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HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW COMMISSION  
Meeting Agenda  
March 19, 2024 

5:30 pm  
at City Hall, Council Chambers 

 
Roll Call 

Paemon Aramjoo, Linda Armstrong, John Carr, Kathy Chelton, Vern Drottz, Aimee 
Gray, Matt Grundy, Brett Rinker, Katie Schmidt  

 
I. Call to Order  

 
II. Approval of Meeting Summary from the March 5, 2024 HDRC meeting  

 
III. Current Business 

 
HDRC Case # 24-003J Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness for a 
front yard rock retaining wall at 418 E. Mississippi, Jewell Historic District. 
 
HDRC Case # 24-004LS Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
new windows, doors, roof and like in kind wood rot repairs at 2 East Franklin 
Street, Liberty Square Historic District, a 353 Tax Abatement project. 

 
 
IV. Administrative Approvals 

 416 Miller Ave. Like in kind replacement of the stairs and railings 
 34 S. Main Sign 

 
V. Other Business 

 
Miscellaneous matters from the Commission: 
 
Miscellaneous matters from Staff:  

 
 

VI. Adjournment 
 
 
 



LIBERTY HISTORIC DISTRICT REVIEW COMMISSION 
Meeting Summary 

March 5, 2024 
5:30 pm 

City Council Chambers 
 

 
Roll Call: Paemon Aramjoo, Linda Armstrong, John Carr, Kathy Chelton, Vern Drottz, Aimee 
Gray, Matt Grundy, Brett Rinker, Katie Schmidt 
 
Present: Paemon Aramjoo, Linda Armstrong, John Carr, Kathy Chelton, Vern Drottz, Aimee 
Gray, Matt Grundy, Katie Schmidt 
 
Absent: Brett Rinker 
 
Applicant:  Paul Jenness, Star Development  
 
Staff Present: Katherine Sharp, Director Planning & Development, Jeanine Thill, Community 
Development Manager  
 
Chairman Grundy called the meeting to order at 5:30 pm. 
 
Approval of Meeting Summary: February 20, 2024 HDRC Meeting Summary 
 A motion to approve the meeting summary as corrected was made by Commissioner Aramjoo. 
The motion was seconded by Vice Chairman Carr. The motion passed 8-0-0. 
 
Current Business: 
 

Public Hearing HDRC Case # 24-001LS Consideration of a Certificate of Appropriateness 
for demolition of 11 N. Water Street, Liberty Square Historic District 

 
 Vice Chairman Carr said he finds the façade of 11 N. Water inappropriate. He added 

that buildings fifty years or older should be eligible for inclusion within the historic district 
and asked how it would be determined if this building is historic and contributes to the 
district. 

 Ms. Sharp said staff refers to the Secretary of Interior Standards for guidance on 
situations such as this. She quoted the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines 
for Archeology and Historic Preservation, which states: “Not every building in a district is 
contributing. When historic districts are designated, they are usually associated with a 
particular time period or ‘period of significance,’ such as ‘mid-1800s to 1935.’ In such a 
district, a 1950 office building would not contribute…”   

 She said the Liberty Square District’s period of significance ranges from the 1880s 
through 1942; therefore, 11 N. Water – a 1960s building – would not contribute to this 
specific historic district. There are other areas where a 1960s building could be 
considered a contributing structure, but that is not applicable to the Liberty Square 
District. 

 Chairman Grundy said he understands that because 11 N. Water is incongruent with the 
other buildings in the Square and its surrounds that it is not a contributing building to our 
Square. The Liberty Square Historic District has a period of significance ranging from the 
1880s through 1942, which will not change. This 1960s building is not within the range of 
this district’s period of significance. 
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 Commissioner Gray commented that 1950s homes within residential neighborhoods are 
required to maintain their historic designs and asked how this situation differs. 

 Commissioner Armstrong said the context of how infill should look in a neighborhood is 
different than on the context specific to the Square.   

 Ms. Sharp said that the HDRC has to be equitable and fair in these matters, basing 
decisions on current circumstances and the findings of fact for each case. Past decisions 
made for other buildings or properties are based on the context specific to those cases. 

 Commissioner Armstrong said it appears that there seems to be a lack of clarity and a 
lack of understanding of how infill should look in the Liberty Square District. If this 
building was a 1950s home in an 1880s neighborhood then that context should be 
considered, but the context on the Square is trickier due to the presence of infill. 

 Commissioner Chelton said this decision is difficult as the request for demolition has 
been made without any indication of what the new building will look like or how it will fit 
with its surroundings.  

 Commissioner Drottz commented that HDRC shouldn’t vote on the demolition until more 
details have been provided of what will go in its place. He asked what assurance can be 
given that there will not be damage to the buildings directly to the north of 11 N. Water. 

 Ms. Sharp said if the demolition was approved, the applicant would be required to have 
a structural engineer who would oversee the project and provide a demolition plan.   

 Ms. Sharp said that the City has always considered applications on their own, as future 
proposals should not sway the vote on current applications. These are two separate 
applications and should be treated as such. 

 Chairman Grundy commented that there is a process. Something needs to be built 
where there are no buildings and having this next door to it isn’t any better.  

 Vice Chairman Carr said there was a conceptual drawing that was discussed with HDRC 
and it should be part of the conversation. 

 Ms. Sharp said that the staff recommendation is based on the Code. The staff analysis 
isn’t based on future proposals. We are not allowed to use the future as the criteria. It’s 
natural to think about what it might look like in the future and the effect on the 
neighborhood buildings but that is not the criteria for analysis in the code.  

 Commissioner Armstrong commented that if we approve 11 N. Water because it is non-
contributing, that status could lead to future demolitions.  

 Ms. Sharp said that the staff’s recommendation states that it isn’t just that it is non-
contributing, it is also because it doesn’t fit in with the period of significance for the 
Square and does not fit in with the architecture of that time.  

 Commissioner Armstrong said we have a role in this process, in interpreting the 
guidelines. 

 Commissioner Grundy said if this was any other building on the Square, he would likely 
not be in favor of demolition. When the regulation says it isn’t congruent with the other 
contributing structures, it means this building. 

 Commissioner Armstrong commented that HDRC can hold the applicant to a standard 
for the new construction. Even the applicant admits that this architecture doesn’t fit, we 
should hold them to that standard.  

 Mr. Jeness said that 11 N. Water’s architecture is an example of what not to do with in 
infill. He appreciates HDRC’s role in the preservation of the Square and its future 
development. 

 Chairman Grundy asked the audience for a show of hands of people wanting to address 
the Commission during the public hearing. There was no show of hands and no 
comments were made from the public.  
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 Chairman Grundy opened the public hearing, asked if anyone wished to speak, and 
seeing none, he closed the public hearing.  He brought the item back to the Commission 
for deliberation. 

 Commissioner Aramjoo asked about the upside of approving the demolition.  
 Chairman Grundy said he feels the upside is having the building gone. It’s a one-story 

building that isn’t congruent with the other buildings on the Square.  
 Commissioner Drottz asked that if someone didn’t like the façade, then why not alter the 

façade and preserve the rest of the structure as opposed to demolishing the entire 
building. We would ask what the new building would look like. It doesn’t make sense to 
approve demolition without approving what the new building will look like first.  

 Vice Chairman Carr said not being allowed to discuss what is going to be built in its 
place makes it difficult to make a decision on the matter. 

 Chairman Grundy agrees that it is old, but it doesn’t fit. Grundy said this is a question of 
whether the Commission feels the building belongs and whether would we allow this 
building to be constructed on the Square today.  

 Commissioner Armstrong said the record will show that this was carefully considered. If 
this was a quick unanimous vote that might cause concern.  

 Ms. Sharp said that the Planning Commission sometimes will share how they plan to 
vote and their reasons prior to the actual vote occurring, allowing staff to capture their 
reasoning in the notes.  

 Commissioner Chelton asked if there are procedures in place that would ensure there 
isn’t any harm to the adjacent building.  

 Mr. Jeness said if demolition was approved, the building would not come down until they 
are in the construction phase, so the building to the north would be exposed as little as 
possible.  He added that they met with the architects today and that there needs to be 
distinction to the new buildings, taking into consideration the comments from HDRC and 
delineation between the buildings.  

 Commissioner Gray asked if their intention is to put a parking garage below and asked 
for there to be caution to not undermine the neighboring building’s foundation.   

 Mr. Jeness said they will be cautious. 
 Commissioner Schmidt asked if they could have a condition on their recommendation.  
 Chairman Grundy asked Ms. Sharp if the Commission can give conditions or 

stipulations.  
 Ms. Sharp said that stipulations are sometimes a part of a recommendation going 

forward to the City Council.  The City Council would choose whether to follow that 
recommendation. 

 
Commissioner Aramjoo made a motion to approve the application as presented. There was not 
a second to the motion, the motion failed.  

 
 Commissioner Drottz said he doesn’t feel comfortable approving demolition until they are 

presented with the design of what will replace it.  
 Chairman Grundy asked if Commissioner Drottz would feel comfortable with a 

conditional approval as proposed by Commissioner Schmidt.  
 Commissioner Chelton said she would feel more comfortable approving the demolition 

with a condition that HDRC approves the infill design. 
 

 Commissioner Armajoo said he has trust in the process knowing what it will be replaced 
with something appropriate.  
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 Vice Chairman Carr said the only way he could approve the demolition is if it is 
conditional on knowing the infill is appropriate.   

 Chairman Grundy commented that he would vote to approve the demolition as 
submitted. The process has the infill design concept come to HDRC, and that is where 
the Commission would have a say. If you don’t like the proposed infill then we lose twice 
because we have lost the opportunity to remove this building that does not fit within the 
Square 

 Commissioner Schmidt said she would approve the demolition if it is conditional on the 
appearance of future infill. 

 Commissioner Armstrong said she is uncomfortable using non-contributing as a basis for 
demolition, adding that we have a different context in our neighborhoods. On the Square 
it is fundamentally different. Non-contributing is not an acceptable standard for approving 
demolition. She said she will be voting against this request. 

 Commissioner Gray said she will be voting against demolition. 
 

Action: 
A motion was made by Commissioner Schmidt to approve the application for demolition 
with the stipulation that the infill plan receives a recommendation of approval by the 
HDRC prior to the approval by City Council. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
Chelton. The motion passed 5-3-0. 
 
Yes: Commissioners Aramjoo, Carr, Chelton, Grundy and Schmidt.  
No: Commissioners Armstrong, Drottz, and Gray.  

 
 

Other Business: 
 
Administrative Approvals since the February 20, 2024 meeting:  

 403 E. Kansas like in kind roof replacement 

 34 S. Main Sign 

Miscellaneous matters from the Commission: 
 

 Vice Chairman Carr asked about the status of the altered garage door at 38 S. Terrace.  
 Staff said a second notice letter was sent. Staff will follow up. 

 
 Vice Chairman Carr said there is a new deck on the west side of 455 Miller that appears 

to be in the side yard.  
 Staff said a COA was not issued and they will follow up.  

 

Miscellaneous matters from Staff: 
 

 Ms. Sharp asked if the Commission would like a study session with Star Development’s 
architects to discuss the revised proposed design.  

 The group felt something less formal, such as a study session would be preferred. 
 

The meeting adjourned at approximately 6:55 pm. 
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Historic District Review Commission 
 
HDRC Case No. 24-003J 

Staff: Jeanine Thill, Community Development Manager 

HDRC Meeting Date: March 19, 2024 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
Application:     Certificate of Appropriateness for a retaining wall in front yard 

Applicant:     Lauren & Benn Garrett 

Location:     418 E. Mississippi 

District:      Jewell Historic District 

NRHP Status/category: Contributing 

File Date:     March 7, 2024 

             
 
SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

 
SITE HISTORY 
Inspired by a Craftsman movement with its wide porch and its wide overhand, this house type 
developed in the pre-railroad era of the Northeast. An open shed porch supported by paired wooden 
posts and wooden bracket is located at the south or main elevation. A shed dormer with exposed 
rafters, south slope. Fenestration is double hung, sash-type with simple wood surrounds.  Wide eaves 
with large wooden brackets. There is an alley to the east. 
 
PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION 
The applicant proposes two front yard retaining walls. 

 Each wall 22.5 ft. from the center of the steps on each side of the front steps, tapered. 
 18” tall, terraced with the natural slope of the yard. 
 Set 3 feet back from the sidewalk 
 Natural dry stack (no mortar) limestone, Kansas Osage natural cut 

 
 
ANALYSIS  

Unified Development Ordinance (“UDO”) - The Unified Development Ordinance outlines 
design principles that have been adopted for all historic districts and landmarks in the City of 
Liberty. 

 
Design Guidelines (“DG”) - Design Guidelines were established to give the HDRC general 
guidance in making subjective preservation choices in accordance with accepted best 
practices and the Secretary of the Interior standards for historic preservation. 
 
 

The City of  
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PREVIOUS CASES / ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The application meets the standards for review and guidelines therefore, staff recommends approval 
of HDRC case #24-003J. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
1. Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
2. Exhibit B: Inventory Data Sheet 
3.  Exhibit C: Existing conditions & proposed materials 
4.  Exhibit D: Drawing 
5.  Exhibit E: Site Plan 

 

 
 
 
 

 
  

DG: Sec. 30-72. District HP, design principles. Staff Analysis 
11.  Walls & Fences: Fences and decorative walls should be 
placed and scaled in a manner that does not cover, block or 
damage significant building facades or elements.  Fences and 
walls should be of a style or period that corresponds with the 
style or period of the building or buildings they serve.  Original 
fences, walls and sidewalks and those that have acquired 
significance by virtue, age or craftsmanship should not be 
removed or destroyed and should be maintained and 
preserved.  
 
 

The proposed limestone dry 
stacked retaining wall will be 
constructed of compatible and 
complimentary materials and is 
appropriate. 
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Exhibit C: 
Existing Conditions & 
Limestone dry stack 
example 
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Exhibit D:  
Drawing 
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Exhibit E: 
Site Plan 
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Historic District Review Commission 
 
HDRC Case No. 24-004LS 

Staff: Jeanine Thill, Community Development Mgr. 

HDRC Meeting Date: March 19, 2024 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
Application:      Certificate of Appropriateness for new windows, doors and like in kind 

repair and replacement of wood rot at 2 E. Franklin, a 353 Project 
 
Applicant:      Angela Walters, Quilting is My Therapy 
 
Location:      2 East Franklin 
 
District:       Liberty Square Historic District 
 
NRHP Status/ category:  Contributing, Liberty Square Historic District 
 
File Date:      March 8, 2024 
             
 
SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

SITE HISTORY: 
This two-story building is sited on a corner and features a number of distinctive architectural features 
that are characteristics of 19th century architecture. These include a series of four cast iron columns 
which frame a centrally located doorway, and the windows that flank the entrance.  The second story 
contains three rectangular double-hung windows which feature triangular pediments. The cornice is 
corbelled. Single story additions of unknown date have been made to the rear of the building.  
The building was built in 1868 and is individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places and 
contributing to the Liberty Square Historic District.  
 
PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK: 
 
South Elevation/ Front Façade:  

 Replacement of the three upper facade 6/6 windows with 6/6 Pella Reserve Traditional wood 
double-hung windows with true divided lites, to fit the original openings. (see exhibit D)  

 Storefront windows and transom windows will be custom made with wood frame and inset 
glass. Replacing the seven wood frame windows with clear glass inset windows and wood 
frame construction, custom built to replicate the exact look of the existing, including the 
bulkhead. Storefront Window Dimensions: (2) 61x120, (4) 59x29 and (1) 23X61 

 Replace the front door with a steel 15 lite door (see exhibit D) and like in kind replacement of 
the wood trim around the entry door. The applicant is agreeable to a full view front door, if 
preferred.  

 Like in kind repair or replacement of the trim, bulkhead. 
 
West Elevation/ Main Street facing:  

 Replacement of four doors; three doors are on the ground floor and one at the top of the fire 
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escape on the second floor. Two of the four-lite wood doors on the ground floor appear to be 
original. The other two doors on the West elevation are not original. The three ground floor 
doors are proposed to be replaced with wood four lite doors and the upper floor door with a 
wood four panel door. 

 Replacement of all the original 6/6 windows with 6/6 wood Pella Reserve Traditional Double 
Hung windows with true divided lites, to fit the original opening. 

 
North/ Rear Elevation 

 Replacement of the two existing 6/6 windows with 6/6 Pella Reserve Traditional wood double-
hung windows with true divided lites to fit the original openings. (see exhibit D)  

 
Materials: 

 Windows:  
o 6/6 Windows- Pella Reserve Traditional double hung windows with true divided lites.  
o Storefront & Transom windows- Custom made windows, like in kind replacement, to 

fit the original openings. Clear glass.  
 Doors:  

o West elevation doors: 3 Ground Floor Doors- Replace with wood, four lite doors to fit 
the original openings.  The second-floor non-original door at the top of the fire 
escape to be replaced with a wood four panel door. See Exhibit D. 

o Front Door: Replace existing non-original door with a 12 lite steel door but is 
agreeable to a full view front door.  

 Roof- Replace existing roofing materials with .60 Mills TPO. 
 
 
ANALYSIS  

Unified Development Ordinance (“UDO”) - The Unified Development Ordinance outlines 
design principles that have been adopted for all historic districts and landmarks in the City of 
Liberty. 

 
Design Guidelines (“DG”) - Design Guidelines were established to give the HDRC general 
guidance in making subjective preservation choices in accordance with accepted best 
practices and the Secretary of the Interior standards for historic preservation. 
 
DG: Sec. 30-72. District HP, design principles. Staff Analysis 
 7. Doors and windows: Original doors and windows shall not be 
replaced unless there is substantial evidence that they are no 
longer serviceable or cannot be restored.  Restoration of 
original entryways that may have been covered, altered, or 
removed over time is encouraged.  Replacement doors and 
windows that imitate an earlier inappropriate style are 
discouraged.  In general, existing openings shall not be covered 
or relocated.  If additional entryways or service doors become 
necessary, they shall be located and designed in a sensitive 
manner.  If it is necessary to expand original openings, it shall 
be accomplished in a manner that respects and complements 
the surrounding building elements, materials, and colors.   
 

The existing 6/6 windows are 
original to the building are no 
longer serviceable and appear to 
be beyond repair. Replacement is 
appropriate.  
The new front door replaces a non-
historic door. Staff recommends a 
full view front door. 
Two of the three West elevation 
ground floor doors appear to be 
original and have wood rot. The 
new four lite wood doors are 
appropriate replacements for all 
three doors. The door at the top of 
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the fire escape is not original and 
replacement with a four-panel 
wood door is appropriate.  
 

 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 The application meets the standards for review and guidelines therefore staff recommends approval 
of HDRC case #24-004LS.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
1. Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
2. Exhibit B: Inventory Data Sheet 
3. Exhibit C: Existing conditions  
4. Exhibit D: Proposed Windows & Doors  
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2 E. Franklin Existing Conditions 

Exhibit C: Existing 

Conditions Pg 1 of 6 



 

 

  

South Elevation/Storefront 2 E. Franklin Existing Conditions 

 

 

Exhibit C:  Page 2 of 6 

Existing Conditions 



West/ N. Main Street Elevation Door and Windows 

 

 

 

  

 

 

West door 2nd floor, at top of the 

fire escape 

Exhibit C: Pg 3 of 6 



 

South /Franklin Street Elevation Windows West / N. Main Street Elevation Windows  

 

 
Exhibit C: Pg 4 of 6 

Existing Conditions 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

North Elevation/ Rear Interior Windows 

Exhibit C: Pg 5 of 6 

Existing Conditions 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

North Elevation/ Rear Windows Existing Conditions 

Exhibit C: Pg 6 of 6 

Existing Conditions 



 

 

  

 

 

  

Exhibit D: Page 1 of 2 

Proposed Windows 

 

Proposed Windows 6/6 Wood Pella Reserve Traditional to replace all existing 6/6 windows 

with true divided lites. 

 

Storefront windows will be custom made with 

wood frame and inset glass. Replacing the 7 wood 

frame with clear glass inset windows and wood 

frame construction, custom built to replicate the 

exact look of the existing, including the bulkhead. 

Window Dimensions: (2) 61x120, (4) 59x29 and (1) 

23X61  

 



 

 

West Elevation, 3 ground floor doors South Elevation, Front Door. Applicant is 

agreeable to a full view door. 

West Elevation, 2nd floor at Top of the Fire Escape 

Exhibit D: Pg 2 of 2 

Proposed Doors 
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