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KANSAS CITY, KANSAS LANDMARKS COMMISSION 
August 5, 2019 

Minutes 
 

The Kansas City, Kansas Landmarks Commission met in regular session on Monday, 
August 5, 2019, at 6:45 p.m., in the Commission Chamber of the Municipal Office 
Building, with the following members present: Mr. David Meditz, Chairman Presiding, 
Mr. John Altevogt, Mr. Murrel Bland, Mr. Jim Schraeder, Mr. Loren Taylor and Mr. 
Charles Van Middlesworth  (Absent: Chamberlain,  Craddock and French.)  Mr. Robin 
H. Richardson, AICP, Director of Planning, Ms. Janet L. Parker, CSC/APC, 
Administrative Assistant, and Mr. Michael Farley, Planner, were also present.  
 
The minutes of the June 3, 2019 meeting were approved as distributed.   
 
Case Starts At 1:17:   
 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS #CA-2019-8 – FERNANDO GOMEZ WITH 
G&B JANITORIAL SERVICES – SYNOPSIS: Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
installation of a new concrete driveway and replace demolished porch (work has already 
been done without Landmarks approval) at 1117 North 19th Street, located in Historic 
Westheight District, listed on the National Register of Historic Places (3/26/1975 and 
expansion 2/19/1982) and Register of Historic Kansas Places (7/1/1977 and expansion 
8/10/1981). Detailed Outline of Requested Action:  This application has been submitted 
to allow for installation of a new driveway and allow for the continuance of the 
reconstruction of a demolished porch (which had been demolished previously without 
approval of the Landmarks Commission). Applicant is also requesting to fix the back 
porch of the residence, which is in disrepair and holds no historical or architectural 
significance. 
 
Present in Support: 
 
 Carolina Bautista, 7840 Woodson Road, Raytown, Missouri, real estate agent for 

the buyers 
 Fernando Gomez, contractor, 7903 East 91st Street, Kansas City, Missouri 
 Cecelia Ysaac, interpreter, A+ Communications 

 
Present in Opposition: 
 
 No one appeared 

 
Staff Recommendation Starts At 15:26:   Planner Farley stated that the staff is 
recommending that the porch be reconstructed in a manner that is similar to the original 
porch as possible.  He further stated that the latest drawing the staff had received was 
an architectural drawing that featured four pillars and columns and it was deemed 
unacceptable because it deviated too much from the original porch picture.  The 
applicant has mentioned that there are several houses in the area that feature this four 
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pillar porch feature.  The staff’s recommendation is that the porch remain as close to the 
original porch as possible.   
 
Commissioner Schraeder stated that the Kansas Historic Resources Inventory report 
states:  “This two-story home features a partial-width porch with Classically-inspired 
columns, wood railing and end piers which has been covered with clapboard siding.  
Off-centered hooded entry, west elevation.  Fenestration is double-hung, sash-type with 
multipanes and wooden surrounds.  Two chimneys: exterior stone and brick, rear 
slope.” 
 
The Commission asked staff about the plan submitted tonight in the packet by the 
applicant labeled A1-R.  Planner Farley stated that the staff just received it this evening 
and has not had time to review it.  However, it is closer to what the original porch was 
and what the staff is requesting. 
 
Chairman Meditz asked if there was anything that could have made the process easier 
for the applicant.  Ms. Bautista stated that if there was a step-be-step process that 
would have been helpful.  Chairman Meditz stated that this has nothing to do with the 
present application but to help the constituents in the future. 
 
Commissioner Altevogt asked if everyone is in agreement with the work for the back of 
the house?  Mr. Farley and Ms. Bautista stated yes. 
 
Motion/Vote Starts At 26:45:  
 
On motion by Mr. Schraeder, seconded by Mr. Bland, the Landmarks Commission 
voted as follows to APPROVE Certificate of Appropriateness #CA-2019-8: 
Altevogt;  Aye 
Bland:   Aye 
Chamberlain  Not Present 
Craddock:  Not Present 
French:  Not Present 
Meditz:  Chairman 
Schraeder:  Aye 
Taylor:  Aye  
Van Middlesworth: Aye 
Motion to APPROVE Passed: 5 to 0 
Subject to the applicant continuing to discuss with staff how closely they can get 
to the drawing submitted today (A1-R dated 8/5/2019 by Jose Angel Martinez.) 
 
Case Starts At 30:14:   
 
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS #CA-2019-9 – REBEKAH MOSES – 
SYNOPSIS:  Certificate of Appropriateness to repair residential home at 1015 Quindaro 
Boulevard, located in the 500' environs of Parkwood Historic District, a Kansas City, 
Kansas Historic District (1988) and the Theodore Shafer Residence, listed on the 
National Register of Historic Places (2000), Register of Historic Kansas Places (1999) 
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and Kansas City, Kansas Historic Landmark (1994).  Detailed Outline of Requested 
Action:  This application has been submitted to allow for the restoration of the residence 
on the property. Applicant has submitted a list of planned repairs and restoration to the 
structure, including 1) adding siding, trim, and shingles to the exterior of the residence, 
2) removing the brick exterior from the first story, 3) repairing the foundational stone 
masonry, 4) painting the exterior white, 5) keeping all the original windows and adding a 
few new windows, 6) maintaining the original front door, 7) repairing the original front 
porch, enclosing the side porch built in the 1970s, and maintaining an enclosed room 
that may have at one point been a porch, 8) repairing the roof and replacing the 
shingles, 9) adding gutters that will match the trim, 10) repairing the garage on the 
property, and 11) adding a 6-foot fence in the rear yard, 12) running a driveway to the 
garage.  
 
Present in Support: 
 
 Rebekah Moses, applicant, 220 South Coy Street, Kansas City, Kansas 66101 
 Jose Rugerio-Mercado, applicant, 220 South Coy Street, Kansas City, Kansas 

66101 
 
Present in Opposition: 
 
  No one appeared 

 
Staff Recommendation Starts At 45:40:   Planning Director Richardson stated historic 
districts, historic sites and the environs are all on DOT maps on the public mapping 
system which is easily accessible to the public.  Director Richardson asked if they 
purchased the property from the Landbank or the tax sale.  Mrs. Moses stated from the 
tax sale.  Director Richardson stated that he is concerned that when the brick is 
removed and wood siding is put back on, it is not going to line up and will not look right.  
He stated that he knows that it is hard because it is the environs, but the goal is to 
protect the historic nature of the homes and how they contributed when they were built 
with the environment that was there.  The new homes are not supposed to be built to 
mimic the old homes; they are supposed to be built differently so they are not confused.  
The integrity should be maintained as nearly as possible.  The brick is all there and it is 
a matter of taking parts of the brick out that are bad and rebuilding those and getting 
some brick that matches and tuckpointing them.  He further stated that he is not sure 
that he has seen enough evidence to say that the brick is completely destroyed; he has 
seen a couple of pictures.  There are ways to fix that and he does not know why the 
foundation would need to be redone as the brick was there; there may need to be some 
foundation repair but if you are putting brick veneer back it should match and work out 
quite well.    With regard to the roof there is no documentation as to when the tile roof 
came off.  It would be good in the future to go back with the original tile; however, no 
one knows what style that tile was so maybe leaving the asphalt shingles there is best.  
More research would need to be done on the original tile.  It would be a matter of 
removing the shingles and putting on the tiles.  He further stated that Building Inspection 
will make sure the asphalt shingles match and if they don’t or are faded, then the whole 
roof would have to be redone as it is part of the roofing permit.  If you are at that point 
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you are looking at the difference between the tile and the asphalt shingles and if you are 
not taking off tile and putting it back on the cost is greater but not tremendously greater.  
Director Richardson stated that he noted in the staff report that he did not know why a 
couple of the window sizes were changing and he asked the applicant to address that.  
There is not a good reason to change the size.  With the exception of the rear of the 
house it does not face any public streets.   
 
The applicant responded to questions from the Commission and the staff’s 
recommendation. 
 
Director Richardson stated that if the brick is taken off the windows will not line up and 
then the top floor will overhang the bottom floor.  That does not keep with what the 
environs would have been.  He further stated that he does not think that there is that 
much brick work that needs to be done.  He stated that when the windows are reset 
then the inside trim is messed up and the walls are also affected.  He stated that the 
siding has to match up with where it is now.   
 
Motion/Vote Starts At 1:07:13:  
 
On motion by Mr. Altevogt, seconded by Mr. Schraeder, the Landmarks Commission 
voted as follows to APPROVE Certificate of Appropriateness #CA-2019-9 subject to 
the staff stipulations except stipulation #5 related to the roof.  The applicant may 
maintain the asphalt shingle roof: 
Altevogt;  Aye 
Bland:   Aye 
Chamberlain  Not Present 
Craddock:  Not Present 
French:  Not Present 
Meditz:  Chairman 
Schraeder:  Aye 
Taylor:  Aye  
Van Middlesworth: Aye 
Motion to APPROVE Passed: 5 to 0 
Subject to: 
 
Urban Planning and Land Use Comments: 
 
Staff acknowledges the thoroughness of Applicant’s application and addendum.  
 

1. The brick exterior wrapping around the ground floor must be preserved to 
the best of Applicant’s abilities. While Applicant may remove bricks for the 
purposes of washing and/or replacing the brick, Applicant may not remove 
the brick siding without replacing the bricks and may not install lap siding 
in its place on the ground floor. Applicant is still free—and in fact 
encouraged—to install lap siding on the exterior of the residence above the 
highest point of the current or historic brick façade. 
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Applicant Response: After further examination and estimates of the current 
condition of the brick, we are proposing to cover the entire exterior of the 
house with lap siding as originally proposed in our application because 
houses covered entirely in siding are common in the environs and because 
replacing the brick is more expensive than our budget can afford. We have 
gotten estimates on different options for the exterior of the house: brick and 
siding compared with all siding. The cost of siding for the entire house 
(ground and second floors) is between $8,000-$10,000. We also got an 
estimate for keeping brick on the ground floor and siding on the second floor. 
Unfortunately, the damage to the brick on the first floor is so extensive that it 
must all be removed, all footings must be re-poured, and then all the brick 
must be replaced. We were not aware that the damage was this extensive. As 
such, the cost to replace all of the brick work just on the first floor and to do 
new lap-siding on the second floor is $25,000. We would have to spend 
approximately 250% more if we do brick on the bottom and siding on the top 
versus siding on the whole house. We cannot afford this. 

 
Beyond the budget issue, houses that are entirely siding are quite common in 
the direct environs around the historic property 2518 North 10th Street and our 
house. 1009 Quindaro, the more newly constructed house directly to the East 

of us that sits between our house and the historic property 2518 North 10th 
Street, is entirely siding. 

 
As depicted in the photo below, the three houses to the West of us on 
Rowland are entirely siding, and 1020 Quindaro is also siding. 
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Staff Response: Applicant presents both financial hardships and 
compatible alternatives as reasons to remove the brick siding and not 
replace it in kind. Staff finds these reasons unsatisfactory. While staff does 
not wish that a house in the historic environs suffer greater water damage 
and fall into greater disrepair, the ultimate purposes for historic 
designations, environs, and the Landmarks Commission must be 
considered: preserving the city’s historic, cultural, and architectural 
heritage and avoiding the demolition or destructive rehabilitation of such 
assets. The brick siding is a distinct characteristic of the residence due to 
its architectural integrity and historical significance. Therefore, repair and 
maintenance of the brickwork is paramount in contrast to its proposed 
removal. 

 
2. In an effort to keep as close to historical authenticity as possible, Applicant 

should only install Dolly Varden- or bevel-styled lap siding.  
 

Applicant Response: We appreciate and agree with the Department’s 
suggestion that we should use bevel-style lap siding and that we should 
cover the porch eastern rear porch on the second floor with the same 
siding that would be used on the exterior of the house. 

 
Staff Response: Bevel-style lap siding is acceptable for replacing any 
siding that currently exists on the exterior of the second, or above the 
elevation which the brick siding is or historically would be located.   

 
3. Indicate where on the residence windows will be altered from their initial 

size (i.e. expanding or reducing window size or adding or filling in an entire 
window). Applicant should provide current measurements of any windows 
that will be altered, along with measurements of those windows after 
alterations are complete. Renderings of the windows to be added or filled 
in shall also be provided. No windows within the original 1890 footprint of 
the residence should be filled in. Any windows that are filled should be 
covered by the same exterior material/siding that covers the exterior of the 
surrounding area.  
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Applicant Response: We are keeping all original windows, with slight 
dimension changes to a few of them, and we are adding windows in two 
porches that we are enclosing. In response to a request to show changes 
in dimensions of windows that we will be changing and to note on the 
renderings which windows are original, and which are new, please see the 
below renderings. 

 
Staff Response: Due to visibility, the North, East, and West elevations 
should maintain the original window size, dimensions, and style, with the 
exception of the newly enclosed porch. 

 
4. The eastern rear porch on the second floor must be enclosed with the 

same exterior materials/siding that will cover the rest of the second floor 
exterior. 

 
Applicant Response: Acknowledged. The eastern rear porch will have the 
same lap siding as the rest of the house will have. 

 
5. The original roofing material is recorded as ceramic tile. Applicant must 

either replace the roof with ceramic tile or propose a suitable alternative. 
 

Applicant Response: The current roof is a grey asphalt shingle as depicted 
in the photo below. 

 
There are holes in the center of the roof and the southwestern corner. 
While we would love to replace the roof with ceramic tile, unfortunately it is 
prohibitively costly for our budget; even the synthetic versions of ceramic 
tile are $10 a tile, with approximately 90 tiles per square (citation: 
https://www.bestmaterials.com/detail.aspx?ID=18120&gclid=CjwKCAjwmtD
pBRAQEiwAC6lm4wa1TaJZ378jfWZsJJIqvBQb2Q2adN_859iCdMpgcMES08
K1GK_hoCn2IQAvD_BwE) – that is $900 a square of roof tile vs. a square of 
asphalt shingle which would be approximately $50. 

 



August 5 2019 8 

Our plan for the roofing on the house is short- and long-term. In the short-
term, the current shingle has about 2-4 years of life left, it just needs to be 
repaired. Our plan is to purchase shingle that matches the current shingle 
to repair the holes in the roof. When we need to replace the roof in several 
years, we propose to use asphalt shingle again. Asphalt shingle is used on 
many of houses in the direct environs of the historic property 2518 North 
10th Street and our house as is evidenced in the photos above where the 
siding on the houses is shown. 

 
Staff Response: The original clay tile shingles or an alternative approved 
by the State Historic Preservation Office are the only acceptable roofing 
materials allowed. 

 
6. Applicant must submit a replacement plan for the garage, which includes a 

rendering of the completed renovation and lists materials to be used on the 
exterior. 

 
Applicant Response: The garage is mostly painted brick with windows that 
face the south and look into the back yard of the property just to the south 
of us. Because of the overgrowth of vegetation, it is difficult to get to the 
garage at this point. The plan would clean up the overgrowth of vegetation, 
maintain the brick and add nice-looking white garage doors that would 
match the trim on the house. Currently, the doors to the garage are 
boarded, as they were boarded by the United Government. 
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Staff Response: As discussed in a face-to-face meeting with the applicants 
on July 19, the garage is not a major concern for them at this time. So long 
as the garage is not being touched, there should be no issue. When 
Applicant does decide to add the garage doors on, they may be required to 
acquire another Certificate of Appropriateness from the Landmarks 
Commission. 

 
7. A non-complying fence shall not be installed until a variance of the 

proposed violation(s) is granted by the Board of Zoning Appeals. The 
installation of a fence is not essential to the character of the property and 
of the surrounding neighborhood, and the existence or lack of one should 
not be taken into account by the Landmarks Commission beyond this 
stipulation. 

 
Applicant Response: The fence will be addressed at a later time. 

 
Staff Response: This also came up in the June 19 meeting. The fence is not 
an issue at the moment and should not be considered. 
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8. Applicant requests a Certificate of Appropriateness to repair residential 

home at 1015 Quindaro Boulevard, located in the 500’ environs of 
Parkwood Historic District, a Kansas City, Kansas Historic District (1988) 
and the Theodore Shafer Residence, listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (2000), Register of Historic Kansas Places (1999) and 
Kansas City, Kansas Historic Landmark (1994). 
 
The property is located within the historical landmark environs of the 
Theodore Shafer House. The Theodore Shafer House is located at 2518 
North 10th Street. It was nominated for designation as a historical landmark 
through the Kansas Historical Society in 1999.  

 
Public Works Comments: 
 
None at this time.  
 
Applicant Response: We propose to pave a standard-width driveway with 
standard white concrete just to the East of our house. We understand that we will 
need a variance from Zoning to do so. However, before we do that, we 
respectfully bring the issue to the attention of the Landmark’s Commission for 
consideration as to appropriateness. All of the houses in the direct environs 
around us and around the historic property 2518 North 10th Street have paved 
driveways. 
 
Report Starts At 1:09:35: 
 
Discussion of Establishment of Downtown KCK Landmark District 
 
Jim Schraeder, 2108 Washington Boulevard, Kansas City, Kansas made a presentation 
to the Commission concerning the possibility of pursuing a Historic District for the 
Downtown (copy on file.) 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Recording Secretary Parker stated that there are two applications for the Tuesday, 
September 3, 2019 meeting. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
 
 


