project 

would dso make rehabilitation unfeasible. HOK designer Hank Winkelman, asked, 

"How do you integrate modem hotel and retail facilities in a building that was built 

almost 100 years ago for frains?"^*^ 

Finding a suitable new use for the mammoth Union Station facility was a lengthy 

and haphazard process. Long before the final balance between hotel and retail spaces was 

^" Hahn, 39. 
^" Ibid., 36. 
' " Morton, 83. 
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established, the train station's future was in question. In 1966, the station was first 

considered for adaptation into a convention center.'̂ *'' This proposal was a result of a 

study commissioned by the Terminal Railroad Association. The architects presented six 

plans, all developed aroimd the convention center concept. They included schemes for a 

trade mart, athletic center, offices, and apartments. A key element of this short-lived 

proposal was the relocation of the National Museum of Transport, which is now located 

in St. Louis County. 

In 1978, local architects. Murphy, Downey, Wofford and Richman produced 

another feasibility study. This group identified that a necessEiry ingredient to the success 

of any re-use was making the revitalized station easily accessible to large masses of 

people. This proposal placed "emphasis on using the existing facilities without severely 

altering their physical condition."^*' The 1978 study, like the earlier proposal, 

recommended that the National Museum of Transport be placed within the train shed's 

expanse. Two other notable points were expressed in the Murphy, Downey, Wofford and 

Richman study. The headhouse recommendation included a thorough restoration and 

continued use of the spaces in their original fimction. This approach was similar to that 

taken in the 1985 renovation. The 1978 proposal also called for re-use of the Mill Creek 

Valley rail services as the seed for a new light rail system through St. Louis. In contrast. 

^'^ Schwarz and Van Hoefen, architects, A Study for a Union Station Convention Center. 1966.' 
^'^ Murphy Downey Wofford and Richman /Architects^ A Conservation Concept for St. Louis. 

1978, Missouri Historical Society, Research Center, St. Louis, 1. 
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the 1985 renovation was not programmed to accommodate any type of continued rail 

use.̂ *̂  

George Pegram's grand train shed wass the main design parameter for HOK. The 

vast size of the shed seemed to prohibit any solution that would maintain all of the 

original characteristics of the shed and the spaces beneath it. Yet the rehabilitation 

standards denied a dramatic change in the original building fabric. The shed could not be 

demolished or enclosed and a compromise needed to be reached. 

As troublesome as the train shed seemed, it finally became a large piece of the 

architect's design solution. In fact, the train shed's status as a National Register property 

while first limiting the possible design solutions, finally determined the nature of the 

compromised design. As a National Register property, everything constmcted within 

Union Station's train shed could qualify for tax credits. Historic Preservation magazine 

reported, "A 1981 mling by the IRS found that new constmction within the restored walls 

of the shed would qualify for the investment tax credit."^*' Instead of altering the vast 

train shed's original building fabric, the architects simply placed the necessary hotel and 

retail stmctures underneath it, leaving the tmsses imchanged and unchallenged by the 

new constmction. Hank Winkleman described the solution. 

We knew everything we built had to be in harmony with that magical umbrella, 
which is , in fact the exterior skin of that part of the building. The problem was 
designing beneath it while still allowing the shed to 'float'. Everything had to 

*̂' Today, St. Louis' Metrolink light rail system, completed in 1993, now serves the revitalized 
Union Station complex. Ironically, the Metrolink service approaches Union Station from the east, 
perpendicular from the original southem approach. The light rail system reproduces none of the original 
experience of arriving at Union Station. 

'" Hahn, 36. 
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look right and feel right when God, on a sunny day, put it to the test of light and 
shadow(Figs. 6.15, 6.16).'** 

Figure 6.15 St. Louis Union Station, Train Shed "floating" over new constmction. 

Figure 6.16 St. Louis Union Station, Train Shed "floating" over new constmction. 

' Ibid. 
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This simple, yet clever, design and programmatic maneuver avoided the difficulty 

of adhering to the Secretary's Standards for Rehabilitation, while qualifying a significant 

amount of the new constmction for the rehabilitation tax incentives. Progressive 

Architecture described the impact of HOK's solution, "Consequently, 480 additional 

hotel rooms could be put vmder the shed, along with 160,000 square feet of retail 

facilities, thus making the whole project realistic."'*' In its promotional literature for the 

station, the Rouse Company simply stated, "St. Louis Union Station will become St. 

Louis' festival marketplace."''" 

After HOK and the many artisans restored the property and prepared it for retail 

use. Rouse undertook the final task of establishing the character of the redevelopment. 

They started by establishing the design guidelines for the retail portions of the 

redevelopment. This promotion allowed Rouse to maintain a heavy amount of oversight 

and authority of the design of each tenant's space. The character of Union Station's re

use was well established by these design guidelines. Rouse's duty was to ensure that 

each tenant and store complimented that character. During the late 1970's and early 

1980's, and in Rouse Co.'s projects prior to St. Louis Union Station the redeveloper 

attained a reputation of strict, sometimes harsh tenant treatment, inflated sales 

projections, and hidden costs.'" This trend continued somewhat at Union Station. Rouse 

stated, "All tenant improvements are subject to the Landlord's approval and must 

' " Morton, 84 . 
'̂° St. Louis Union Station Associates, St. Louis Union Station: Schedule ' C : Design Criteria for 

Tenant Improvements. (1984), Section II., 2. 
" ' Judith Vandewater, "Station Developer Negotiating Leases," St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 

8 July, 1984, sec. B, 1-2. 
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conform to the GENERAL CRITERIA as well as the following SPECIAL 

CRITERIA."'" The capitalization of the word "Landlord" is nearly biblical in its 

treatment. 

At St. Louis Union Station, Rouse Co. described its design guidelines, "The 

Tenant Design Criteria are intended to encourage individual expression which will be 

sensitive to the restoration and redevelopment of the St. Louis Union Station. These 

criteria provide a common point of departure for the benefit of all Tenants."'" 

Rouse was probably correct in its statement about "the benefit of all." A certain 

amoimt of design coherence was necessary for such a large and distinct project. By 

maintaining tight design guidelines. Rouse hoped to recreate the success of its other 

festival marketplaces. Two things are notable about Rouse's guidelines. The criteria are 

remarkably detailed and, the guidelines prescribe a very real deference to Union Station's 

original historic fabric. The sfrength of Union Station's historic character would help to 

attract tenants and visitors, both necessary components to the project's success. The 

redeveloper stated in its promotional literature, "This beautiful Romanesque stmcture, 

and its train shed symbolize the dramatic part St. Louis has played in the growth of 

America. Then, as now, the station, which was a city in itself, served as a community 

focal point with which people's lives were enhanced and enriched . . . The Rouse 

Company of St. Louis brings this major new redevelopment to St. Louis Union Station in 

"^ St. Louis Union Station Associates, Schedule ' C . Section III., 14. 
'"Ibid., Section L, 3. 
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the same spirit as the original station."""* While the effect may not be as dramatic as 

marketed, the redveloper seemed intent on using Union Station's history in the promotion 

of the revitalization. 

For the new retail and restaurant portions of the redevelopment, use of materials 

that mimicked the original fabric was discouraged."^ In fact, the literature issued a stem 

warning about fouling up the integrity of the restoration work at the station. Perhaps 

more accurately, the redeveloper seemed to have been guarding the hard fought approval 

gained from the NPS and also the city of St. Louis, "The existing facades and individual 

storefronts on the Headhouse have been approved by the St. Louis Heritage and Urban 

Design Commission and the National Park Service, agents of the National Historic 

Register. Tenants may not change any architectural element, any material, or the color 

scheme." The Grand Hall also commanded its own set of guidelines. The redevelopers 

required that the shopfronts facing the great room use openings and storefront systems 

that are "sympathetic to the geometry of the arched opening" (Figs. 6.17, 6.18)."^ 

The Midway Shoptronts 

l%<cC.' n y p t B " TnK D 1 4 f-ta lkidh»weR««.l 

Figure 6.17 St. Louis Union Station, Midway elevation of the Headhouse. 

'"* Ibid., Section I., 1. 
' " Ibid., Section II., 2. 
"'Ibid., Section IIL, 18. 
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Figure 6.18 St. Louis Union Station, Arched opening from Headhouse to Midway. 

But the Midway presented a different challenge. Having been remodeled in 

the 1940s, and lacking the signature facades and silhouettes, the Midway had its own 

design criteria. Most apparent was the encouragement of similar materials, "Refined, 

traditional materials such as high finish varnished or painted wood, or painted or polished 

metal are encouraged.""^ In general. Rouse established the architectural character of the 

Midway, "Tenant's design for storefront is to be sensitive to (the) existing Headhouse 

opening and should reflect its historic character.""* In particular, four different shopfront 

prototypes were designated for this area. Depending on the original arched opening 

between the Headhouse and the Midway, the new storefronts and entries into the retail 

spaces were configured in a complimentary way (Figs. 6.19, 6.20). These storefronts 

were to be treated as a major design characteristic. 

" ' Ibid., Section III., 4. 

170 



Figure 6.19 St. Louis Union Station, Storefront configuration at Midway. 
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Figure 6.20 St. Louis Union Station, Storefront configuration at Midway. 
Source: St. Louis Union Station Associates, St. Louis Union Station: 

Schedule ' C : Design Criteria for Tenant Improvements. 
(1984), Section IV, 5. 

Ibid. 
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The train shed concourse also commanded a lengthy and detailed set of criteria. 

The first and foremost mle was "NO ATTACHMENTS CAN BE MADE TO THE 

TRAIN SHED STRUCTURE.""' Offering rather vague guidance to the restaurants 

located under the train shed, the redevelopers stated, "The interior Restaurant storefronts 

must stress an open and inviting design."^"" An area termed the Pullman Market also 

received a set of ambiguous criteria, "This lively, frequently changing marketplace adds 

color and interest to the area just south of the Midway..."''" The Train shed market was 

described similarly, "These tenants form a rich and lively edge at the south entry's 

ground level.'""' 

The space allocation and programming at Union Station was not left to chance. 

The Rouse Co. strived for a perfect balance between all of the necessary components of 

the redevelopment. While Rouse determined what that balance needed to be, it was left 

to HOK to achieve it architecturally. The Maryland developer concentrated its initial 

efforts on securing restaurants, cafes, and food court retailers. The retail development 

direction Rouse embarked on called for the food court and other restaurants at the station 

to serve as the project's retail anchor. Normally, large department stores provide such 

stability to the volatile retail markets.̂ "̂  

However, this set of solutions only addressed the problem of getting the most for 

the owner's rehabilitation dollar. The task of creating sensible and human scaled spaces 

=" Ibid., Section V., 6. 
'•^Ibid., Section VL, 3. 
^°' Ibid., Section VI., 5. 
"̂2 Ibid., Section VI., 7. 

' " Vandewater, "Station Developer Negotiating Leases," 1-2. 
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remained. Gyo Obata of HOK described the firm's design response "You have to realize 

that what we are doing was creating a city within a city . . . that's the important thing.'""̂ ^ 

The architects divided the area imder the train shed into what the project designers termed 

"neighborhoods." Again, P/A captured the character of HOK's design: 

In allotting the space, three bays extending about halfway in to the shed are 
devoted to the hotel, while the two bays alongside them are given to retail 
facilities. Further into the shed a lake, plaza, and market occupy that portion not 
fiilly covered or enclosed. Each of these areas is made purposely distinct, with no 
space ever flowing into another, to maintain the boimdaries of the 
"neighborhoods." 
A major concem of everyone involved in the project was to respect the Victorian 
engineering marvel of the shed roof by assuring that nothing under it defract from 
its appearance of floating ("soaring is perhaps more appropriate) over the entire 
space. Consequently, everything is made to hug the ground as much as 
possible.'"' 

The execution of the design maintained these directives but in the end failed to create a 

cohesive whole. 

The criticism of HOK's work at Union Station is rather mild, overshadowed by 

the necessity of the new constmction to save the original pieces of the grand station. The 

new pieces of the redevelopment plan located underneath the train shed, all clearly first 

address the Secretary's Standards. Noting the constraints on the designers, the joumal 

Architecture stated. "The pieces of the new constmction seem arbifrarily arranged, 

somewhat like a fairgrounds, and circulation is confusing." The critique added, 

"Certainly no one would deny the delights of HOK's meticulous restoration. But it is a 

letdown to walk through this grand, unique building and into a bland collection of 

'•^ Morton, 83. 
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predictable boutiques and restaurants found in malls across the country" (Figs. 6.21, 

6.22).'°' 
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SAINT LOVIS VNION STATION 

THrO C • LINK • ARCHirnCT 

r 
\<t^'- r 

— n ! L L-tiii-yL-Rju 

•=iH-TTl 

riRST rLOORPLAN-5AlNT LOVISVNION STATION-TMCO-C-LINK-ARCHITE.CT-

Figure 6.21 Original Plan of St. Louis Union Station. 
Source: Roger H. Gray, Don L. Hoffsommer, and Osmund Oversby^ 

St. Louis Union Station: A Place for People. A Place for Trains. 
(St. Louis: St. Louis Mercantile Library, 1994), 67. 

'<" Ibid. 
'•^ Freeman, 85. 
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Figure 6.22 Plan of the 1985 Rehabilitation of St. Louis Union Station. 
Source: David Morton, "Spirit of St. Louis," Progressive Architecture 

66 no. 11 (November 1985), 91. 
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In retrospect, with the fate of the station now secure, the rich architectural 

palette that Union Station provided for HOK seems like a missed opportunity. Walking 

through the mall area, one has no sense of the original arrangement of the midway and 

train areas. The mall and hotel have been placed without gesture to the original end track 

design of the terminal. The St. Louis Post-Dispatch later identified this criticism of 

Union Station's redevelopment: 

At the time it was converted from a railroad station to a hotel-shopping mall-
entertainment center it was the largest, most expensive rehab project in the nation. 
Without the investment tax credit it could never have been accomplished. 
The Park Service allowed the developers to obliterate so much of the original 
character of the interior of the station that its former identity is hardly 
recognizable imder the glitz. What real-life train shed ever had fountains and 
pools, brightly colored outdoor fiimiture, beer gardens and oompah bands? What 
railroad station concourse ever had an omemiental iron staircase plunked down in 
the middle of it? Where are the fracks and the platforms? Where is the smoke 
and steam and dirt?'°^ 

While compromises are inevitable in this sort of adaptation, the point the Post 

article illustrates is the host of original architectural cues that were ignored in the re-use. 

Even more to the point, not only were these features ignored in the new portions of the 

redevelopment, but in some instances that original fabric itself was hidden or destroyed. 

In a thinly veiled reference of the St. Louis Union Station redevelopment, the Park 

Service officials criticized the results of the rehabilitation. 

Train stations are now upscale shopping malls selling Adidas running shoes. 
Sharper Image gadgets and Crabtree and Evelyn soaps. The few remaining trains 
have been relegated to Amshacks on the edge of town. While the architecture of 
many of these terminals has been preserved ~ and indeed enhanced ~ as part of 
the rehabilitation project, the use wdthout exception has changed. The grand sheds 

' Porter, "Full Credits? Park Service Denies Discouraging Rehabbers," 3. 
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that were the reason for the landmark designation in the first place have been 
largely reworked ~ in some cases, they are barely recognizable for what they once 
were. Clearly, the railroad companies no longer need or want their spectacular 
stations and terminals; new uses must be found to keep these resources standing. 
Yet one day we may well regret the severe interventions that were permitted in the 
name of certified rehabilitation.̂ "* 

One of lessons to be leamed with the Union Station programming and design 

centers around the Secretary's Standards for Rehabilitation. The financial interests in the 

project could perceive that the tax incentives to be gained outweigh any potential gain 

that freedom from the Standards would provide. However, if the ignoring of the 

Secretary's Standards allows for greater design freedom, then the basic economic 

measure of the programming and design phases is less important. 

The issue that can be taken from the Union Station project is greater consideration 

of the benefit of the Secretary's Standards. At the St. Louis adaptive-use, compliance 

was clearly the paramoimt design issue that the redevelopment team had to confront. 

A bit of irony lies in the effect of the Standards on the project. While the 

renovation of the headhouse was better insured by adherence to the standards, a more 

creative, or long-lasting solution to the spaces imdemeath the train shed was not explored. 

In fairness, the renovation of the train station occurred under a imique set of 

circumstances. That is, the tax incentives to be received by compliance were at an all 

time high, and the interpretation of the standards is considered to have been more liberal 

Jandl, "The Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation," 3-4. 

177 



during Union Station's redevelopment.^"' It is perhaps most fair to view the new hotel 

and retail constmction as the necessary evil for saving and restoring the original 

headhouse at Union Station. While such criticism is probably inevitable of this sort of 

project, it is also seemingly fair in this case. In the end, the achievement lies in the ability 

for people to still use and experience Union Station as a center for activity and interaction 

in St. Louis. 

"" Porter, "U.S. Plays Hardball with Historic Rehabbers," 2-4; "Full Credits? Park Service Denies 
Discouraging Rehabbers," 3. 
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSION 

7.1 Lessons from the Redevelopment 
of St. Louis Union Station 

This thesis identifies a set of conditions that determined the course of Union 

Station's redevelopment. Some of these conditions revealed somewhat obvious, yet 

seemingly unrecognized trends in adaptive-use. Other unexpected conditions also 

emerged from the Union Station example. The conclusion to this text re-iterates these 

identified adaptive-use conditions, points to topics for further study, and places this thesis 

within a larger framework of historic preservation and adaptive-use understanding. 

After the introductory first chapter, second chapter demonstrates Union Station's 

role in St. Louis', as well as in America's 20* century architectural and cultural history. 

This history conditioned the station's adaptive-use potential by establishing the St. Louis 

landmark as a center for citizen activity and interaction. Union Station's past use and 

historic character foreshadowed the successful formula of its 1985 redeveloped character. 

The grand public building was sensibly and plausibly re-programmed as a new icon and 

center of activity in St. Louis. 

This portion of Union Station's adaptive-use reinforces one common re-use 

guideline. This principle proposes that re-used buildings retain a function similar to there 

original use. The Secretary of the Interior states, "(1) Every reasonable effort shall be 

made to provide a compatible use for a property .. .or to use a property for its originally 

179 



intended purpose."^'" The Standards sensibly concede that "Some exterior and interior 

alterations to the historic building are generally needed to assure its continued use, but it 

is most important that such alterations do not radically change, obscure, or destroy 

character defining spaces, materials, features or finishes." ^" As this study's fifth chapter 

fiirther illusfrates, the feasible and successful degree to which the property's character is 

altered and retained can rest heavily upon the interpretive ideals of the National Park 

Service and each State Historic Preservation Office. 

But the result at Union Station presents a broad interpretation of this strict 

adaptive-use ideal. Rather than aping the original and now obsolete functions of Union 

Station as a passenger rail facility, the redevelopers instead re-created the character of the 

station's rich past. The new 20* century use was compatible with its original 19* century 

character. The Secretary's Standards mention this approach, "(2) The distinguishing 

original qualities or character of a building, stmcture, or site and its environment shall not 

be destroyed."^" While this does not necessarily go so far as to encourage this digression 

of fimction, this prohibition does recognized the value of the "qualities or character of the 

building." The new hotel and festival marketplace uses presented a renewed attraction 

for the historic station. Instead of making Union Station a new bus depot, short-

landing/take-off airport, or other transportation center, (as was proposed) the 

redevelopment team chose to recreate the station's bustling atmosphere. The Secretary of 

the Interior's guideline could be amplified with, "recreate the character of the building. 

'̂̂  Murtagh, Keeping Time,182. 
' " Ibid.,184 

180 



not the original function." A sharp review of this sort of adaptive-use approach comes 

from E. Blaine Cliver. Attempts to recreate historic functions rings hollow. Cliver 

describes it as "falsifying America, an attempt to freeze history. The main streets of 

Disneyland are an almost perfect model of this mind-set, creating a romanticized version 

of our past." '̂̂  If preservationists and adaptive-use advocates wish to seriously undertake 

the rehabilitation of our city's historic properties, they must first accept that the original 

uses of these buildings are obsolete. As with the other identified feasibility conditions, 

this corollary makes a good deal of sense. If Union Station could have continued its 

success as a transportation hub, it never would have declined and been deserted in the 

first place. For example, rehabilitating a historic warehouse district into renovated 

warehouse space seems quite foolish. 

Within this framework, investing in the failing transportation formula at Union 

Station would have made little sense for the redevelopers. Instead, re-creating the 

successfiil flavor and character of the landmark (which was indeed created by its 

transportation fimction) seems a much more sophisticated approach. One broad review of 

adaptive-use practice stated, "There can be no single approach to re-using and converting 

existing buildings. Much must depend on the character of the buildings."^''' This part of 

Union Station's past can provide guidance for other efforts to program new uses for 

historic urban monuments. 

''Mbid.,182. 
3'̂  Cliver, 177. 
"" Peter Davey and Dan Cruickshank, "Working with Old Buildings," Architectural Review 182, 

no. 1094 (April 1988): 23. 
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Speaking of decline, dis-use, and abandonment, the third chapter of the thesis 

illustrates how Union Station's waning usefulness charted the course and set the pace of 

its adaptive-use. The significance is not entirely in identifying that abandonment is a 

prerequisite for re-use. Instead, the importance lies in recognizing that fighting to 

maintain a fraction of vitality, while noble, may ultimately delay or undermine the 

building's adaptive-use process. As stated in the chapter, abandonment can 

simultaneously mark the final chapter of a building's history, and the origins of its 

rebirth. In St. Louis, the deserted monument highlighted this adaptive-use condition. 

The freedom from its original passenger rail service may have been the critical condition 

of its adaptive-use. Union Station was left wdth none of its past to remember and its 

salvation to be found in new usefulness. 

The story of Wallace Wright, Oppenheimer Inc., and the City of St. Louis 

identifies the potential power of creating order from a chaotic redevelopment process. 

This condition is probably the most difficult to translate into a some sort of codified 

checklist or guideline. This chapter of Union Station's redevelopment process can 

suggest to preservationists and adaptive-use advocates to seek out already beleaguered re

use projects. Opportunities can lie in such unexpected places. The idea is not to fool 

unwitting redevelopers into the pursuit of revitalizing historic properties, only to save the 

day when they fail. That would be ridiculous, in a variety of ways. Rather, it makes a 

certain amount of sense to complete the host of projects and efforts that are already 

underway. If preservationists and redevelopers cannot leam from and finish yesterday's 

work, then it seems dubious to initiate new efforts within these past frameworks. Again, 
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E. Blaine Cliver states, "Past building uses and rehabilitation treatments are a particulariy 

good subject to revisit. Doing so gives us the opportimity to rethink our options a second 

time, if only to be able to apply the lessons to future needs."^'^ The stalled redevelopment 

and adaptive-use of the Cupples Station complex and the Old Post Office building in St. 

Louis remain as an examples of this type of dormant opportunity within an existing 

project. 

Solving an ongoing problem could prove to be a smoother path to rehabilitation 

than initiating a new re-use project. First, Union Station's example suggests that the 

advantage goes to the outsider. More specifically, the advantage rests with those outside 

of the existing strained relationships. The New York investor, Oppenheimer, Inc. entered 

the deteriorated redevelopment process in St. Louis, free from the antagonism that had 

developed between the initial redevelopment group and local investors. Another general 

advantage rests with ensuing redevelopment initiatives. The body of knowledge 

surrounding harried projects remains as a guide for later re-use efforts. A new adaptive-

use endeavor will not be informed with such a specific and applied map of that project's 

pitfalls. Second chance redevelopers and the community better know what to expect. 

With both the conimunity and redevelopers better equipped for another effort to 

re-use an urban monument, a less acrimonious relationship promises to develop. The 

common cause of working toward completing the redevelopment at Union Station 

seemed to nurture the St. Louis adaptive-use. Mutual pursuit of federal grant money 

combined the often antagonistic interests of developers and the local community. 

'"Cliver, 175. 
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The exit of the initial developer also added an intangible benefit to the adaptive-

use process of major urban projects. Justly or not, the original developer represented a 

figure against which local communities and other redevelopers unite. This part of Union 

Station's past illustrates the potential opportunity to be found in beleaguered historic 

urban redevelopments. 

The preservation community has been most united as a proponent for the revival 

of the 1981-1985 Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits (HTRCs). The fifth chapter of the 

thesis reviews the history of these tcix incentives along wdth the obligations attached to 

their qualification. Beneath this din of historic preservation voices, an equally significant 

condition emerges. Adherence to the Secretary's Standards for Rehabilitation, as 

interpreted by the National Park Service and State Historic Preservation Officers, is as 

influential as the economics of current rehabilitation tax laws. Lucrative HTRCs mean 

little without flexible and encouraging interpretation of alteration and restoration 

treMments by federal regulatory agencies. Several examples were presented to illustrate 

the economic impact of NPS and SHPO approval in St. Louis. 

Union Station is unique in highlighting the effect of HRTC qualification. As the 

largest project to use the 1981-1985 tax credits, St. Louis Union Station stood to gain or 

lose more than any qualification before or since. This chapter continued to suggest that 

the absence of lucrative HRTCs for large commercial re-use of urban properties could 

allow for greater freedom in design of adaptive-use projects. The "reflexive" nature of 

historic preservationists to seek tax credits was questioned. Finally, an "anti-demolition" 

code was proposed as a possible way to foster adaptive-use and revitalization efforts 
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while protecting historic properties from wasteful demolition. This part of Union 

Station's redevelopment context recognized the power of design freedom for successful 

re-use of historic urban redevelopments. 

The re-design of Union Station occurred within the sort of economic, regulatory, 

and tax incentive framework established in the fifth chapter. The sixth and final chapter 

reviewed the Union Station redevelopment and its ability to balance the restoration of and 

alteration to the property's historic fabric. Ranging from broad programming and site 

planning issues to the meticulous restoration of the Grand Hall, the project strived for this 

sort of balance. 

The effort by the architects at HOK and the retail developers at Rouse produced 

an expected mixed result. The re-use of the Headhouse, along with the preservation and 

use of the great frain shed, demonstrated how historic rehabilitation scales can be tilted 

toward the restoration side of the equation. The renovation of the Midway and the re-use 

of the south railyard represented the necessity of altering the historic fabric in order to 

allow for new uses. 

Mild, yet seemingly warranted criticism of the project targeted the rehabilitation 

upon its completion. The majority of these commentaries focused on the portions of the 

new design and constmction by HOK and Rouse.̂ '̂  Parts of the original rail plan, 

especially the platforms and tracks under the train shed, were removed to make way for 

the new retail and outdoor spaces at Union Station. Unfortunately, these original features 

were not expressed in the 1985 renovation. Only study of the station's history reveal 
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these features and this configuration to the visitor. In contrast, the quality of the 

restoration work was universally praised. 

Despite criticism of the project, the balance of Union Station's re-design and 

planning remains economically and socially successfiil. Perhaps the fairest review of the 

rehabilitation of the station accepts the new constmction and the loss of the original fabric 

as the price to be paid in order to restore the Headhouse to its original grandeur and retum 

St. Louis Union Station to its landmark status. The years of success since the 1985 re

opening of Union Station establishes the project as a landmark adaptive-use project. 

7.2 New Ouestions 

Just as each chapter demonstrates a unique condition for re-use, each of the five 

chapters also point towards areas for further study and research. The second chapter 

raised a very broad question about the relationship between former and new uses of 

adaptive-use projects. That is, does a property with a certain original character and use 

better lend itself to a certain character or use in its rehabilitation? To be clear, this 

dilemma seems to focus more on the character and qualities of the original building rather 

than on its specific or technical architectural details and configurations. To a certain 

degree, the latter focus is more specifically addressed within the Secretary's Standards. 

To use St. Louis Union Station as an example, the architectural features of the train shed 

certainly are better adapted as cover for bus parking or as a small aircraft hangar. Within 

the framework of the early bus depot and short runway takeoff proposals for the station, 

''* Freeman, 85. 

186 



this would have seemed to be a sensible re-use of the space and the shed. In contrast, a 

usable and pedestrian outdoor spaces along with enclosed retail and hotel areas under the 

shed at first seemed like a rather far fetched solution. However, this plan emerged as the 

economically successful solution. When one considers why this portion of the Union 

Station redevelopment was successful, these additional issues can be considered. 

For example, was the outdoor plaza and hotel/retail solution better suited to the 

historic fabric because it retained the original quality and character of activity and 

interaction for Union Station's users? Using the shed as shelter for bus parking or an 

aircraft hangar prohibited the creation of this sort of ambience. In contrast, was this sort 

of solution for using the train shed not embraced because it rejected these qualities, 

prohibiting the users from experiencing and interacting with each other on the platforms? 

Again, these are issues raised by the body of this thesis. 

Some sort of statistical compilation of adaptive-use efforts would help provide 

insight into the relationship between past and new uses. Statistics could demonsfrate, one 

way or another, how certain original uses are more successfiiUy adapted to certain sorts of 

new ones. No such comprehensive data exists at this time. The National Register of 

Historic Places, the Intemal Revenue Service, and even each State Historic Preservation 

Officer has segments of this sort of data. But even these sources are limited to registered 

or tax incentive projects. Private or unregistered projects remain a mystery. 

Unfortunately, the variety and magnitude of this existing information provides little 

meaning. 
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A survey or statistical study could reveal a host of trends which might provide a 

sort of road map for civic planners and redevelopers. This information could reveal 

general guidelines beyond the technical or architectural pros and cons. For example, 

historic civic properties or landmarks may be most successful with a public or retail use 

rather than as private offices. Or, historic industrial buildings and areas may be better 

suited for new office or commercial use rather than as residential conversions. Without 

some degree of comprehensive data, these trends remain difficult to identify. 

The third chapter somewhat stumbles upon what was a very influential condition 

of the adaptive-use of Union Station. The abandonment of the property's use as a rail 

service facility in 1978 became a watershed event in the redevelopment process. 

The phenomenon of abandonment presents two separate points of interest. First, the 

cultural or community effect of deserted civic stmctures remains unrecognized wdth 

limited study and documentation. Two studies were produced which indirectly address 

the phenomenon of property abandonment. The lack of research is especially acute 

within a general preservation framework or a specific adaptive-use perspective. Second, 

abandoned or even fractionally occupied buildings present redevelopers with a unique 

issue, one whose impact seems counter-intuitive. From the Union Station example, it 

could be reasonably suggested that abandoned properties of this type represent a more 

feasible re-use candidate; especially compared to properties that maintain only a fraction 

of its original capacity for operation. Completely abandoned buildings seem to be easier 

to re-use than partially used properties. 
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In some ways the review presented in the body of the text contradicts the role of 

abandonment at St. Louis Union Station. The Greenberg and Popper research suggests 

that building abandonment is universally detrimental to a property and its community. 

Union Station's example suggests a more sophisticated condition. Two conditions of the 

Union Station example fall outside the Greenberg and Popper study. First, the research 

does not specifically review any properties which serve as a public facility or possess a 

monumental status within the community or neighborhood fabric. The publication poses 

questions and offers conclusions without regard to facility type or usage. Second, and 

most directly relevant to this thesis, this work does not address the role of the property's 

vacancy in its re-use success. 

However, the failure of Union Station to fit wdthin this framework does not 

undermine the basis of the Greenberg and Popper studies. Rather Union Station's 

redevelopment simply does not fall within established parameters of the Greenberg and 

Popper studies. It merely highlights the absence of relevant abandonment studies for 

historic preservation and adaptive-use. 

The fourth chapter of the text focused on the early redevelopment efforts at Union 

Station. Embroiled in the endeavor was an ever changing combination of civic officials 

and interests, out of tovm investors and redevelopers, and a conservative and cautious St. 

Louis investment community. The saga of these years at the station illustrated the 

advantages of entering a beleaguered and sometimes desperate re-use process. However, 

the St. Louis Union Station example failed to engage one condition that was anticipated 

during the origins of this thesis. That condition was the effect of the potential demolition 
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and loss of a historic property under redevelopment. Throughout the entire 

redevelopment process, the train station was never seriously threatened with demolition. 

Almost casual mention was made about the possibility of the station's sale to a group 

who hinted at its demolition. In the end, the property remained more valuable with the 

station than without it. Never in the course of the adaptive-use was the station directly or 

seriously threatened with demolition.^" 

As a result, the station's re-use was not undertaken as any sort of desperate 

measure to save it from the wrecking ball. The whole process seems to have been a very 

deliberate, although lengthy and tedious effort. The absence of this sort of classic 

preservation confrontation denied a relevant opportunity to explore the threat of 

demolition as a condition of adaptive-use. 

This missing element to the Union Station story can be viewed in two confrasting 

ways. One perspective suggests that the secure if uncertain fiiture of Union Station in the 

1970s likely contributed to its successful redevelopment. Without the pressure of saving 

the building from demolition, the process seemed a more focused and deliberate search 

for the best solution. This sort of deliberate approach seems desirable to the sort of crisis 

intervention often required of preservationists to save a building from demolition. No 

decisions or actions were mshed or forced in order to delay or somehow end a real threat 

of razing the station. 

On the other hand, this type of confrontation could have created the drama and 

attention which could have generated a sfronger advocacy or investment from within the 

' " St. Louis Globe-Democrat. 5 May, 1978. 
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St. Louis community. In tum, the resulting absence of a confrontation, an additional 

condition remains unexplored. 

In this light, it was anticipated to review the public relations condition between 

developers and preservationists. Stereotypes maintain that a developer will announce 

plans to raze a historic property, only to be met with a sharp opposition from 

preservationists and even the entire community. The end result then satisfies neither side. 

The developer, perhaps unwittingly, is embroiled in a costly controversy, during which 

they most often are cast in an unflattering public light. Preservationist can also lose. The 

project can remain idle as a public relations hot potato for developers. Their treasured 

historic property can be completed by a half-hearted developer who is not amicably 

committed to the project's long-term success. Or worse yet, the property can remain in 

limbo and even be demolished over the years through disuse and neglect. It would seem 

best for every interest if these sort of projects were initiated and pursued with a 

cooperative spirit, and without the adversarial attitudes. Unfortunately (perhaps 

fortunately for the sake of the St. Louis station), the process never provided an 

opportunity to build a theory on the condition of demolition and the feasibility of 

adaptive-use. 

In rather general ways, the St. Louis Union Station redevelopment does reinforce 

this notion. From the beginning, the City of St. Louis and Union Centre Venture, then 

Oppenheimer, nurtured a certain spirit of cooperation through city tax credit qualification 

and a general good faith pursuit of the station's restoration and renovation. An additional 
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avenue of research would be to study how these sorts of public relations wars condition 

adaptive-use, and the redevelopment process. 

The fifth chapter presents an issue for further study that holds over-arching 

implications to the historic preservation process in America. This section's review of the 

Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credits leads to further questions about the process of 

qualifying for these tax breaks. The links between National Register listing as an 

eligibility requirement, the review process and approval criteria, and the uncertain goal of 

encouraging adaptive use creates a strange paradox. A building's rich history 

simultaneously qualifies it for HRTC redevelopment, and protects it from demolition or 

insensitive alteration. This can either threaten the integrity of the historic fabric in the 

name of adaptive-use, or it discourages adaptive-use in the name of protecting the 

property. It is recognized that the nuances of "sensible" or "responsible" re-use make 

this distinction less than clear in everyday preservation practice. In between, there are 

many shades of gray. Nevertheless, the identification of such a fimdamental incongmity 

suggests a rich field for fiirther research. The continued loss of historic stmctures and the 

post 1986 decline in adaptive-use suggest that neither interest is particularly well served 

by the current systems. 

Separate systems may untangle the protection of historic properties from the 

encouragement of adaptive-use and redevelopment. A single uncompromising listing or 

protocol seems plausible to protect and preserve tmly historic and significant properties. 

If preservationists, civic leaders, and developers are serious about revitalizing historic 

stmctures within urban cores, a separate system would better suit these goals. 
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A system that fosters and encourages re-use rather than demolition of historic 

properties seems like an appropriate complement to protection and preservation 

measures. The pursuit of a better hierarchy emerges from the review of tax credit 

redevelopment and protocols for historic stmcture protection. 

The fifth chapter reviews the required balance between restoration and alteration 

of the historic fabric. Achieving this sort of balance presents an underlying design 

criteria for adaptive-use projects. As with all rehabilitation tax credit projects. National 

Park Service and SHPO approval govemed the design and planning of Union Station's 

adaptive-use. 

Because of these parameters, the Union Station example never allowed for a 

deeper study of the design issues that surround the re-use of historic buildings. This is 

also the case with other tax incentive adaptive-use efforts. The qualification design 

condition can artificially limit the opportunities for architects to explore or even create a 

design vocabulary for adaptive-use. From 1985 through today, the design language for 

adaptive-use has been based on receiving tax credit approval. 

A review of adaptive-use publications does document adaptive-use design 

examples. The most notable illustrations seem to come from European projects.^'* These 

attitudes about and approaches to the design challenges of adaptive-use seem unrestrained 

from regulatory approval. At Union Station in St. Louis, the marriage of new materials 

and constmction to the historic stmcture was guided by regulatory approval. The result 

' " Sherban Cantacuzino, Re/Architecture: Old Buildings/New Uses. (New York: Abbeville 
Publishers, 1989). 
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was a limited palette of design influences to study. Targeted exploration of architectural 

design within the framework of the Secretary's Standards and tax credit qualification 

promises to be a fruitful field of design study. 

By no means are these the only avenues for further study that emerge from this 

thesis. However, it is a set of meaningful issues that can generate additional debate and 

research on commercial adaptive-use within American urban areas. 

7.3 A New Theoretical Framework 

This type of study presents a timely review of the redevelopment and 

revitalization process, both nationally and in St. Louis, and within federal and local 

governments. Since the "golden era" of historic preservation and adaptive-use in the 

1980s, perhaps the most beneficial federal initiative that impacts historic preservation has 

been the 1993 Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA). Signed into 

law in December of 1991, part of the ISTEA legislation included transportation block 

grants, which states were free to use for a variety transportation enhancement projects.^" 

Ten percent of these block grants were required to be designated for use in ten categories 

of enhancement activities, including the acquisition of scenic easements and historic sites, 

scenic or historic highway programs, historic preservation, and the rehabilitation and 

operation of historic transportation facilities. '̂" Nearly $500 million, about 30% of the 

' " I. Mei Chan, "ISTEA Gathers Momentum," Historic Preservation Forum I, no. 1 
(November/December 1994: retrieved via internet): 1; "Reauthorization of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)," Preservation Frontline (March 1997:retrieved via 
internet): 1. 

"° "Reauthorization of ISTEA," 1. 
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$1.6 billion enhancement fund, has been spent on these project categories. One of the 

most progressive features of the program has been this freedom provided within the 

funding for these enhancements.^" 

As would be expected, these provisions generated a great deal of excitement 

within the current preservation movement."' ISTEA has arguably been the brightest 

federal initiative effecting preservation since the Urban Development Action Grants of 

the 1980s; the fimding source for Union Station's $10 million federal grant in 1982. In 

1997, the National Tmst reported, "ISTEA is the biggest source of funding - in fact, it is 

practically the only source of bricks-and-mortar money - that the federal government 

currently provides for preservation projects.""^ This year, the National Tmst has actively 

lobbied for continuation of the ISTEA program. 

But ISTEA is neither a permanent, nor comprehensive solution for historic 

preservation fimding in America. In October of 1997, the original four year legislation 

came under Congressional review for its renewal. During the following debate, several 

deficiencies were noted, and concems were raised. '̂'' First, a large amount of data has 

been generated which illustrates the inequity in the distribution of the program's funds. 

During the first four yeais of ISTEA implementation, some states contributed more 

money than they received in retum. These states have been called donor states. In 

" ' Sarah Campbell, "Testimony on Behalf of the Surface Transportation Policy Project on 
ISTEA's Surface Transportation Program," Historic Preservation Forum 11, no. 1 (Fall 1996: retrieved via 
internet): 2. 

'"Chan, 1. 
' " "Reauthorization of ISTEA," 2. 
"" Caroline Gabel, "The Future of ISTEA: The Reality Behind the Revolution," Historic 

Preservation Forum 11, no. 1 (Fall 1996: retrieved via internet): 1-4. 
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contrast, other states benefited greatly from ISTEA, receiving a windfall of fiinds above 

their original contribution of transportation funds. These states have been called donee 

states. Reconciling these inequities is one certain change in the 1997 version of ISTEA. 

Another issue that emerged centers around the very nature of some projects 

fiinded through the original ISTEA program. The concem has been that some, even 

many, projects have been undertaken with ISTEA funds that have a strained connection 

to transportation called for in the original legislation. The result has been ISTEA fimding 

for a wide range of projects, and an open criticism of the perceived mis-use of these 

fiinds. One recommendation on re-authorization stated, "... be careful what you submit 

and approve. It's very easy for the opposition to take a perfectly good project and make it 

sound like a total waste of taxpayer's money. A less-than-serious project, one that is not 

clearly tied to highways, to fransportation, just lends itself to attack.""' 

At the time of this writing, a vote on a final ISTEA bill have been postponed until 

after the winter congressional recess.̂ '̂  While the renewed ISTEA program has not yet 

been shaped, it seems reasonably certain that the distribution of funds to the states will be 

more equitable, and that tighter restrictions will be placed on the sort of projects that 

qualify for fimds. 

Even though the final version of always ISTEA has not been delivered, the larger 

lesson of the program is still demonstrated. Government initiatives always result in a 

temporary stimulation of the economics of historic preservation; and the need for long-

" ' Ibid., 3. 
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term solutions for America's historic properties remains unfulfilled. In the light of these 

ongoing changes in the preservation landscape, this thesis may serve as a foundation for 

creating a more permanent framework for saving and re-using historic urban properties. 

Meanwhile in St. Louis, the state of downtown has become a prominent local 

issue. In March of 1997, urban experts Neal Peirce and Curtis Johnson delivered a report 

on the St. Louis region. The St. Louis Post-Dispatch, the Regional Commerce & Growth 

Association (RCGA) and the William T. Kemper Foundation of St. Louis paid equal 

portions of the report's $125,000 cost. The patrons held no influence over the report's 

findings. The report focused on the area's growth pattems, as well as other social issues 

surrounding the region's race relations, education and job opportunities. The report 

wamed against urban sprawl, and suggested that the region re-focus on the inner-city 

core. The Peirce Report provided a dim view of downtown's current path. Peirce noted 

the "perverse sucking of people and investment" from the city of St. Louis. Dovmtown 

has been described as everyone's concem and no one's responsibility.^" Kim Keister's 

1993 review, "Comeback on Hold," noting the area's boom in rehabilitation and 

adaptive-use, and its subsequent bust, seems strikingly accurate in light of the 1997 

Peirce Report."^ The report has been successfiil in generating new debate and discussion 

about the state of the St. Louis region. The plight of downtovm has emerged as a central 

issue within that debate. 

" ' Helen Dewar, "Govenors Urge Senate to Keep Federal Highway Funds Moving to States: 
Republicans' Attempt to Force Action Fails," The Washington Post. 29 October 1997, A 09. 

"^ St. Louis Post Dispatch. 14 March, 1997. 
"«Keister, 56-57. 
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The Peirce Report also encouraged St. Louis leaders to employ a "best practice's 

approach to solving the area's problems. This strategy involves looking at how other 

cities have employed successful tactics and strategies. In October of 1996, over seventy 

St. Louis community leaders visited Cleveland to explore the foundations of that city's 

rebirth. The St. Louis delegation recognized one key to Cleveland's rejuvenation. The 

Post-Dispatch reported, "St. Louis' leaders said they admired the cohesion and focused 

planning their Cleveland counterparts parlayed into a revitalized downtown and a revived 

civic image." Richard Fleming, president of the St. Louis RCGA noted "We are missing 

an overall vision."'" 

Meanwhile, the process of defining that yision has been set in motion. A new 

civic group has emerged in the last two years wdth the goal of spurring change and 

improvement in the region. Led by former Republican Senator John C. Danforth, St. 

Louis 2004 has been established without preconceived findings or remedies. Targeting 

the centennial of the 1904 Louisiana Purchase Exposition as a deadline for action and 

progress, 2004 "didn't start of with an agenda. Nor has it yet professed an agenda. The 

2004 effort only aspires to be a catalyst for change and a deadline to encourage urgency 

in addressing civic problems.""" The first steps have been to send forth "Action Teams." 

These committees review and hold discussions on specific regional topics ranging from 

health care to the Environment Action team's attention to the state of downtown. The 

organization has been criticized as simply another "breakfast club" of "the region's most 

"^ St. Louis Post Dispatch. 6 October, 1996. 
"° St. Louis Post Dispatch. 30 April, 1997. 
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powerful CEOs", but no other groups have taken the initiative demonstrated by Danforth 

and 2004."' At this time it is the most visibly active entity addressing civic problems. 

The state of downtovm even reached a zenith of attention during 1997's heated 

Mayoral election. Incumbent Mayor Freeman Bosley Jr. Stated, "We do have problems 

with our downtown. We also have opportunities.""' Challenger and eventual victor, 

Clarence Harmon replied. 

We will not realize our goal of a prosperous, healthy dowmtovra by wishing it so. 
It will require hard work. We will realize our goal by proactive leadership, which 
thus far has been missing.'" 

Perhaps the most significant result of the mayoral campaign was the issue's emergence to 

the forefront of the civic awareness. 

Thankfiilly, the state of downtown St. Louis and a genuine effort to revive it 

remains a prominent local issue. HopefiiUy, this awareness can foster real solutions to the 

new stmggles of St. Louis' urban core. In this vein, the conditions identified within the 

body of this thesis can contribute to that effort. By understanding the conditions of past 

revitalization achievements, as well as the successfiil and flawed strategies and tactics of 

this past era, the effort to again revive downtown may be closer realized. 

Just as St. Louis is finally looking at the success of other cities' rebirth, the Union 

Station example holds lessons for a larger preservation audience. The body of this text 

attempts to build a theory of adaptive-use that focuses on non-economic issues. What has 

emerged is not a condemnation of the necessity of capital and investment in re-using 

" ' Ibid. 
"^ St. Louis Post Dispatch. 17 January, 1997. 

199 



historic stmctures. Rather, the thesis suggests a different, or at least a more sophisticated 

hierarchy of adaptive-use conditions. 

This thesis seeks to rationally identify conditions that make the commercial 

adaptive-use of historic urban monuments feasible. The larger lesson could be that the 

evaluation of non-economic conditions for adaptive-use is best performed at the onset of 

a project, rather than at its darkest hour. Put simply, redevelopers and preservationists 

would seem better served to look before they leap. 

For example, a project's past uses, character, and status within the community can 

each guide the choices in creating a successful program for the adaptive-use. Likewdse, 

the property's impending vacancy can spur redevelopment action. Abandonment could 

actually be noted as a desirable trait for redevelopment. Or, preservationists and 

redevelopers could tap the dormant potential in beleaguered projects. These efforts 

certainly seem better served due to the existing history of the property's redevelopment 

successes and failures. 

Certain conditions directly effect the economics of adaptive-use. Qualification for 

rehabilitation tax credits places very real conditions on a project's financial attractiveness. 

The project's final design is guided by a balance between restoration of the historic 

fabric, and altering it to accommodate new and viable uses. 

In the end, the pattems for feasible re-use identified at Union Station reveal that a 

project's finances can be profoundly influenced by an array of non-economic conditions. 

Finances will always be the deciding factor for a redevelopment, but a host of other 

" ' Ibid. 
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conditions can alter the parameters of decision. This revelation becomes most meaningful 

when recognized as an equally significant part of any adaptive-use equation. 

In a 1992 piece, author E. Blaine Cliver calls for great care in maintaining a sense 

of vitality and character while preserving historic properties. While the focus of Cliver's 

work differs, this thesis echoes the same underlying principle for study. Within the piece 

Cliver writes. 

Past building uses and rehabilitation freatments are a particularly good subject to 
revisit. Doing so gives us the opportunity to rethink our options a second time, if 
only to be able to apply the lessons to future needs. We should find the paths that 
were considered and understand why they were or were not followed. We should 
not second-guess the decisions made, but understand better the thinking that took 
place in arriving at those choices. It is the process used in making such decision 
that is important."'' 

In this spirit. Past Conditions for Future Use: The Adaptive-Use of St. Louis 

Union Station is offered as an addition to what is already understood. At its best, this 

work may serve as a guide to better recognizing the choices that may face us tomorrow. 

'Cliver, 175. 
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