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COMPETITION PROCESS
FRAMING A MODERN MASTERPIECE | The City + The Arch + The River was an international design competition organized by national 
park supporters, the design community and leadership from both Missouri and Illinois and funded through private contributions. The 
National Park Service provided the framework for change through its Fall 2009 General Management Plan and the competition was 
supported by federal, state and local government officials, including Interior Secretary Ken Salazar. 

The 10-month competition – from December 2009 until September 2010 – presented the opportunity of a lifetime for architects, landscape 
architects and designers. The winner was announced on September 21, 2010, and engaged in a 90 day effort to evaluate the team’s 
design concept, review the competition area for opportunities… solidify a plan, create a budget and timeline for completion and fundraising 
plan. All with a completion date of October 28, 2015.

The challenge was great – to take one of America’s first urban park sites and weave it into the fabric of the St. Louis region – as well as 
connect it with both sides of the Mississippi River.

Integral to the competition was the achievement of a balance between new ideas and the retention of the character-defining features of 
the site, the core of which is a National Historic Landmark. The Arch and the grounds immediately surrounding it would be honored. But 
the larger area surrounding the Arch, the downtown St. Louis entry ways and both the Missouri and Illinois riverfronts were open to the 
inspiration of designers and architects.

The goals of the competition were to:

1.	 Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
2.	 Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
3.	 Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic 

Landmark. 
4.	 Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch 

grounds to the River. 
5.	 Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
6.	 Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an 

integral part of National Park. 
7.	 Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the 

gateway to national expansion. 
8.	 Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the 

City and the River. 
9.	 Develop a sustainable future. 
10.	 Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and 

accessible environment. 

This report provides a summary and record of the competition 
process.The competition was conducted as originally presented in the 
Competition Manual (diagram at right). 
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STAGE I: PORTFOLIO

Registration Opens

Pre-Submittal Meeting in 
St. Louis

A representative of each designer/firm was required to register in order to participate in the 
competition. A list of the registered competitors and the date each registered was compiled.

iPre-Submittal Meeting - 13 January 2010

 AgendA

9:15-9:25:  Welcome: 
Mayor Francis Slay, City of St. Louis 
Tom Bradley, Superintendent, Jefferson National Expansion Memorial, National Park Service 

9:25-9:45:  Purpose, Agenda and Schedule for the Day
Donald J. Stastny FAIA FAICP, Competition Manager

9:45-10:15:  Context and History of Jefferson National Expansion Memorial
Bob Moore, Historian, Jefferson National Expansion Memorial, National Park Service 

10:15-10:45:  The General Management Plan
Sandra Washington, Chief of Planning & Compliance, Midwest Region, National Park Service

10:45-11:00:  The Design Goals
Walter Metcalfe, Jr., Governance Group Member 

11:00-11:15:  Break

11:15-11:45:  The Competition Process
Donald J. Stastny FAIA FAICP, Competition Manager

11:45-12:15:  Questions and Answers

12:15-1:15:  Lunch Break

1:15-3:00:  Site Tours

1:15:  Attendees gather at 4th Street side of Old Courthouse  
Group will divide in half to embark on walking and bus tours.   

3:00:  Tours End at Old Courthouse/Meeting Ends

** Lunch SuggeStionS ** 

Based on proximity & all within walking distance:

Max & Erma’s
316 Market Street (314) 621-5815
**Located in the Drury Hotel

Brewhouse Historical Sports Bar
and Red Kitchen & Bar
315 Chestnut Street (314) 655-1234
** Both are located in the Hyatt Hotel

Hardee’s/Red Burrito
601 Chestnut, St. Louis (314) 621-9354

Jimmy Johns
508 Pine Street (314) 241-5000

Caleco’s
101 North Broadway, St Louis (314) 421-0708
**Corner of Broadway & Chestnut

St. Louis Bread Company (Panera)
116 North 6th Street (314) 588-0423

Pre-submittal meeting
WedneSdAy, 13 JAnuAry 2010
tucker theAtre, gAteWAy Arch ViSitor center
St. LouiS, Mo

Over 60 people attended the competition pre-submittal meeting held on Wednesday, January 
13, 2010, in St. Louis. The briefing was held in the Tucker Theatre in the Gateway Arch Visitors 
Center and was followed by tours of the competition site. The briefing included presentations by 
the Competition Manager, National Park Service, and the Competition Sponsor.  Video of the 
entire briefing was posted to the competition website.

FRAMING A MODERN MASTERPIECE THE CITY + THE ARCH + THE RIVER 2015

DATE REGISTRANT NAME AND E‐MAIL ADDRESS FIRM NAME (if provided)
12/8/2009 Seth H Langton [seth@langtonassociates.com] Langton Sssociates
12/8/2009 Jocelyn Kelley [jkelley@nbwla.com] Nelson Byrd Woltz Landscape Architects 
12/8/2009 Duncan Pendlebury [dparchitecture@cox.net] Duncan Pendlebury  AIA
12/8/2009 Patrick Allen [patrick@gaborallen.com] gabor allen
12/8/2009 Gillian Gones [gillian.gones@gmail.com] Gillian Gones
12/8/2009 Julie Evans [julierobertsevans@gmail.com] Julie Evans
12/8/2009 Benjamin Anderson [benjamin.anderson@gmail.com] Benjamin Anderson
12/8/2009 G. Gregory Reid, AIA [ggregoryreid@aol.com] G. Gregory Reid, AIA
12/10/2009 Robert C. Holland [bestbob@swbell.net] Robert C. Holland
12/10/2009 John P. Miller [john.miller@kpff‐stl.com] KPFF 
12/11/2009 Mark Vogl [mark.vogl@hok.com] HOK
12/11/2009 Lucy Kelly, AIA [pr‐bala@behnisch.com] Behnisch Architects 
12/11/2009 Theo Foggy [t_foggy@hotmail.com] Theo Foggy
12/13/2009 Tristan d'Estree Sterk [tsterk@orambra.com] The Office for Robotic Architectural Media & Bureau for Responsive Architecture (ORAMBRA) 
12/14/2009 MR.RAMUEL COLOMA AURELIO,Architect [arch_aurelio@yahoo.com] MR.RAMUEL COLOMA AURELIO,Architect 
12/14/2009 HS Faridul Ferdous [hs@demodulor.com] demodulor
12/14/2009 calin bolovan [calin_bolovan@yahoo.com] calin bolovan
12/15/2009 Steuart Gray [sgray@krjda.com] KEVIN ROCHE JOHN DINKELOO AND ASSOCIATES 
12/15/2009 Nate Trevethan [ntrevethan@mvvainc.com] Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates, Inc., 
12/15/2009 charles anderson [charles@charlesanderson.com] Charles Anderson Landscape Architecture
12/15/2009 ken smith [ksla@earthlink.net] ken smith landscape architect
12/15/2009 Daniel Gottlieb [dg@gottliebdesigns.com] gottlieb design
12/16/2009 Roy B. Mann [rmann@riversstudio.com] The Rivers Studio, LLC
12/16/2009 Francisco Garcia Iglesias [franciscog@oppenoffice.com] oppen office
12/16/2009 Peter Kneiber [peter_kneiber@hotmail.com] Peter Kneiber
12/16/2009 Brian G. Cotter, RLA, ASLA [CALLCOTTER@SBCGLOBAL.NET] Sustainable Land Consultants, LLC and Cotter Associates, LLC
12/17/2009 Gerard A. Rewolinski [grewolinski@arnoldandosheridan.com] Arnold & O'Sheridan, Inc.
12/17/2009 Miguel Rosales [mrosales@rosalespartners.com] Rosales + Partners
12/17/2009 Adrian Aguirre H. [adrian.aguirre.herrera@gmail.com] SAA
12/18/2009 verret [pe.verret@gmail.com] pierre‐edouard verret
12/18/2009 reham lulu [arch.rehamlulu@gmail.com] reham lulu
12/18/2009 Arturo Vasquez, AIA [avasquez@sasdesign.com] SAS/Design, Inc.
12/18/2009 Yoshi Funatani [yfunatani@gmail.com] Yoshi Funatani
12/18/2009 Sara Tyler [styler@ojb.com] The Office of James Burnett
12/18/2009 Giulio Pierattini [giulio@bmrgarquitectos.cl] bmrg arquitectos
12/19/2009 Lorenzo D. Savage, Sr. [lorenzo@ivyarch.com] Ivy Architectural Innovations
12/20/2009 Adrian Marshall [adrian@saala.com.au] Stutterheim / Anderson Landscape Architecture
12/21/2009 Ronnie Gensler [Ronnie.Gensler@arup.com] Arup
12/21/2009 Claude Boullevraye de Passillé [cdep@atelier‐apsis.com] atelier ‐Apsis
12/21/2009 Gary Johnson [gjohnson@pdiworldgroup.com] PDI World Group, LLC
12/21/2009 kenneth schroeder [kschroeder@smng‐arch.com] SMNG‐A architects
12/21/2009 Cinda Gilliland [cgilliland@swagroup.com] SWA Group
12/21/2009 Erik Martig [erik@tbany.com] Thomas Balsley Associates
12/22/2009 Signe Nielsen [signe@mnlandscape.com] Mathews Nielsen Landscape Architects
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12/22/2009 Jennifer Varner [jvarner@bcj.com] Bohlin Cywinski Jackson
12/22/2009 Lisa Rookard [lrookard@sasaki.com] Sasaki Associates Inc.
12/22/2009 Mark Johnson [mjohnson@civitasinc.com] Civitas, inc.
12/23/2009 Ron Henderson [Henderson@LplusA.net] L+A Landscape Architecture
12/23/2009 Silvia Torres [silvia@tbany.com] Thomas Balsley Associates
12/23/2009 Thomas Fraley [tjfraley@bsu.edu] Department of Landscape Architecture, Ball State University
12/23/2009 Michelle Chang [mchang@rvapc.com] Rafael Vinoly Architects
12/23/2009 GARY BORROR [GCBORRORARCH@ATT.NET] G. CLINTON BORROR ARCHITECT/PLANNER
12/24/2009 Stephen Czar [stephen@czarstudio.com] Czar Studio
12/24/2009 MARCOS MURAKAMI [markmura@gmail.com] MARCOS MURAKAMI 
12/28/2009 Pécourt Luc [lp@spktr‐architects.be] SPKTRarchitects
12/28/2009 Frederick Darryl Medler [fdm.udf‐stl@live.com] Urban Design Forum
12/28/2009 Meera Jain [mjain@arcturis.com] Arcturis
12/29/2009 Willett Moss [Wmoss@cmgsite.com] CMG Landscape Architecture
12/31/2009 Wanona Satcher [wajisa22@yahoo.com] CDDG
1/2/2010 talip [thaleepbilgin@hotmail.com] boyut3d
1/2/2010 Jason Eckler [Meckler474@cs.com] Jason Eckler 
1/4/2010 David Mosser [dave@orphan‐studio.com] OS/ATX
1/4/2010 Peter Rothschild [rothschild@qrpartners.com] Quennell Rothschild & Partners
1/4/2010 Michael Luke [michael@saitowitz.com] Stanley Saitowitz / Natoma Architects Inc.
1/4/2010 U. A. Stern [aricstern@live.com] Innovation in Design LLC
1/4/2010 Michael C. Wakefield [mail@wakefieldarchitects.com] Wakefield Architects
1/4/2010 Christopher Marcinkoski [cmarcinkoski@fieldoperations.net] James Corner Field Operations
1/4/2010 Chris Reed [cr@stoss.net] Stoss Landscape Urbanism
1/4/2010 Anne Thomson [annet@ggnltd.com] Gustafson Guthrie Nichol Ltd
1/4/2010 Mary Pat Mattson [mpmattson@pwpla.com] Peter Walker and Partners
1/4/2010 Rohan V Chavan [rcarch306@yahoo.co.in] Rohan Chavan Architect
1/5/2010 Mark Hurd [mthgraphics@sbcglobal.net] Dancing Moon Group
1/5/2010 Brian Cuff [bcuff@lacina‐heitler.com] Lacina Heitler Architects
1/5/2010 Charles Dilworth [dilworth@studiosarch.com] STUDIOS
1/5/2010 Sangwook Park [wookie98@gmail.com] SNSD
1/5/2010 Amit Talwar [amit.talwar@amittalwar.com] Amit Talwar Associates / Office of Blurred Edges
1/6/2010 Phil Heaton [phil.heaton@cracknell.com] Cracknell Landscape Architects
1/6/2010 Megan Noyes [mnoyes@rogersmarvel.com] ROGERS MARVEL ARCHITECTS, PLLC
1/6/2010 Amanda Sigafoos [amanda@rchstudios.com] Rios Clementi Hale Studios
1/6/2010 Lisa Rapoport [lisa@branchplant.com] PLANT Architect Inc.
1/6/2010 SYED IMRAN AGHA [ar_imranaga@yahoo.com] ‐
1/7/2010 Anthony Simeone [asimeone@ph.wrtdesign.com] Wallace Roberts & Todd
1/7/2010 David Motzenbecker [dmotzenbecker@oaala.com] oslund.and.assoc.
1/7/2010 Amalia Gonzales Dahl [adah@henninglarsen.com] Henning Larsen Architects
1/8/2010 Josh Dannenberg [dannenberg@asymptote.net] Asymptote Architecture
1/8/2010 Kelly Eastman [kelly.eastman@perkinswill.com] Perkins+Will
1/8/2010 Andreas Vogler [andreas@architectureandvision.com] Architecture and Vision
1/8/2010 Ulises Sanchez Barragan [ulises@estudiousb.com] Estudio USB
1/8/2010 John Patrick [Johnp@alliedworks.com] Allied Works
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1/9/2010 James Bowen [james@bowenarchitecture.com] bowen architecture
1/10/2010 John Stack Ross [jstackr@yahoo.com] Stack
1/11/2010 gary borror [gcborrorarch@att.net] G.Clinton Borror Architect 
1/11/2010 Sonya Jury [sjury@burnsmcd.com] Burns & McDonnell
1/11/2010 Mike Mense [mike@mmense.com] mmenseArchitects and James Bowen
1/11/2010 Joshua A. Boren [joshua.boren@aedas.com] Aedas LA
1/12/2010 Brent Crittenden [bcrittenden@uicstl.com] MVRDV and Central Design Office
1/12/2010 Shane O'Neill [soneill@patkau.ca] Patkau Architects Inc
1/12/2010 George Nikolajevich [gnikolajevich@cannondesign.com] Cannon Design
1/12/2010 Kamlesh Parikh [parixx@att.net] PARIX International
1/12/2010 Joe Kolodziej [joek@codeconsultants.com] Code Consultants, Inc.
1/12/2010 Joseph MacDonald [joe@urbanao.com] Urban A&O LLC
1/12/2010 Snezana Stevanovic [sstevanovic@quinnevans.com] Quinn Evans Architects
1/12/2010 James Castaneda [castanedas.studios@gmail.com] Castanedas Studios
1/12/2010 Mark Felton [mark_felton@urscorp.com] URS Corporation
1/12/2010 David Stokes [dstokes@jlbruce.com] Jeffrey L. Bruce & Company
1/12/2010 Shafik Alsbei [ntps@ntp‐bg.org] NTP‐Bulgaria
1/13/2010 Julio Montaner [julio@searchitects.com] Southeast Architect Services
1/13/2010 Noel Fehr [noelfehr@planningdesignstudio.com] Planning Design Studio
1/13/2010 Randy Burkett [randy@rbldi.com] Randy Burkett Lighting Design, Inc
1/13/2010 Rick Bonasch [rbonasch@sbcglobal.net] independent citizen
1/13/2010 andrew trivers [atrivers@trivers.com] trivers associates
1/14/2010 Tony Duncan [adarch@charterinternet.com] Anthony Duncan Architect
1/14/2010 Dennis P. McGrath [dpmcgrathaia@gmail.com] Dennis P. McGrath AIA Architect
1/14/2010 John M. Newman [jnewman@i1.net] sole proprietor Architect 
1/15/2010 Lena Krylatova [lenka@artkryla.com] Artkryla
1/15/2010 David Ried [fab4fan51882@aol.com] Ried Design Group
1/15/2010 Lauren Hlavenka [lhlavenka@handelarchitects.com] Handel Archtiects LLP
1/15/2010 Holly Moore [hmoore@studio‐insite.com] studioINSITE, LLC
1/15/2010 Hunter Beckham [hunterb@swtdesign.com] Parket Design International/SWT Design
1/15/2010 Signe Nielsen [signe@mnlandscape.com] Mathews Nielsen
1/15/2010 Lawrence Kearns [larry@wkarch.com] Wheeler Kearns Architects
1/16/2010 Kerimov Shamsudin [psarchstudio@gmail.com] PS
1/17/2010 Junghyun, Seo [sjh2121@nate.com] BECOMING ARCHITECT
1/17/2010 rajnirmal [marx.architecture@gmail.com] marx
1/17/2010 Paul Cameron [psc@camarch.com] Cameron/Architect
1/17/2010 Dennis Tacchi [dennis@dtacchiarchitects.com] Dennis Tacchi & Associates
1/18/2010 Frederic Schwartz [fschwartz@schwartzarch.com] Frederic Schwartz Architects
1/18/2010 Steve McDowell [smcdowell@bnim.com] BNIM
1/18/2010 Greg Antey <gantey@kai‐db.com> KAI Design & Build
1/18/2010 Donald A. Koppy <dkoppy@kai‐db.com> KAI Design & Build
1/19/2010 Dan Worth <dworth@bvh.com> BVH Architects
1/19/2010 administrator <melk@melk‐nyc.com> Melk
1/19/2010 Peter Walker <pwalker@pwpla.com> PWP Landscape Architecture
1/19/2010 Patrick Armacost <parmacost@weissmanfredi.com> WEISS/MANFREDI Architecture/Landscape/Urbanism
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1/19/2010 Omer Shujat Bhatti <omershujat@gmail.com> OSB Designers
1/20/2010 Fernando Martín Menis [info@menis.es] menis arquitectos SLP
1/20/2010 Margaret P Griffin [mgriffin@griffinenrightarchitects.com] Griffin Enright Architects
1/20/2010 Ar.Ch.Vamsi Krishna <vamsanassociates@gmail.com> Vamsi
1/20/2010 Karen Lacey <klacey@hcarchitects.com> Hastings & Chivetta Architects
1/20/2010 Esther Jiménez Herráiz <e.jimenez@delapuerta.com> DE LAPUERTA Y ASENSIO
1/20/2010 Tooru Miyakoda [keikan‐t@s6.dion.ne.jp] KEIKAN SEKKEI TOKYO Co.,Ltd.
1/21/2010 Andrey Bondarenko [out_go@mail.ru] 2‐B‐2 Architecture
1/21/2010 Pamela Barger [pbarger@toocb.com] Office of Cheryl Barton
1/21/2010 office [melk@melk‐nyc.com] Melk
1/21/2010 Andre Perrotte [aperrotte@saucierperrotte.com] Saucier + Perrotte architectes
1/22/2010 Ricardo Norton [info@rtnplus.com] RTN Architects
1/24/2010 Ella Hae‐yeon Sung [sung.ella@gmail.com] Ella Hae‐yeon Sung
1/24/2010 Layng Pew [layng@wxystudio.com] WXY Architecture and Urban Design
1/25/2010 adrian Luchini [luchini@samfox.wustl.edu] EMBT/LAD
1/25/2010 Theodore J. Wofford [theodorewofford@sbcglobal.net] Theodore J. Wofford
1/25/2010 Saunders Schultz [saundersschultz@sbcglobal.net] sculptor 
1/25/2010 Paul Hubbman [paul@bozoiangroup.com] Bozoian Group Architects
1/25/2010 Richard Jensen [richardjensen@willbruder.com] will bruder+PARTNERS
1/25/2010 D. N. Kinsey, ASLA, APA [dnk5@cornell.edu] Kinsey Landscape Architecture
1/25/2010 Stacie Escario [sescario@mmaltzan.com] Michael Maltzan Architecture, Inc.
1/25/2010 Amanda Pennacchia [disco@dsrny.com] Diller Scofidio + Renfro
1/25/2010 Russell DiNardo, AIA, LEEDap [rdinardo@hacbm.com] 2015 Design Collaborative
1/25/2010 Fred Powers, AIA [fpowers@powersbowersox.com] Powers Bowersox Associates, Inc.
1/25/2010 Philip Enquist [philip.enquist@som.com] Skidmore, Owings & Merrill LLP
1/25/2010 Ardeshir Nozari [ardeshir@nozariarchitects.com] Nozari + Nozari, Architects AIA NCARB
1/25/2010 Scott R. Smith [srsmith@siue.edu] Southern Illinois University Edwardsville
1/26/2010 Aleksandra Raonic [aleksandraraonic@gmail.com] RAUM ltd
1/26/2010 Diana Balmori [dbalmori@balmori.com] Balmori Associates
1/26/2010 LEIGH HARRIS [HARRIS1280@YAHOO.COM] LEIGH HARRIS / FREELANCE
1/26/2010 John Choi [john.choi@choiropiha.com] Choi Ropiha
1/26/2010 Elizabeth McQuaid [elizabeth.mcquaid@daniel‐libeskind.com] Studio Daniel Libeskind
1/26/2010 Makoto Takei+Chie Nabeshima [aysr@tna‐arch.com] TNA
1/26/2010 Wil Carson [wcarson@mmaltzan.com] Michael Maltzan Architecture
1/26/2010 David Fletcher [dfletcher@fletcherstudio.com] Fletcher Studio
1/26/2010 Andrea Michalski [shmandrea@gmail.com] Andrea Michalski
1/26/2010 Derek Lauer [architecture@lauer.com] Lauer Architecture Progressive Design
1/26/2010 Michael Witwer [mwitwer@tdaplan.com] Thompson Dyke & Associates, Ltd.
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On December 8, 2009 
Mayor Francis Slay and 
Superintendent Tom Bradley 
launched the design 
competition. 
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Portfolios Submitted by Lead 
Designers/Design Firms

Jury Evaluates Portfolios 
and Selects Lead 

Designers/Design Firms to 
Participate in Stage II

Compliance Check by 
Competition Manager

STAGE I SUBMITTALS:
•	 Amit Talwar Associates/Office of Blurred 

Edges
•	 Henning Larsen Architects
•	 WEST
•	 Architecture and Vision
•	 PWP Landscape Architecture
•	 2015 Design Collaborative
•	 Adjaye Associates
•	 Phillip Enquist (SOM) et al
•	 Urban  A&O et al
•	 Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates, Inc. 

Landscape Architects, PC
•	 G. Clinton Borror Architect/ Planner
•	 Reid Design Group
•	 Antoine Predock/PC Coen/William Morrish
•	 Studio Daniel Libeskind
•	 James Bowen and Mike Mense
•	 TCRD Consortium
•	 Behnisch Architeken
•	 Keikan Sekkei Tokyo Co., LTD.
•	 Allied Works Architecture et al
•	 Saucier + Perrotte Architectes
•	 BNIM
•	 Rogers Marvel Architects & Nelson Byrd 

Wolfe Landscape Architects 
•	 Wallace Roberts & Tod
•	 Fernando Menis 
•	 Rafael Vinoly et al 

•	 Balmori Associates 
•	 Perkins + Will
•	 !Melk/Snohetta (Jerry Van Eck)
•	 Michael Maltzen Architecture/Stoss 

Landscape Urbanism
•	 OlCB-Cheryl Barton et al
•	 Frederic Schwartz-Frederic Schwarz 

Architects
•	 Sasaki Central
•	 Quennell Rothschild & Partners/

Diller Scofido & Renfro
•	 Wirtz International
•	 Rios Clemente Hale Studios
•	 Asympote Architects
•	 James Cornerfield Operations
•	 Oslund and Associates
•	 Gustafson Guthrie Nichol
•	 Matthews Nielson
•	 Weiss/Manfredi
•	 HOK
•	 RTN/Thomas Balsley
•	 EMBT/LAD
•	 Fletcher Studio
•	 Leah Harris (Individual)
•	 Surface Design/Cannon Design
•	 CDO-Central Design Office
•	 Derek Lauer-Lauer Architects 

Progressive Design

The Competition Manager reviewed all the submittals for compliance with the Competition 
Regulations. Of the 49 submittals, 40 complied with the regulations and were forwarded to the 
Jury for consideration. 

The Stage I Jury Session was held in St. Louis on February 3 - 5, 2010. The Jury was given a 
project briefing and site tour. Each Juror individually reviewed the submittals and participated in 
group discussion. After much study, debate and deliberation, the Jury selected nine finalists to 
proceed to Stage II. 

STAGE II
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STAGE II: TEAM QUALIFICATIONS & INTERVIEW

Stage II Announcement

Networking Session in 
St. Louis

STAGE II FINALISTS:
The design teams selected to advance were announced on February 10, 2010. 

“The Jury had the challenge of evaluating portfolios that represented designers of international 
and national recognition, emerging designers and design teams comprised of individuals that 
provide great promise as collaborators,” said Competition Manager Donald J. Stastny. “The lead 
designers and design teams invited to participate in Stage II represent individuals and firms that 
have local, national and international ties – and have the potential to come up with extraordinary 
solutions to the design challenges presented by the City, the Arch and the River.” 

The lead designers and design teams were:

•	 Behnisch Architekten, Gehl Architects, Stephen Stimson Associates, Buro Happold, 
Transsolar, Applied Ecological Services, Limno-Tech, Herbert Dreiseitl, Arne Quinze, Peter 
MacKeith, Eric Mumford 

•	 FIT (Fully Integrated Thinking) Team – Cecil Balmond-ArupAGU, Doug Aitken Studio, HOK 
Planning Group, HOK 

•	 Michael Maltzan Architecture, Stoss Landscape Urbanism, Rafael Lozano-Hemmer, 
Richard Sommer, Buro Happold 

•	 Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates, Steven Holl Architects, Greenberg Consultants, 
Uhlir Consulting, HR&A Advisors, Guy Nordenson and Associates, Arup, LimnoTech, Ann 
Hamilton Studio, James Carpenter Design Associates, Elizabeth K. Meyer, Project Projects 

•	 PWP Landscape Architecture, Foster + Partners, Civitas, Ned Kahn, Buro Happold 
•	 Quennell Rothschild and Partners and Diller Scofidio + Renfro, Vishkan Chakrabarti, Buro 

Happold, Atelier Ten, and Nicholas Baume 
•	 Rogers Marvel Architects and Nelson Byrd Woltz Landscape Architects, Urban Strategies, 

Local Projects, Arup 
•	 SOM, BIG, Hargreaves Associates, Jaume Plensa, URS 
•	 Weiss/Manfredi, Magnusson Klemencic Associates, Mark Dion

Over 100 people attended a networking session 
on February 18, 2015. The session provided a 
networking opportunity to minority, disadvantaged, 
or women-owned businesses, local contractors, and 
others to meet with the short-listed Design Teams 
for potential teaming opportunities. The Competition 
Manager and representatives of the Sponsor made 
brief presentations on the process and on regulatory 
compliance issues relevant to the project. The 
presentations were followed by an open house to 
meet the participating teams. Interest forms for 
potential teaming opportunities were provided at 
the event and on the website. 42 completed interest 
forms were forwarded to the nine finalist teams. 

The Competition Manager will compile all Interest forms received in person at the Networking 
Session on Thursday, February 18, 2010 or via e-mail by Monday, February 22, 2010.  The 
compilation will be delivered to all nine finalist teams as a PDF via e-mail on the 23rd. While there 
is no limitation to the type or amount of information you may bring to the Networking Session or 
give to the finalists, for the purposes of this form, limit attachments to four single-sided pages (or 
two double-sided).   
 
 
FIRM NAME:   SWT Design 

 
OFFICE LOCATION:  7722 Big Bend Blvd. Saint Louis, MO 63119  

CONTACT NAME:   Hunter Beckham or Ted Spaid 
 
PHONE:   314-644-5700 
 
E-MAIL ADDRESS:   hunterb@swtdesign.com 

Please list the type of services offered by your firm, specialty services for this project, and any 
certifications held by your firm.

SWT Design is a St. Louis based landscape architecture and planning firm with award winning civic 
and institutional work including multiple projects at Washington University,  Saint Louis Botanical 
Gardens, Forest Park and many other locations around the region.  The owners and employees 
are intimately familiar with the history, politics and design challenges associated with the Gateway 
Competition	and	the	City	of	Saint	Louis.	SWT	Design	is	valued	for	high	quality	and	creative	
solutions, expertise in a broad spectrum of projects, and our commitment to strong client 
relationships. Our award-winning designs, featured across the country, make SWT Design one of 
the most sought after firms in the Midwest. Project’s needs are met with our experienced, 
multidisciplinary staff of professionals whose backgrounds range from horticulture to business 
administration to urban design and of course landscape architecture, trails, and greenway 
development. With a diverse project portfolio including parks and recreation, campus design, 
corporate and retail planning, and urban design, clients can be sure that we have the experience to 
meet all of their needs. At SWT Design, we are dedicated to providing our clients with the highest 
quality	environmental	and	landscape	design,	performance,	and	satisfaction	during	all	phases	of	
landscape architecture and planning projects. 

It is important to respect the history of where the city has come from as well as the original design 
intent	of	the	Saarinen	and	Kiley	design.	It	is	evident	that	portions	of	the	Park	need	a	face	lift	and	
this project should identify and place a priority on those areas. While this is a competition focused 
primarily on the Arch Grounds proper, embracing the urban adjacencies, engaging the river and 
urban community and weaving the connections in and out of this project will be critical. The winning 
solution that ‘frames the modern masterpiece’ will be a project that inspires and supports the local 
community, creates and stimulates the economy, connects to and improves the natural 
environments and provides a platform to draw visitors from around the globe.  

Networking Session 
INTEREST FORM 
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Lead Designers/Design 
Firms Assemble Teams

The short-listed Lead Designers/Design Teams assembled complete teams who would be 
capable of executing the project design and related construction administration services.

Lead Designers/Design Firms 
Submit Team Qualifications

Jury Evaluates Teams 
and Selects 

Stage III Participants

Jury Interviews Teams

Compliance Check by 
Competition Manager

Stage II submittals were received from all nine teams on March 18, 2010. 

The Competition Manager reviewed the submittals and found them all to be in compliance with 
the Comeptition Regulations and forwarded them to the Jury for evaluation.

Technical Advisory Group meeting #1 took place on March 9, 2010. The focus was on 
determining the issues to be addressed by the project and their interrelationships; as well as how 
the issues would be presented to the designers at the Stage III Briefing and in follow up sessions.

Technical Advisory Group meeting #2 took place on March 30, 2010. The purpose of the meeting 
was to identify TAG members to participate in the Stage III Briefing and Mid-Course Reviews; 
prepare for briefing presentations; and to group issues for a cohesive and understandable 
presentation.

The Jury met in St. Louis for its second session March 31 - April 2, 2010 to interview and 
evaluate each team. The Jury interviewed four teams on the 31st and the remaining five teams 
on the 1st. Each interview consisted of a presentation by the team up to 30 minutes followed by 
an hour of questions and answers. 

During the Stage II Jury session, the National Park Service provided the Jury with an 
informational presentation on the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial Final General 
Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and a primer on the National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106. 

The Jury evaluated the teams using the evaluation criteria as stated in the Competition Manual, 
considering the team interviews and written submittals. After much debate and deliberation, the 
Jury selected five finalists to proceed to Stage III.

STAGE III
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STAGE III: DESIGN CONCEPT

Pre-Design Concept Briefing  
& Meet the Design Teams 

Presentations

Stage III Announcement STAGE III FINALISTS:
The teams selected to advance to Stage III were announced on April 7, 2010. 

“The goal of the first two steps of the process was to identify design teams with the talent, 
capacity andcommitment to create thoughtful design solutions addressing the complex issues of 
the site and itsrelationship to the city, the river and the Illinois side. With this selection, that goal 
has been accomplished,” said Competition Manager Donald J. Stastny. “The selected teams 
represent local, national and international perspective, and we look forward to working withthem 
over the next few months as their visions evolve and they create their designs.”

“Having this level of architectural, engineering and landscape design power focused on such 
a visibleurban park is exciting,” said Tom Bradley, superintendent of the Jefferson National 
Expansion Memorial. “We are committed to incorporating our parks into the life of their 
surrounding communities. I look forward to seeing the designs in August.” 

The lead designers and design teams  as listed on their submittals were:

•	 Behnisch Architekten, Gehl Architects, Stephen Stimson Associates, Buro Happold, 
Transsolar, Applied Ecological Services, Limno-Tech, Herbert Dreiseitl, Arne Quinze, Peter 
MacKeith, Eric Mumford 

•	 Michael Van Valkenburgh Associates, Steven Holl Architects, Greenberg Consultants, 
Uhlir Consulting, HR&A Advisors, Guy Nordenson and Associates, Arup, LimnoTech, Ann 
Hamilton Studio, James Carpenter Design Associates, Elizabeth K. Meyer, Project Projects 

•	 PWP Landscape Architecture, Foster + Partners, Civitas, Ned Kahn, Buro Happold 
•	 SOM, BIG, Hargreaves Associates, Jaume Plensa, URS 
•	 Weiss/Manfredi, Magnusson Klemencic Associates, Mark Dion

The design teams attended a two-day briefing on April 28-29, 2010. The first day included 
broader information, technical issues, and a tour of the area. Beginning at the Monsanto 
Research Center, Missouri Botanical Garden, the tour featured St. Louis’ cultural and 
entrepreneurial riches. The agenda included: 
•	 Welcome and Design Goals by Superintendent Tom Bradley and Mayor Francis Slay
•	 Presentations by TAG members:

•	 City and Region Design and Development - Planning & Urban Design, City of St. 
Louis & Gateway Mall Conservancy

•	 Transportation  - MoDOT & Streets Department, City of St. Louis
•	 Regional Trail System - Great Rivers Greenway
•	 Mississippi River Navigation, Flood Risk Management, Environmental – US Army 

Corps of Engineers & US Coast Guard
•	 East Bank, Malcolm Martin Memorial Park - MetroEast Park and Recreation District
•	 Accessibility, Universal Design - Office of the Disabled, City of St. Louis

•	 Tour of St. Louis and East Bank 
•	 Presentation of St. Louis in History and Today at the Missouri History Museum
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Teams Prepare Design 
Concepts

Teams Submit Design 
Concepts

Mid-course Reviews 1 & 2

Pre-Design Concept Briefing  
& Meet the Design Teams 

Presentations

An estimated 800 people gathered at the Roberts Orpheum Theater in downtown St. Louis the 
evening of April 28, 2010 for presentations by the five finalist teams. Hosted by Joe Buck, the 
award-winning sportscaster and St. Louis native, leaders from each of the teams presented their 
design philosophies and examples of their previous work as they begin preparation of design 
concepts for the final phase of the competition.

The Stage III briefing continued the next day, April 29, 2010, at the Odyessy Theater at the 
Gateway Arch. The second day focused on the National Park, its mission, function, and 
operations. The presentations by NPS included:
•	 General Management Plan
•	 Resource Stewardship/Design Integrity
•	 Program/Visitor Services
•	 Security Requirements and Law Enforcement Authority 
•	 Operations, Concessions, Maintenance, and Events
•	 Connectivity/Urban Interface including the Old 

Cathedral

The teams had 15 weeks to prepare their designs concepts. 

Each design team participated in two Mid-course Reviews with the Technical Advisory Group and 
Competition Manager Team. The purpose of the reviews was to provide constructive feedback to 
the teams so that the final proposals submitted were as feasible and functional as possible. Each 
team was allotted four hours to meet individually and confidentially with the TAG. The agenda for 
each meeting was up to the team. The first round of Mid-course Reviews took place May 25-27, 
2010 and the second round of reviews occurred June 29-July 1, 2010.  

The teams’ design concept submittals were received on schedule on August 12, 2010. The 
Competition Manager reviewed each submittal and found all five to be compliant with the 
Competition Regulations. 

The Jury met with the Governance Group in St. Louis 
on July 7-8, 2010 for an intensive two day briefing 
similar to the one given to the design teams at the 
beginning of Stage III. The purpose of the briefing was 
to ensure the Jury was as informed as the design teams 
and help the Jurors understand the competition Design 
Goals and the Governance Group’s desired outcomes 
for the competition and overall project. 

National Park Service
U.S. Department of the InteriorJefferson National Expansion Memorial

Technical AdvisoryTechnical Advisory
Group Presentations

Part IPart I
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Public Exhibit of 
Design Concepts

The National Park Service and its consulting parties, including the State Historic Preservation 
Office, National Trust for Historic Preservation, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
conducted a review of the submittals in order to comply with the General Management Plan and 
the Record of Decision, which stated NPS would conduct a compliance review of each submittal 
prior to the Jury meeting. The NPS review was a continuation of the TAG review and focused on 
issues related to the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial grounds, facilities, and operations. 
The review focused on how well each scheme did or did not meet current legislation and policies, 
including potential adverse affects on the National Historic Landmark. The review was not an 
official Section 106 or NEPA review, but identified issues that would be of concern or focus in 
those processes if the scheme should be chosen. 

The design concept submittals were placed on display in the lobby of the Gateway Arch on 
August 17, 2010. The exhibit will remain on display through September. A second traveling 
exhibit  has been rotating to venues throughout the region. The traveling exhibit was on display 
at the Missouri Botanical Garden, Southwestern Illinois College, National Great Rivers Museum, 
Southern Illinois University Edwardsville, Maryville University, University of Missouri – St. Louis, 
Washington University in St. Louis, St. Charles Community College, and the Missouri History 
Museum.

Technical Advisory Team 
Reviews Submittals The Technical Advisory Group met on August 13, 2010 to review each submittal. The focus of 

the review was on the level of risk inherent in the design as it would affect implementation of 
the concept. The TAG identified not only high-risk proposals, but they also identified beneficial 
proposals that were in harmony with or furthered current initiatives in the city and region. The 
TAG’s review was an object analysis of each scheme and not a comparative evaluation of the 
submittals. The review was summarized in a succinct report the Jury. 

Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar, Senator Claire McCaskill, and National Park Service 
Director Jon Jarvis toured the exhibit at the Gateway Arch with Superintendent Tom Bradley and 
Mayor Francis Slay. The leadership expressed their support and enthusiasm for the project and 
its successful implementation. 
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Jury Evaluates Design 
Concepts, Ranks Teams & 
Makes Recommendation

Selected Team Announced

Team Presentations of 
Design Concepts to the Jury

The final Jury session took place August 25-27, 2010. On the first day, the Jury studied the 
submittals and toured the public exhibit. On the 26th, each team presented its concept to the 
Jury. The presentations were held in the Ferrara Theater at the America’s Center in St. Louis. 
Each team was given an 1-1/2 hour time slot in which they had 45 minutes to present their 
concept followed by 45 minutes for a question and answer period with the Jury. The presentations 
were open to the public for observation. The traveling exhibit of the design concept submittals 
was on display in the lobby of the theater. On the third day of the session, the Jury discussed and 
deliberated.

The Jury evaluated the design concepts using the evaluation criteria as stated in the Competition 
Manual, considering the team presentations, boards, and written submittals. After much 
debate and deliberation, the Jury ranked the teams in terms of their response to the evaluation 
criteria as stated in the Competition Manual. The Jury’s analysis of the design concepts and its 
recommendation were summarized in the Jury Report to the Governance Group.  

The Governance Group accepted the team recommendation of the Jury and the process 
recommendation of the Competition Manager. The top-ranked team of MVVA was announced 
to the press on September 21, 2010.  A formal press conference with representatives of the 
Governance Group, Competition Manager team, and the design team was held on September 
24, 2010. 

“MVVA is an outstanding team that presented a winning combination of the ambitious and the 
manageable,” said Tom Bradley, Superintendent of the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial. 
“They showed great reverence for the beauty and significance of the existing site, while 
suggesting improvements and attractions in line with our competition goals. We’re excited to start 
planning.”

DESIGN PHASE

Over a 90-day period, the design team will work in partnership with the sponsors, the City of 
St. Louis, the National Park Service and others to further define program requirements; begin 
developing a design that takes into account the feasibility and practicality of proposed solutions; 
create a construction budget and fundraising plan; and define the delivery expectations from now 
until 2015.
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PARTICIPATION
GOVERNANCE GROUP

Dedicated to sponsoring a thoughtful, inclusive and objective process – one based on the National Park Service and the City of St. Louis’s 
directives – the CityArchRiver 2015 Foundation is the sponsoring organization that is helping to see this project through its October 2015 
completion.

TOM BRADLEY is the superintendent of the Jefferson National Expansion Memorial (popularly known as the Gateway Arch) for the 
National Park Service. He reported for assignment in April 2008 and has a lengthy history with the National Park Service, beginning in 
1972. During his career, Mr. Bradley has served in many distinguished roles, including superintendent at Saint Croix National Scenic 
Riverway, assistant superintendent at Cuyahoga Valley National Park, assistant superintendent at the Statue of Liberty National 
Monument, and superintendent of Christiansted National Historic Site/Buck Island Reef National Monument.  Mr. Bradley participated in 
the restoration campaign for Ellis Island, the largest privately funded effort in the National Park Service.  

BRUCE LINDSEY, AIA is the Dean of the College of Architecture and Graduate School of Architecture and Urban Design at Washington 
University in St. Louis. He also serves on the university’s steering committee for the International Center for Advanced Renewable 
Energy and Sustainability, I-CARES. Mr. Lindsey has worked on a number of environmentally sustainable projects across a variety of 
scales, including a design for the Pittsburgh Glass Center that earned a gold rating under the U.S. Green Buildings Council’s Leadership 
in Environmental & Energy Design (LEED) guidelines. The project also received a Design Honor Award from the American Institute of 
Architects (AIA) and was chosen as one of 2005’s top 10 green buildings by the AIA’s Committee on the Environment.

LYNN MCCLURE is the Midwest Regional Director for the National Parks Conservation Association, America’s leading voice for our 
national parks. Ms. McClure was hired to launch NPCA’s Midwest office, covering 11 states and more than 50 national parks, in 2007. She 
is an award-winning strategic planning and public relations consultant who has worked on behalf of many conservation and environmental 
organizations, public park agencies, and Fortune 500 companies. Ms. McClure is the 2005 recipient of the Edwin Shaughnessy Award for 
Quality of Life from the Publicity Club of Chicago and a Silver Anvil finalist from the Public Relations Society of America for her role in the 
campaign to reestablish $36 million for park and open space funding in Illinois. 

WALTER METCALFE, JR. is senior counsel at Bryan Cave, LLP in St. Louis, and former chairman of the firm. Mr. Metcalfe has been 
involved in numerous civic engagements representing sports franchises, including the New England Patriots National Football League 
franchise and St. Louis Blues National Hockey League franchise, and development of sports and convention facilities, including Scottrade 
Center and the Edward Jones Dome. He also represented the Missouri Botanical Garden, Monsanto Company, the University of Missouri 
and Washington University in the organization of the Donald Danforth Plant Science Center. He is a member of the board of directors of 
not-for-profit organizations including BJC HealthCare, Danforth Foundation, Pulitzer Foundation for the Arts, St. Louis Children’s Hospital 
and Washington University. He is a former chairman of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.

DEBORAH PATTERSON is the president of the Monsanto Fund and director of social responsibility for Monsanto Company, where she 
leads the company’s global contributions program and employee engagement programs.  Prior to joining Monsanto, Ms. Patterson was 
Chief Executive Officer of the St. Louis Chapter American Red Cross.  Her career includes 10 years of public service in St. Louis City 
government.  She served as executive director of the St. Louis City Employment and Training Agency and the mayor’s top advisor for 
housing and economic development for the balance of her government career. Ms. Patterson currently serves as president of the Board-
FOCUS St. Louis, on Girl Scouts of Eastern Missouri-Presidents Council, and on the Executive Committee of United Way of Greater St. 
Louis.
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THE HONORABLE FRANCIS SLAY, mayor of the City of St. Louis, is only the fourth St. Louis mayor to be elected to a third term. The 
Slay Administration and its public and private partners have received national and international recognition for St. Louis’s renaissance. In 
May 2007, downtown St. Louis’s revitalization was the subject of a Preserve America Presidential Award, the nation’s highest award for 
historic preservation. Billions of dollars have been invested in neighborhoods throughout the city and property values have gone up by 
almost 70 percent. Prior to being elected mayor in 2001, Mayor Slay served as a St. Louis Alderman for 10 years and then was president 
of the St. Louis Board of Aldermen from 1995 to 2001. An attorney by trade, Slay joined the law firm of Guilfoil, Petzall and Shoemake in 
1981, where he practiced for 20 years and became a partner specializing in commercial law and corporate litigation. 

DR. VAUGHN VANDEGRIFT is the chancellor of Southern Illinois University Edwardsville. He came to SIUE from Georgia Southern 
University, where he served as provost, vice president for academic affairs, chief information officer and professor of chemistry. Dr. 
Vandegrift is a member of St. Louis Civic Progress and President of Leadership Council Southwestern Illinois. He is also a member of the 
Boards of Directors of University Park, SIUE, Innovate St. Louis, St. Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Association, United Way of 
Greater St. Louis, the Southern Illinois Collegiate Common Market (SICCM) and the Executive Council of The Alliance of Edwardsville-
Glen Carbon. 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP

The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) served as an advisor to the Jury and provided technical overviews and expertise on the Stage III 
design concept submittals. 

Bi-State Development Agency
City of St. Louis Office on the Disabled
City of St. Louis Planning and Urban Design Agency
City of St. Louis Streets Department
East Gateway Council of Governments
Federal Highway Administration
Great Rivers Greenway
Illinois Department of Transportation
Illinois State Historic Preservation Office
Jefferson National Expansion Memorial

Metro East Parks and Recreation District
Missouri Department of Transportation
Missouri State Historic Preservation Office
National Trust for Historic Preservation
National Park Service
Port of St. Louis Harbor Master
St. Louis Archdiocesan Building and Real Estate
US Army Corps of Engineers
US Coast Guard

CONTRIBUTORS TO DESIGN COMPETITION 

INDIVIDUALS
Peter Fischer
Emily Rauh Pulitzer
Anonymous
M/M David Farrell
Alison and John Ferring
John F. McDonnell

FOUNDATIONS
Gateway Center of Metropolitan
St. Louis (Malcolm Martin Trust)
Danforth Foundation
Greater St. Louis Community Foundation
National Park Foundation

BUSINESSES
Emerson
Civic Progress 
Wells Fargo Advisors  (Wachovia Wells Fargo Foundation)                            
Bryan Cave LLP
Monsanto
Bank of America
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JURY

ROBERT CAMPBELL, FAIA is the Architecture Critic for the Boston Globe and a Contributing Editor for Architectural Record. Mr. 
Campbell received the Pulitzer Prize in 1996 for his work as an architecture critic for the Boston Globe. He has published more than 
100 feature articles in national periodicals, and is a contributing editor and columnist for the magazine Architectural Record. His book, 
Cityscapes of Boston: “An American City Through Time,” a collaboration with photographer Peter Vanderwarker, has achieved critical 
acclaim. Mr. Campbell also reviews books on architecture, urbanism, popular culture and poetry for the New York Times. Mr. Campbell 
has been in private practice as an architect since 1975, chiefly as a consultant for the improvement or expansion of cultural institutions. 
A Fellow of the American Institute of Architects, he has received the AIA’s Medal for Criticism, the Commonwealth Award of the Boston 
Society of Architects, a Design Fellowship from the National Endowment for the Arts and grants from the Graham Foundation and the J. M. 
Kaplan Fund. Mr. Campbell was the 2004 recipient of the annual Award of Honor of the Boston Society of Architects.

GERALD EARLY, PHD is an essayist, cultural critic, educator and poet. He is the Merle Kling Professor of Modern Letters and the Director 
of the Center for the Humanities at Washington University in St. Louis. He was formerly Director of African and African American Studies.
Gerald’s publications include One Nation Under A Groove: Motown and American Culture, Daughters: On Family and Fatherhood, Tuxedo 
Junctions: Essays on American Culture, and The Culture of Bruising: Essays on Prizefighting, Literature and Modern American Culture. 
He most recently served as series editor for Best African American Essays 2010 (with guest editor Randall Kennedy) and Best African 
American Fiction 2010 (with guest editor Nikki Giovanni). He has served as a consultant on Ken Burns’ documentary films Baseball, Jazz, 
Unforgiveable Blackness: The Rise and Fall of Jack Johnson and The War and he is a regular commentator on National Public Radio’s 
Fresh Air. His essays have appeared in numerous editions of Best American Essays Series. Mr. Early has received numerous awards 
including the Whiting Writer’s Award and a National Book Critics Circle Award for criticism.

DENIS P. GALVIN is a Former Deputy Director of the National Park Service. He joined the National Park Service in 1963 as a civil 
engineer at Sequoia National Park, California, after completing a two-year Peace Corps assignment in Tanzania, East Africa. Mr. Galvin 
served as the Associate Regional Director for Operations and subsequently the Deputy Director for the Regional Office based in Boston. 
From that post, he transferred to Denver, Colorado, in 1978 where he was manager of the Denver Service Center, which oversees most 
of the agency’s planning, design and construction program. In 1985, he was selected as Deputy Director of the National Park Service. Mr. 
Galvin returned to planning, design and construction in 1989 when he was named Associate Director for Planning and Development. That 
position also included policy, information management and land acquisition programs. In September 1997, he accepted a re-assignment 
to Deputy Director. Mr. Galvin retired from the National Park Service in January, 2002. He is currently a Trustee of the National Parks 
Conservation Association and a Commissioner of the Second Century Commission, a group of nearly 30 diverse and distinguished 
Americans charged with developing a 21st century vision for our National Parks. He received numerous awards throughout his career, 
including the Pugsley Medal for outstanding service to parks and conservation and a Presidential Rank Award for exceptional achievement 
in the career Senior Executive Service.

ALEX KRIEGER, FAIA has combined a career of teaching and practice, dedicating himself in both to understanding how to improve 
the quality of place and life in our major urban areas. Mr. Krieger is founding principal of Chan Krieger Sieniewicz, an architecture and 
urban design firm based in Cambridge, Massachusetts, since 1984. Offering services in architecture, urban design and planning, the firm 
has received more than two-dozen regional, national and international awards for its work. The firm has served a broad array of clients 
in over 30 cities, focusing primarily on educational, institutional, health-care and public projects in complex urban settings. Mr. Krieger 
is a professor at the Harvard Graduate School of Design, where he has taught since 1977. He is Chairman of the Department of Urban 
Planning and Design, presently and from 1998-2004. Mr. Krieger’s major publications include: co-editing Urban Design (University of 
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Minnesota Press, 2008), two volumes of Harvard Design Magazine (focusing on the evolution of urban design as a discipline), 2005-06; 
Remaking the Urban Waterfront, 2004; Mapping Boston, 1999; Towns and Town Planning Principles, 1994; A Design Primer for Towns and 
Cities, 1990; and Past Futures: Two Centuries of Imagining Boston, 1988. He has also authored more than two-dozen essays on American 
urbanization for various publications. He lectures frequently at national conferences and universities and is a frequent advisor to mayors 
and their planning staffs.

DAVID C. LELAND, CRE is Chief Executive Officer of Leland Consulting Group, a real estate strategy firm headquartered in Portland, 
Oregon. Mr. Leland is among the more knowledgeable urban strategists in the United States, with more than 45 years of experience 
in the real estate industry as a consultant, advisor, developer and owner. As the former CEO of a national real estate acquisitions and 
development company, and educated in architecture, city planning and urban economics, he brings a unique and thorough perspective 
to any project. Mr. Leland’s particular interest lies in downtown revitalization, smart growth and sustainable communities, transit oriented 
development, and innovative mixed-use centers. He has worked with development organizations from privately held firms to Fortune 500s, 
and more than 300 communities with a portfolio that includes 80 downtown revitalization and implementation strategies, 70 light rail transit 
stations, 45 urban corridors, and a host of smaller centers, corridors, main streets and greenfield communities. Mr. Leland’s philosophy 
is to balance his firm’s workload between public and private developer clients and thereby maintain continuous awareness of the issues 
that always arise in building successful public-private partnerships. He has served as both panelist and chair on numerous Urban Land 
Institute Advisory Panels, guest lectured at universities, professional associations and conferences, and served on boards ranging from the 
National Charrette Institute to Portland State University’s School of Urban and Public Affairs.

CARA MCCARTY is Curatorial Director at the Smithsonian Institution’s Cooper-Hewitt, National Design Museum in New York City, where 
she supervises all exhibitions and related activities in the broad field of design, including architecture, environmental, landscape, and 
urban design. For 14 years prior to joining the Cooper-Hewitt in 2007, Ms. McCarty was at the Saint Louis Art Museum as the Grace 
L. Brumbaugh and Richard E. Brumbaugh Curator of Decorative Arts and Design. In St. Louis, Ms. McCarty served on the Executive 
Committee of the Saint Louis Art Museum’s expansion, participating in the selection of the architect and landscape architect and working 
with David Chipperfield, the architect of the master plan and design. In New York, she is playing a lead role in the programming, scheduling 
and redesign of Cooper-Hewitt’s premises. She initiated the thesis for the Museum’s 2010 Triennial Exhibition, Why Design Now?, which 
will focus on the latest worldwide innovations in the fields of urban mobility and energy use and she is supervising curator of the Museum’s 
other forthcoming major exhibitions. In 2004, Ms. McCarty was selected to the mid-career Loeb Fellowship at Harvard’s Graduate School 
of Design, attending courses at the Kennedy School of Government and doing advance work in urban design and architecture both at 
Harvard and at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. In 2008 and 2009, she was the American juror for the annual Dutch Design 
Awards to select the major design awards in the country, including architecture and landscape design.

LAURIE D. OLIN, RLA, FASLA is a Partner and Landscape Architect at OLIN in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Mr. Olin is a distinguished 
teacher and author and one of the most renowned landscape architects practicing today. His involvement often marks the signature of 
OLIN’s distinguished portfolio of projects, which span the history of the studio from Bryant Park in New York City to the Brancusi Ensemble 
in Romania. Recent projects include Simon and Helen Director Park in Portland, Ore., and Nationwide Children’s Hospital in Columbus, 
Ohio. Mr. Olin and his fellow partners at OLIN recently received the 2008 Landscape Design Award from the Smithsonian’s Cooper-Hewitt, 
National Design Museum for excellence and innovation in landscape design and dedication to sustainability. Mr. Olin is currently a practice 
professor of Landscape Architecture at the University of Pennsylvania, where he has taught for 30 years. He is a Fellow of the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences, a Fellow of the American Society of Landscape Architects, and recipient of the 1998 Award in Architecture 
from the American Academy of Arts and Letters.
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CAROL ROSS BARNEY, FAIA is founder and Principal of Ross Barney Architects. She is responsible for the design excellence of all 
projects undertaken by the firm. Dedicated to improving the built environment, her work has an international reputation in design of 
institutional and public buildings. The work of her firm has been published in national and international journals, books and newspapers 
and has received numerous honors including four Institute Honor Awards from the American Institute of Architects and over 25 AIA 
Chicago Design Awards. Her drawings have been widely exhibited and collected by the Art Institute of Chicago, the Chicago Historical 
Society, The Museum of Contemporary Art Chicago and the National Building Museum. Ms. Ross Barney is the recipient of the 
American Institute of Architects 2005 Thomas Jefferson Award for Public Architecture. This award recognizes excellence for a career of 
architectural achievement. Recently, Ms. Ross Barney’s firm received an AIA COTE Top Ten Project award for the LEED Platinum, Jewish 
Reconstructionist Congregation in Evanston, Illinois. Ms. Ross Barney is a graduate of the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign. 
Following graduation, she served as a U.S. Peace Corps volunteer in Costa Rica planning national parks. Ms. Ross Barney is a Fellow of 
the American Institute of Architects, one of the highest honors the Institute bestows upon its members. She has taught at the University of 
Illinois at Chicago, the University of Oklahoma (Goff Chair for Creative Architecture) and the Illinois Institute of Technology, where she is 
teaching an advanced Design Studio and serves on the College Board of Overseers.

COMPETITION MANAGEMENT

The Competition Manager is responsible for the organization and execution of the Competition to ensure an equitable and clear process. 
As the sole contact of, and representative for, the participants throughout the Competition, the Competition Manager will facilitate all 
communications and meetings, receive and check submittals, and report the findings of the Jury. Donald J. Stastny, one of the nation’s 
most experienced competition advisors, and collaborator Jennifer Mannhard have been retained as the Competition Manager. 

DONALD J. STASTNY, FAIA, FAICP, a founder and CEO of Portland’s StastnyBrun Architects, Inc., has been a practicing architect, urban 
designer, and process facilitator for forty years rebuilding communities, physically and culturally. Using design as a comprehensive and 
strategic tool, he works toward elevating the public’s understanding and expectations of architecture locally, nationally, and internationally. 
Don is recognized as one of the preeminent competition advisors and managers in the country. Providing a stewardship role in design 
competitions, he “designs” opportunities for architects to create outstanding architecture. In 1980, he conducted his first design competition 
for Portland’s Pioneer Courthouse Square, creating a process that was published in the 1988 AIA Guidebook for Architectural Competitions 
and has become a national model.  Additionally, he authored The Design Excellence Program Guide: Building a Legacy for the U.S. 
General Services Administration. He has evolved design and design/build competition processes into an art form that has resulted in 
national models protecting the architect from exploitation and initiating collaboration between architects, landscape architects and artists 
– and raising the public’s expectation of design. An award-winning architect and planner, Don has been honored with Fellowship in the 
American Institute of Architects, the American Institute of Certified Planners, and the Institute of Urban Design. He was awarded the 2006 
AIA Northwest and Pacific Region’s Medal of Honor and the 2009 AIA Thomas Jefferson Award for Public Architecture.

JENNIFER MANNHARD, AICP, LEED AP is a senior urban planner and project manager at Otak, Inc., an international, award-winning 
design and planning firm.  With education and experience in architecture, planning, and real estate development, Jennifer brings a truly 
integrated approach to projects. Over the past five years Jennifer has worked with StastnyBrun Architects to execute high-profile and 
complex design competitions, serving as project manager for such competitions as the Transbay Transit Center and Tower Design and 
Development Competition in San Francisco and the National Museum of African American History and Culture Design Competition for the 
Smithsonian Institution. She manages the exchange of information between competitors and sponsors, develops the competition materials, 
and ensures successful coordination and execution of the competition processes. A professional planner, Jennifer is a member of the 
American Institute of Certified Planners and a LEED Accredited Professional.
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JURY REPORT 
September 16, 2010 

 
The following report of the Jury summarizes the analysis and evaluation of the design concepts as 
submitted by the five design teams that participated in Stage III of Framing a Masterpiece | The City 
+ The Arch + The River | 2015 | International Design Competition.  The Governance Group 
(competition sponsor) will consider this evaluation and the recommendation of the Jury and make the 
final team selection, marking the completion of the design competition process and setting the stage 
for implementation of the project.  
 
The Jury, in response to its charge by the Governance Group, completed its process of rigorous 
preparation, analysis and evaluation over a period of 60 days using the following methodology: 
 
Step 1:  Briefing of the Jury 
 
The Jury met in St. Louis in early July 2010 for a briefing conducted by the Governance Group and 
the Competition Manager.  The session began with a meeting between the Jury and the Governance 
Group to discuss the competition’s design goals and the individual aspirations of members of the 
Governance Group.  The Jury then received an abbreviated version of the briefing given the design 
teams at the beginning of Stage III.  This included identification of issues to be addressed in Stage III 
by the National Park Service and the Technical Advisory Group.  The Jury was then given a tour of 
the competition site and St. Louis.  The purpose of the Jury briefing was to provide individual Jury 
members with the same information given the design teams. 
 
Step 2:  Individual Study of Submissions 
 
Upon receipt of the Stage III submissions by the Competition Manager, and a check for compliance 
with the competition regulations, the five submittals were sent to each Juror in preparation for the 
Jury sessions in St. Louis.  The goal of this step was to have each Juror arrive with an overall 
understanding of the submittals and be able to begin work with a general knowledge of the submittals 
they would be evaluating. 
 
Step 3:  Jury Study and Discussion 

 
The Jury met in closed session on August 25, 2010, for the purpose of individual and collective review 
of the submittals.  The Jury was briefed on the material submitted, the process of evaluation and the 
criteria for evaluation.  The Jury then toured the public exhibition of the design concepts in the lobby 
of the Gateway Arch.  Returning to closed session, the Competition Manager presented the Technical 
Advisory Group (TAG) Report, which included analysis by the TAG as a whole and a more specific 
report by the National Park Service as required for compliance with the Jefferson National Expansion 
Memorial (JNEM) General Management Plan.  The Jury was also provided a summary of public 
comments received at the exhibit as well as a compendium of media articles compiled since the 
designs were revealed to the public.  Upon completion of the first day, each Juror had completed their 
individual review of each submittal and was prepared to meet with the teams to hear presentations. 
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 STEP 4:  Public Presentations by Design Teams 
 
Each team presented their design concept followed by a period of questions by the Jury.  These presentations 
and Q/A sessions were open to the public.  Each presentation included a narrated electronic slide 
presentation and video animation of the design concept.  All teams were given an equal amount of time (90 
minutes) for the presentation and interaction with the Jury.  The presentations gave the Jury the opportunity 
to further understand the intent of the teams and how each team would approach the on-going work should 
they be selected to proceed with implementation. 
 
Step 5:  Jury Deliberation 
 
To determine a recommendation, the Jury met in final session on August 26, 2010.  Prior to any voting, each 
submittal was discussed individually by each Juror.  The discussion was framed around the Stage III 
evaluation criteria as listed in the Competition Manual, which is as follows: 
 

Responding to the Vision and Goals 
FRAMING A MODERN MASTERPIECE | The City + The Arch + The River | 
2015 design should embody, and interpret through the design, the vision and specific 
goals of this project. The design concept should create an overall image that reflects the 
history and cultural landscape of downtown St. Louis and Arch grounds, honor the 
Arch and its symbolic iconography, and celebrate the Mississippi River and its historic 
role in the urban development of the city.  
 
Functionality & Contractibility 
The design concept should respond to Section 106 and other applicable requirements 
necessary to deliver this project. The design concept should be easily taken from this 
competition’s conceptual stage to a buildable, cost effective design that can be 
completed by October 28, 2015. 

 
Following the discussion, the Jury went through a series of individual ballots and ongoing discussion to 
formulate its recommendation.  Per the competition regulations, the Jury determined a ranking of the teams 
to deliver to the Governance Group. 
 
Step 6:  Report of the Jury 
 
The Jury evaluation and recommendation is recorded in this report, which completes the duties of the Jury 
for the competition.  This report is submitted to the Governance Group for its review and action.  It does 
not portend to be a full and exhaustive record of all discussions and evaluations, but does identify and discuss 
how each submittal was viewed by the Jury relative to the evaluation criteria. 
 
 
 
Evaluation of Individual Submittals 
 
The following evaluation is presented in the order by which the teams presented to the Jury. The Jury 
comments for each team are organized with respect to the competition’s design goals.  
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Weiss/Manfredi Team 
 
The proposal meets the design goals with a convincing plan. The St. Louis public may find critical elements 
too bold or too dramatic of a change. The team is very articulate and shows a great knowledge of existing 
laws, regulations, and previous and current plans and sponsors.  
 
1. Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
 
In its grandness, this proposal establishes a strong sense of place. It is powerful and visually stunning. The 
proposal makes the case for extending west into the city and to the east bank, but may be a bit over 
ambitious. The new west museum entrance would be a grand space. Some Jurors, however, felt it is too 
aggressive and distracts from the Arch.  
 
2. Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
 
The proposal creates a variety of options for visitors and could make the region feel very proud. The urban 
bluff is an exciting and inviting element; however, its implementation and maintenance is questionable. The 
corridor into downtown is widened to include Washington Avenue and Walnut Street. Some Jurors doubt 
how well this scheme meets the goal to catalyze vitality.  
 
3. Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic Landmark. 
 
The new western museum entrance needs to be refined. While some Jurors felt the Arch was respected, other 
felt the deep carve into the existing berm and resulting tall retaining walls would upstage the Arch. The 
reconstructed village is not necessary.  
 
4. Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch grounds to the River. 
 
The plan extends the park landscape from Luther Ely Smith Square to Kiener Plaza enhancing the 
connection of JNEM and the city. There is, however, not much development or discussion of the Old 
Courthouse or links to the Gateway Mall. Providing new programs in Kiener Plaza is a positive aspect, but 
overall the plaza design is not adequately developed. Dispersing parking into three separate parking garages 
spreads people out throughout the area, which is an effective strategy. Exiting from the garage under Luther 
Ely Smith Square needs further resolution. Good connections to Washington Avenue are provided. The 
north end canopies and garage refinements link well into Laclede’s Landing. Some Jurors, however, felt 
maintaining extensive parking on the north end would hinder the connection and visits to the city. Excellent 
connections into Choteau’s Landing are also provided by the trails and the underpass park. Proposed changes 
to the Eads Bridge deck would significantly increase pedestrian connectivity and capitalize on wonderful 
views of the Arch. The plan also proposes a shuttle bus.  
 
5. Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an integral part of the National Park. 
 
Creation of a visual connection to the river from inside the museum through the “trainspotting” window is a 
brilliant idea.  The urban bluffs on the western waterfront are a big and intriguing solution, but are overly 
complex.  The dynamic solution takes flooding into account and allows for continued use during high water; 
however, the peninsulas/islands add more space to the large site and would be a maintenance problem for 
clean up after flooding events.  
 
The east bank proposal is also a big idea. The oxbow ribbon landform/wetland park has character. It is a 
powerful place with high educational and ecological potential. The cultural and ecological center  
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Weiss Manfredi Team continued  
 
programming is in synch with the overall National Park Service mission. There is a good sequence of space 
and circulation to the east bank. The east riverfront is simple and in contrast to the oxbow park. The walkway 
structure is grand yet overly aggressive. Some Jurors question the lack of city building on the east bank and 
what community benefit East St. Louis may gain from the proposal.  
 
6. Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the gateway to national expansion. 
 
The “trainspotting” window is an excellent way to connect the museum to the greater transportation story of 
the area on the rails and river.  The new orientation center is a good idea. The Jury felt the proposal was weak 
in addressing this goal. The proposal implied that an expanded museum would address this design goal 
through exhibits and story-telling. 
 
7. Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the City and the River. 
 
The proposal includes a large number of attractors and points of interest . The pedestrian amenities added to 
the Eads and Poplar Street Bridges will transform them into attractors. The “trainspotting” window would 
also become an attraction. The cultural canopies at the northern end help to energize the area without 
invading JNEM. The park configuration below the underpasses into Choteau’s Landing provides recreation 
and connection. Some Jurors felt the Choteau’s connection is overly complex and includes too much to be 
feasible (i.e., wetlands and recreation around existing transportation infrastructure).  
 
8. Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
 
The modular bridge over I-70 is modest but practical and the proposal provides a good explanation of closing 
Memorial Drive. Dispersal of parking areas will spread people out into different areas. The couplet would 
work and help to reinforce the grid; however, closure of Memorial Drive overturns that sense of grid.  
 
9. Develop a sustainable future. 
 
Limited demolition and reuse of current facilities and structures is a strong positive sustainability statement – 
the north parking garage, maintenance facility, and Malcolm Martin Memorial Park overlook are all 
incorporated into the design.  It suggests that future capital investment is focused on new elements while 
preserving and improving existing facilities. The east bank would be an ecological destination – a powerful 
place with high educational potential. The proposal provides a strong technological approach on the east 
bank reflecting an understanding of the infrastructure and stormwater management; however, it spoke little of 
sustainability on the grounds or upkeep of JNEM. A photovoltaic canopy is mentioned for the north side.  
 
10. Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and accessible environment. 
 
This proposal provided good specifics about the Old Courthouse and its role in the concept. The bridges 
over Leonor K. Sullivan to the new peninsulas/islands provide an accessible route to enjoy the riverfront. 
There is a need to further refine the entry to the museum to make it more welcoming.  The grandness of scale 
would provide a memorable experience but the Jury questions if the grand scale is appropriate.  
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MVVA Team 
 
This plan successfully addresses each of the design goals and is an appropriate fit for St. Louis. A strong team 
with solid methodology, they convey intelligence and provide clear technical support for their design 
proposals. This scheme appears as one that can realistically be implemented by 2015. 
 
1. Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
 
As the most “landscape” solution, this proposal has minimal buildings. The proposed structures are woven 
into the landscape. It is a superb overall plan for the original grounds with a good entry response to the 
museum. There is a vagueness regarding the architectural solutions that, in their development, could add to 
the iconic stature of the place. The west riverfront is an elegant and simple solution with memorable light 
towers. Continuing the JNEM’s allees into the city as street trees begins to tie the grounds to the city; 
however, the design of Kiener Plaza and Luther Ely Smith Square needs to be developed further to better 
make the connection to the Gateway Mall.  
 
2. Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
 
The distribution of parking into three separate areas disperses people throughout the area. Parking under 
Luther Ely Smith square brings people into the downtown corridor. Placement of remote ticketing 
facilities/kiosks throughout the city is an excellent idea that ties multiple venues together and may increase 
the time visitors spend in the area. The design solutions are considered strategic moves to incentivize private 
development – each section should result in a positive private development reaction. 

 
3. Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic Landmark. 
 
The proposal shows a superior technical knowledge of the site and effectively analyzes the dilemma of 
historic preservation versus a changing landscape. A superb overall plan for the Arch grounds, the landscape 
restoration is a well thought out response to repairing the Kiley landscape that seeks to enhance the original 
vision. A most thoughtful approach to the historic landscape, the design is realistic and shows much 
reverence and skill. Integration of structures and a carefully scaled new entrance to the expanded museum are 
woven into the landscape to provide minimal disruption to the historic landscape. The design considers 
security and addresses how to integrate the bollards into the grounds.  
 
4. Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch grounds to the River. 
 
The proposal truly focuses on transforming the edges of JNEM to make new connections into the city. The 
new museum entry on Memorial Drive is subtle and respectful, but accomplishes the direct connection to the 
west. Dispersing parking into multiple locations and reliance on existing downtown parking spreads people 
out throughout the area. The street trees along Luther Ely Smith Square and Kiener Plaza form a visual 
continuance of JNEM’s allees into the city. The insertion of a plaza and new banquet/café facility creates a 
“place” for the Old Cathedral and provides a transition from urban downtown to the more serene JNEM.  
The connection through Laclede’s Landing is a strong idea on how to draw the area into the overall plan; 
however, closing Washington Avenue is not a feasible solution. Vitality is brought to the north end by 
provision of an amphitheater/civic space for people to gather. A connection is made from JNEM to 
Choteau’s Landing by reconceiving the underpass area as a park and creating a theme of an artists’ district. 
The simple and elegant west waterfront promenade allows access to the river. A proposed bicycle loop 
connects the entire area.  
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MVVA Team continued 
 
5. Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an integral part of the National Park. 
 
The cobblestone beach is a simple and lovely, yet bold, treatment for the western river front. It recalls and 
celebrates the historic waterfront of the city. Repeating this cobblestone treatment on the Memorial Drive 
“lid” shows continuity and helps link the overall site. The lighted river gauges are brilliant. The floating 
pavilions are not well described and appear to be an after-thought.  
 
An inventive response to the east bank, the design is a well-conceived bottomland and excellent contribution 
to restoring the environment. The park would be a natural, as opposed to urbanized, attraction. The avian 
emphasis has synergy with NPS conservation and biodiversity. While the elevated walkways and avian center 
are beautiful, some Jurors felt the high path is not persuasive and the program does little for East St. Louis 
other than its positive environmental contribution. The wetland reserve could be interpreted as wastewater 
infrastructure. The program needs to be thought through more to create an invitation for East St. Louis to be 
part of the region. It has a good connection to and respects the existing features of the Malcolm Martin 
Memorial Park, but is overall too passive regarding new development and use. Additionally, the “swell” along 
the east waterfront is a simple, flood friendly solution for performances and temporary programming.  
 
6. Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the gateway to national expansion. 
 
With a well-developed museum expansion, the proposal paid some attention to the needs for temporary 
exhibits and climate control. The revitalization of the cobblestone levee recalls the historical significance of 
the St. Louis waterfront.  
 
7. Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the City and the River. 
 
The plan places energetic activities at the edge of JNEM to complement the calm reverence of the interior. 
Modest but active program creates a place for residents as well as visitors. The event/gathering space 
provides a venue for programmed activity. Recreation and sports venues draw return visits. The beer 
garden/ice rink would be a success, but a replacement facility for maintenance is not mentioned. The 
projection of peoples’ shadows on the flood walls is exciting and the river gauges are intriguing.  
 
8. Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
 
The proposal calls for a modest deck across Memorial Drive to dampen the noise from I-70 and create a 
more pedestrian friendly environment. Closure of Washington Avenue from Memorial Drive to the river is a 
mistake. The reasoning for that recommendation is not clear. The team cleverly analyzed the existing parking 
in downtown and provided a good proposal for decentralized parking and utilizing parking throughout the 
downtown. The alterations to the existing garage are not well thought out including the location of the 
entrance/exit in the flood zone.  
 
9. Develop a sustainable future. 
 
The proposal shows a strong understanding of sustainability. It is an intelligent and sensible selection of 
design moves. This is the only team to mention geothermal possibilities in JNEM. The team has a strong 
understanding of plant materials, soil, and landscape health and what is needed to refurbish ailing plants and 
trees. The proposed scheme for the grounds is designed to reduce maintenance. The east bank wetlands 
reserve provides environmental remediation.  
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MVVA Team continued 
 
10. Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and accessible environment. 
 
Remote ticketing is a good idea that makes a big change in how people who visit the Arch interact with St. 
Louis. New ADA compatible routes are provided. It is a superb overall plan of original grounds with good 
entry response to museum.  
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Behnisch Team 
 
The team’s capacity and talent is impressive, particularly in its strong local component.  In the judgment of 
the Jury, the plan could be controversial. The material is clever and highly detailed, yet simultaneously illusive 
and vague. However, the Great River Expo 2010 – 2015 is an interesting concept, but is undeveloped in 
detail as a suggestion for establishing a process for further design refinement. It could build momentum for 
2015 and sustained vitality beyond.  

 
1. Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
 
As the most energetic and transformative scheme, the overall plan would create a memorable and iconic 
space. It proposes considerable entertainment elements; however, in doing so, it revises the character of the 
Arch. Possibly compromising its dignity, the plan makes the Arch a piece of the system.  The numerous small 
and informal interventions on the Arch ground bring fun, but could also trivialize the grounds. The large 
skylights could be problematic in the museum and would transform the character of the lawn. The gondola is 
a powerful image representative of a 21st century urban space.  
 
2. Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
 
This proposal, more than others, focuses on city building and capitalizing on the current downtown 
resurgence. The vitality seems to spur from temporary and improvisational treatments rather than permanent 
interventions. The ideas for the Washington Avenue underpass area provide excellent and immediate 
continuity from the redeveloping district further up Washington. The plan acknowledges and advocates for 
redevelopment of the existing buildings along Memorial Drive to create an active and vibrant urban 
boulevard. The plan proposes multiple fun events and festivals that emphasize the St. Louis region’s strengths 
and characteristics. It also proposes many practical, quick-win projects to build momentum for the increased 
and ongoing vitality. Overall, the plan could be controversial and divisive: some may see the activity as 
energy, while others will feel the number of small interventions and intense programming trivializes the Arch 
in a theme-park manner.  
 
3. Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic Landmark. 
 
The intense redevelopment of the central axis and lawn challenges the grandeur and dignity of the Arch. New 
tall masses, the immense skylight, and rectilinear patterns and paving are not respectful of the National 
Historic Landmark. The scheme is lacking in its interpretation of the Kiley landscape and does not discuss the 
ponds in enough detail. The plan also includes too many programmatic elements throughout JNEM.  
 
4. Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch grounds to the River. 
 
This proposal is the most comprehensive connection between the Arch grounds and into downtown St. 
Louis. There is much emphasis on engaging local residents and eco development that emphasizes regional 
strengths – agriculture, food, music. A new built edge on Memorial Drive is a complete transformation and 
good urban design. Through traffic is eliminated and five new pedestrian bridges connect the entire 
boulevard length with the face of JNEM. The pedestrian esplanade along Chestnut Street reinforces the 
central axis and connection to the Gateway Mall.  The City Pavilion in Luther Ely Smith Square is a great 
idea. This team most successfully addressed the Washington Avenue/Memorial Drive/I-70 overpass area 
underscoring the important connection to downtown and current development projects. The programmed 
activity at the north and south ends effectively connects to the adjacent neighborhoods. The gondola would 
provide the most direct visual and physical connection between the two sides of the river.  
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Behnisch Team continued 
 
5. Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an integral part of the National Park. 
 
The west riverfront promenade seems overly complex and is not well depicted. The east bank proposal 
includes many program elements but little detail on how they work together to form a cohesive plan. The 
performance venue as a programmatic element is interesting, but its placement on the river seems highly 
problematic due to its proximity to operating industry. The natural resource center idea is much better for 
East St. Louis and the ecology theme is compatible with NPS policy. The elements seem somewhat 
incompatible – an entertainment venue and an ecological center in a restored bottomland environment. 
Again, the gondola would provide a direct physical and visual link between the two sides of the river and 
provide an accessible route that is available 12 months of the year.  
 
6. Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the gateway to national expansion. 
 
The proposed program for the north and south nodes and new smaller pockets of activity throughout JNEM 
do not fit with the current park purpose and may be better suited in the downtown.  
 
7. Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the City and the River. 
 
This plan presents a multitude of new attractors on and around the Arch grounds that cater to St. Louis’ 
strengths and characteristics. It is by far the most fun and radical proposal; however, the activity may be 
overwhelming and better justified in the city versus on JNEM proper. The City Pavilion information center in 
Luther Ely Smith Square is a great idea that could be a significant architectural element in its own right. This 
plan has everything from reading “rooms” to a full recreation center. Some of the elements are more practical 
than others and all would require a well coordinated programming plan. The gondola would most definitely 
be an attractor, but would also become a point of contention. It may be a good idea and a rather minor 
feature of the plan, but the gondola would easily become a symbol and divisive element.  For some, it would 
indicate that the Arch was being trivialized, being made into a theme park.  For others, it would be seen as the 
wave of the future.   
 
8. Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
 
Memorial Drive is completely transformed not only through reduction of traffic, but also through significant 
urbanization and increased pedestrian amenities. The suggestion of a trolley line on Market Street is good. 
The dispersal of parking garages spreads people and activity throughout the area. The gondola bypasses many 
transportation impediments presented by the bridges and river to directly connect people to both sides of the 
river.  
 
9. Develop a sustainable future. 
 
The plan certainly stretches in terms of sustainability. From new urban bioswales to wholesale reconstruction 
of the American bottomland, the proposal incorporates sustainability in most facets. Stormwater management 
and eco-development were emphasized.  
 
10. Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and accessible environment. 
 
The general feeling is one of exhaustion. There are too many seemingly unnecessary programmatic elements 
throughout JNEM. The huge skylights in the museum are problematic for visitors’ viewing comfort as well as 
wasted space inside and out. The large amount of new construction would presumably be ADA accessible.  
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SOM | HARGREAVES | BIG | PLENSA | URS 
 
The team’s plan to build 17 projects by the 2015 deadline is ambitious and confident. This scheme is a more 
“architecturally” driven and the least vague proposal. The team is energetic, but the promotion language and 
“soar” branding was not well received.  
 
1. Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
 
The “magic carpet” edges curved up to create enclosed structures is artistic and clever. A bit of a gimmick, it 
is an interesting treatment for Memorial Drive and would likely become a landmark if built. Appears to be a 
true collaboration of the team, but became ordinary as a sum of all its parts. Mounds and terraces are used as 
a solution for everything, which gives an overall sameness to the project. The north and south pavilions 
provide a green roof as the essential design feature. On the whole, the plan seems serviceable, not iconic. 
 
2. Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
 
The team had the most elaborate vision for how the design would increase vitality to the region. As the only 
team to discuss financial data explicitly, they started with an economic perspective but could have developed 
or discussed it further. The idea of Kiener city room is good and the connection to the Gateway Mall work 
well and encourages continuity and flow. The east bank proposal seeks to catalyze and raise potential for new 
urban development – a facet that was missing from most concepts and an element that some Jurors felt was 
important to East St. Louis.  
 
3. Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic Landmark. 
 
The team inspires confidence in how the Historic Landmark would be treated, but the proposal lacked a clear 
definition of how the grounds would be addressed. ADA accessible pathways would work within the scheme.  
 
4. Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch grounds to the River. 
 
The sequence and connection to the Gateway Mall is strong. The design of Kiener Plaza and Luther Ely 
Smith Square continue the spirit of Citygarden through to JNEM. The artwork provides a strong visual 
connection. Some of the Jurors, however, questioned the scale of the “Leaves.” The Eads and MacArthur 
Bridge proposals would highly increase multi-modal connectivity. Bike rental is a good added amenity 
compatible with the park and transportation strategy. The facilities as part of the freeway cap provide a draw 
toward the city. The north pavilion provides an innovative connection to the Eads Bridge, but is a 
questionable interface with Washington Avenue and Laclede’s Landing. The south pavilion program is well 
developed, but architecturally unresolved. Both pavilions are designed with a playful inventiveness that some 
Jurors thought might be impractical to maintain and perhaps too idiosyncratic in form to fit well into the 
larger scheme. 
 
5. Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an integral part of the National Park. 
 
West river front is a nice but typical promenade. Raising Sullivan Boulevard to reduce the number of days it is 
flooded is a good idea. Lighting the bridges is a nice idea. 
 
The east bank solution is inviting and assumes urbanization and a variety of experiences over time. It was the 
only scheme to introduce the concept of residential development in the future north of the Eads Bridge. The 
performance venue is a good idea if placement and market are feasible. Access is provided to the waterfront  
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SOM | HARGREAVES | BIG | PLENSA | URS continued 
 
over the railroad. The mound park is a strong and powerful approach to the east bank; however, many Jurors 
questioned the mound form and large heads in terms of simulation and interpretation given the proximity to 
Cahokia Mounds.  
 
6. Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the gateway to national expansion. 
 
The proposal delves into the museum and interpretation plan more so than the other proposals. It is a very 
specific plan that is in synch with JNEM documents. The proposal calls for the renovation of the Old 
Courthouse into a museum and better public facility, which is a strategic move in terms of location and draw 
into the city. The programs called for in the north and south pavilions are compatible with current JNEM 
park purpose and NPS policy. 
 
7. Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the City and the River. 
 
The swimming pool on the river would be an exciting draw. The large performance venue on the east bank is 
definitely an attractor. The north and south pavilions add new compatible programs and recreation at the 
south end. Connection to the Choteau Greenway is a positive. MacArthur Bridge as a pedestrian/bicycle path 
is a great idea; however, the technical report says the teams were made aware of its unlikely feasibility due to 
ownership and potential demolition. They were the only team to talk about explicit public art. The fact that 
the team believes that public art is important is much to the team’s credit.  
 
8. Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
 
The transportation strategy is clear. Reduction of traffic lanes and the lid on Memorial Drive are good, as is 
the reintroduction of the two way street grid. The renovation of the Eads Bridge deck provides more multi-
modal connectivity.  
 
9. Develop a sustainable future. 
 
Sustainability on the grounds is discussed through stormwater management and the health of the ponds. The 
Center for Sustainable Rivers and cities on east side compatible with the NPS mission.  
 
10. Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and accessible environment. 
 
The proposal gave much attention to accessibility and universal design, including improving access into and 
through the Old Courthouse. Accessible ramps are also provided from the Arch grounds down to the 
waterfront.  The continuity from Kiener Plaza through to JNEM provides a welcoming experience into the 
park or into the city. 
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The strengths of this proposal are also its weaknesses. The spectacular vista and complementary east bank 
mound form are a pure and singular idea to transform the area; however, this proposal focuses on JNEM. As 
a park it is superb, but how well it meet the goals of attractors and catalytic vitality in questionable. Not 
considering historic preservation compliance issues, which would be extremely contentious, the proposal 
could be accomplished by 2015.  
 
1. Create an iconic place for the international icon, the Gateway Arch. 
 
The design would definitely result in an iconic landscape in a subtle and aesthetically enlightened way. It is a 
beautiful proposal that reinforces the majesty of the Arch and provides a strong visual connection to the river 
and east bank. The overall treatment of JNEM, and especially the removal of the berm to create the stunning 
vista of the river and east bank, would make the park grounds match the Arch in its grandeur. It is a powerful 
and restrained statement that gives elegance and dignity to the grounds while allowing activity to occur in the 
city.  The proposal creates a platform on which to build in the future. The mound on the east bank creates a 
complementary icon across the river and most effective view terminus.  
 
2. Catalyze increased vitality in the St. Louis region. 
 
The proposal may be too formal for a 21st century solution. It creates a distinct “district”, but lacks the 
connections and attractions to increase vitality in the larger area. This is a park solution: it is the most passive 
and trades vitality for a pastoral and reverent feel. The riverfront is largely ignored. Many will feel this plan 
doesn’t go far enough or create sufficient change. The proposal is subtle, has a strong emphasis on the JNEM 
grounds, and lacks energy to excite the city.  
 
3. Honor the character defining elements of the National Historic Landmark. 
 
This proposal disregards what currently exists on the site; however, many on the Jury felt the landscape 
treatment would be an improvement. Some Jurors felt the scheme is respectful of the landscape and most in 
keeping with the original intent of Kiley. There is a sensitivity and allegiance to Kiley’s mission in the 
proposal; however, it flies in the face of current historic preservation compliance policy. To redesign the 
ponds, grand staircase, railroad cuts, and allees (all character defining features of the historic landscape) would 
be a large undertaking in terms of regulatory compliance with low payoff/reward and may not be achievable 
given established regulations and policy.  
 
4. Weave connections and transitions from the City and the Arch grounds to the River. 
 
The proposal creates a singular, but very successful connection into the city at its central access. It ignores the 
context of adjacent areas and bridges, but the boldness of the park plan carries into the center of the city as 
the allees continue through Luther Ely Smith Square and Kiener Plaza. The allees truly connect JNEM to the 
Gateway Mall. Placing parking under Kiener Plaza is a good idea that brings people further into the city and 
provides an excellent place for a visitor center. Concentrating parking in one central location, however, does 
little to activate the north and south ends. Little thought overall is devoted to the north and south ends, 
which are labeled as “future cultural facility.”  The lack of programming or design proposals in these areas 
ignores the goal to create viable connections to adjacent areas by 2015; however, some of the Jury felt this 
could be a significant opportunity for greater dialogue and potentially two new great pieces of separately 
commissioned architecture. Connections to the river are accomplished through new sightlines and the new 
riverbank bluff created by covering the railroad cuts. Closure of Washington Avenue from Memorial Drive to 
the river is a mistake. The reasoning for that is not clear. Many felt the solution for Memorial Drive is  
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excellent, but some Jurors felt the proposed forest edge would increase the isolation of the site. Additionally, 
the reasons for such dramatic changes to I-70 access are not clear.  
 
5. Embrace the Mississippi River and the east bank in Illinois as an integral part of the National Park. 
 
Extension of the cobblestone levee is a simple yet lovely treatment for the western river front. It recalls and 
celebrates the historic waterfront of the city. Remaking the grand staircase implements Saarinen’s original 
intent for a beautiful catenary curved stair. A very simple gesture, the new stairs would connect directly to the 
expanded cobblestone levee. Some Jurors felt redoing the steps is impractical as the catenary stairs were 
abandoned for safety and comfort reasons and the cost of recreating them would be of marginal aesthetic 
improvement. Covering the railroad cuts is a subtle but extremely effective way to connect the entire park to 
the river, creating unforgettable bluffs. 
 
The earthen mound is a brilliant move to create an iconic image for the east bank. A center for agriculture 
and well-being is a unique idea in that it not only reinforces the regions agricultural importance, but also may 
provide a transformational force in East St. Louis regarding food education, markets, and culture. The 
agricultural program is questionable as a national park. It seems that the program would require a sponsor 
and an entity to manage the experimental gardens. There is a question as to how well farming would work on 
prior industrial, and presumably contaminated, land.  
 
6. Reinvigorate the mission to tell the story of St. Louis as the gateway to national expansion. 
 
Lowering the floor of the museum to such a degree and expanding the overall footprint will create a large 
museum that can accommodate a variety of exhibits. In terms of the museum design, the few renderings 
indicate a very interesting space much in the spirit of Saarinen. Their proposal discusses ideas on how the 
museum could help fulfill the educational mission of JNEM. The light beams caused by repetition of 
skylights could be disturbing for visitor viewing experience.  
 
7. Create attractors to promote extended visitation to the Arch, the City and the River. 
 
This proposal is most modest in terms of providing attractors. Presumably the larger museum will extend 
visitor stays. Additional activities are not recommended in JNEM, which questions what the draw might be in 
winter months, in particular. The proposed Frontier Village is kitschy and not in keeping with NPS policy. 
Other than the subtle, effective park enhancements, creation of attractors is largely left to future, undefined 
phases.  
 
8. Mitigate the impact of transportation systems. 
 
Treatment of Memorial Drive is convincing; however, the reasons for such dramatic changes to I-70 access 
are not clear. Closure of Washington Avenue between Memorial Drive and the river is a mistake and is not 
clearly justified.  
 
9. Develop a sustainable future. 
 
The ideas and treatment of the Arch grounds fully embrace the idea of a sustainable future. Unfortunately, 
the same concern and effort is not demonstrated in other areas the competition was to address, such as 
linkages to the city.  
 



28

SUMMARY REPORT09/24/10
 

14   

JURY REPORT 
September 16, 2010 

PWP Landscape Architecture | FOSTER + PARTNERS | CIVITAS continued 
 
10. Enhance the visitor experience and create a welcoming and accessible environment. 
 
The park refinements and new museum expansion significantly enhance the visitor experience. The 
dark/light rhythm created by proposed skylights in the museum is problematic for visitor viewing inside the 
museum. The below grade museum entered on the sides via the continuous walks arcing up from Courthouse 
provides visitors a clear sense of arrival and welcome without impeding the view and connection to the river 
and east bank.   
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The Jury Recommendation 
 
Throughout the competition process, the Jury has been most impressed with the complexity of issues 
addressed, the design goals as stated by the Governance Group, and the well-defined and rigorous process 
that has governed the way designers and design teams participate.  Without question or reservation, the Jury 
wishes to extend its congratulations to each and every design team for their thoughtful and innovative 
responses to the issues at hand.  One of the products of a design competition is the "lessons learned" from 
seeing how very talented design professionals address a problem, how specific  design solutions resolve 
issues, and how teams bring together multiple disciplines to produce solutions that may raise more questions 
than they answer. 
 
The Jury is humbled by the task put before it and realizes that their judgments will set the path for the 
continued development and implementation of the design concept.  We have embraced the design goals and 
have taken seriously the charge to select a design concept that could be achieved by October 28, 2015.  In the 
eyes of the Jury, a project of this complexity may have many answers for all the pieces of the plan – some of 
which may be better or worse than others.  Realizing this, the Jury searched for an organizing concept that 
would be the starting point for further design and planning evolution.  The Jury was also cognizant that the 
resources that each team brought to the effort would be a prime determinant in ensuring a positive and 
cohesive evolution of the City+Arch+River initiative. 
 
The Jury appreciates and honors the extraordinary partnership between the City of St. Louis, the National 
Park Service and the community leaders that have brought the project to this point.  Moreover, the Jury also 
realizes that the incorporation of Illinois into the partnership provides great opportunities and presents great 
challenges to move the project forward.  The recommendation of the Jury is based on a belief that as each 
and every part of this great puzzle evolves, the whole will coalesce into an extraordinary regional and national 
attraction that is sustainable functionally, economically and culturally. 
 
In analyzing the various design concepts, it is important to note that every design requires further cooperation 
and coordination by and with the current partnership, including whether proposed cultural institutions – 
museums and music spaces – are feasible or redundant given existing St. Louis cultural assests.  There needs 
to be a separate, but robust, program initiated by the City for improvement of streets and rights-of-way 
configuration and beautification within the downtown to help erase the barriers between the JNEM and the 
City.  There needs to be an ongoing dialogue with the Illinois partners as to the intensity of the program 
needed to catalyze further park and urban development on the east side.  And there needs to be further 
dialogue within the National Park Service to further define how an "urban national park" not only integrates 
with, but embraces, the host city in which it lies.  The Jury sincerely believes that this project can serve as a 
national model of how to weave a national park and its mission into the legacy of building a great city. 
 
In recognition of the above, the Jury respectfully submits its ranking of the five design teams in fulfillment of 
its charge and responsibilities: 
 
1.  MVVA Team 
2.  Weiss Manfredi Team 
3.  PWP Landscape Architecture | FOSTER + PARTNERS | CIVITAS 
4.  SOM | HARGREAVES | BIG | PLENSA | URS 
5.  Behnisch Team 
 
“Signed” 
Robert Campbell FAIA, Gerald Early PhD, Denis P. Galvin, Alex Krieger FAIA, David C. Leland CRE, Cara 
McCarty, Laurie D. Olin RLA FASLA, Carol Ross Barney FAIA 
The City + The Arch + The River 2015 Competition Jury 
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1   

Report and Recommendation of the 
Competition Manager 
September 15, 2010 

 
Competition Process Overview 
 
As the "preferred alternative" of the JNEM General Management Plan, a design competition was 
undertaken and embraced through a unique partnership of the National Park Service, the City of St. 
Louis and civic interests.  As the competition process idea evolved, not only were the rules and 
protocols of the process established, but an area of design concern (eventually identified as "The 
Competition Site") was defined and a specific set of "Design Goals" were thoughtfully identified by 
the Governance Group.  In leading the pre-competition planning, the Competition Manager and the 
Governance Group understood the complexity of the problem to be addressed and the magnitude of 
the effort that would be required to deliver meaningful and implementable design solutions for the 
myriad issues on the Arch grounds as well as the areas critical to linking the Arch grounds to the City, 
the river and the East Bank.  The aspiration of the process was that there would be a singular concept 
resulting from the competition that would solve and resolve the functional and technical issues 
through addressing the Design Goals. 
 
The Jury, charged with task of selection of Stage II and Stage III participants, and then to evaluate the 
Stage III Submittals, was identified and appointed by the Governance Group to provide a broad base 
of expertise and disciplines to the evaluation process.  The individuals were selected based on 
experience, background and the promise of participating in a process with rigor and dedication, 
arriving at decisions through collaboration and consensus.  They were charged with making 
evaluations in consideration of published criteria, and then supporting their decisions with appropriate 
narrative and explanation of their recommendations to the Governance Group. 
 
The world does not hold still during a competition process.  During the design competition period, 
there was further definition of the potential for the East Bank that was revealed through continued 
dialogue with the partners on the Illinois side.  What we know today about the aspirations for the East 
Bank and East St. Louis is far advanced from what we knew when the process started.  Through 
discussions, issue identification in the Technical Advisory Group, and "growing" the partnership with 
the East Bank, there have been opportunities evolving that were not able to be incorporated in the 
direction given the design teams--and since the program for the East Bank continues to evolve, the 
expectations for the area continue to evolve. 
 
We also know that competitions offer the opportunity to explore and learn about the subject at hand.  
Through the process, all the participants on both sides of the table learned a great deal more about the 
potentials AND the limitations presented by the different components of the Competition Site. Given 
the diversity and complexity of the problems, certain areas may not have received the attention they 
deserve.  For instance, while the Competition Site included the Kiener Plaza area as a primary 
extension of, and connection to, the Gateway Mall, the Design Teams tended to focus more on the 
Luther Ely Smith Square and the relationship of the Courthouse to the Arch grounds and, resulting in  
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September 16, 2010 

attention given to the design of Kiener Plaza and its role in the overall open space construct that is evolving 
along the Gateway Mall. 

 
One of the strong products of the Competition Process was the formation of the Technical Advisory Group 
(TAG).  The TAG has evolved from a group of agencies and departments, into a group that considers and 
understands the interrelationships of the issues faced by the individual constituencies.  The TAG is now one 
of the strong resources that the project can involve as the project moves forward, ensuring a collaborative 
and coordinated implementation strategy culminating in the completion of the project in October 2015.  
Through the interaction within the TAG, we have been able to divide the project into specific areas to 
organize the ongoing design effort as well as implementation.  These areas are as follows--all of which share 
overlays of universal accessibility and sustainability: 
 
1.  The Jefferson National Expansion Memorial including the Arch and grounds, 
2.  Traffic, Transportation, Trails, and the Eads and Poplar Bridges, 
3.  Old Courthouse and Downtown St. Louis 
4.  The East Bank 
5.  The River and the Levee 
 
Within this overall context, the Jury has delivered to the Sponsor (Governance Group), the ranking of the 
five Design Teams.  With this action and submittal of the Jury Report, the Jury officially completes its 
responsibilities and obligations for the Framing a Masterpiece | City+Arch+River 2015 International Design 
Competition.  Through the Jury Report, the recommendation of the Jury is presented to the Governance 
Group for consideration and action. 
 
Recommendations of the Competition Manager 
 
As the advisor to the Governance Group and facilitator of the process, the Competition Manager Team 
offers the following recommendations for consideration by the Governance Group.  These recommendations 
are based on experience both in design competition process, as well as experience in moving the products of 
design competitions toward implementation.  By their very nature, the recommendations include "lessons 
learned" during the process, realization of what the design concepts represent (and what they lack) and a clear 
road ahead over the next period of design analysis, evaluation, costing and development.  The 
recommendations are: 
 
1.  The Sponsor, through the Design Competition Governance Group, accept the ranking of the Jury and 

announce the selected team and design concept as submitted by the MVVA Team.  The decision is based 
on a determination that the design concept presented by the MVVA Team is a strong basis for further 
design exploration of the issues within the project and that the MVVA Team presents an extraordinary 
collection of professional resources to utilize in resolving issues within the project. 

 
2.  The Sponsor and MVVA enter into a 90-day Program Analysis and Design Development contractual 

arrangement to further define program requirements, initiate design development to clarify feasibility and 
practicality of solutions, define estimates of construction costs and construction scheduling, and define the 
delivery expectations from now until 2015.  The Sponsor may enlist the services of other professional 
organizations or individuals to assist and provide professional expertise to accomplish these tasks. 

 
3.  The Sponsor convene a series of workshops to analyze and review the Design Concept, identify issues and 

more detailed design exploration of aspects of the Design Concept.  The workshops would include 
representatives of the Sponsor, appropriate members of the MVVA Team as well as other individuals and 
groups impacted by the issue.  These workshops would include, at a minimum, focus on the following: 
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3.1  TAG Review:  Full day critique with Design Team to discuss critical issues including, but not limited 

to, the proposed treatment of the Levee, Washington Avenue and Memorial Drive. 
3.2  Gateway Mall, Old Courthouse and Luther Ely Smith Park. 
3.3  East Bank 
3.4  Traffic and Transportation 
3.5  JNEM:  Design and Compliance 

 
4.  The Sponsor should initiate the following studies to inform the evolution of the design and the 

implementation schedule, and insomuch as practicable, use local professional service organizations to 
execute the studies: 

 
4.1  Costing, Construction Delivery and Construction Scheduling 
4.2  Traffic Study (to establish impact as well as feasibility of improvements achievable by October 2015) 
4.3  Establishing funding cycles and potential resources to be applied towards implementation 
4.4  Support NPS initiative regarding resolving NEPA, NHPA, Section 404 and other compliance issues 

 
5.  The Sponsor establish a monthly web-based Report on Progress to continually update the public of the 

process and events throughout the implementation period. 
 
Another Step in the Realization of the Dream 
 
The completion of the Design Competition is not the end, but the completion of one more step in a larger 
process.  The results of the Competition, not only the selected Design Concept but the "lessons learned" as 
well, form the basis to move the project forward.  It is with gratitude that the Competition Manager thanks 
the Sponsor for having been given the opportunity to share in the process to date--and want to confirm our 
passion and commitment to assist, as required, in moving the vision towards realization in October 2015. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Donald J. Stastny FAIA FAICP 
Jennifer Mannhard AICP LEED AP 
The City + The Arch + The River 2015 Competition Manager 



www.cityarchrivercompetition.org


