
R-1.5

MPD

UR

R-6

R-6R-5

R-6

B3-2

249-S-13

F 0 210 420 630 840 Feet

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text
Case No. 249-S-13- A request to amend the South Central Area Plan by changing the recommended land use on about 2 acres generally located at the northwest corner of 53rd St and Troost Ave from Institutional to Mixed Use Neighborhood.

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text
Docket Item #13

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text
03-17-15

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text



R-1.5

MPD

UR

R-6

R-6R-5

R-6

B3-2

14296-MPD-1

F 0 210 420 630 840 Feet

mlopez
Typewritten Text
Case No. 14296-MPD-1 -- About 5 acres generally located on the west side of Troost Ave from 52nd St to 53rd St, to consider rezoning from Districts R-6 (Residential 6) and B3-2 (Community Business Commercial (dash 2))  to District MPD (Master Planned Development), and approval of a preliminary development plan for an existing religious assembly use to remain and the development of a multi-unit residential building.

mlopez
Typewritten Text
03-17-15

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text
Docket Item #14

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text

jrexwinkle89
Typewritten Text



  City Planning & Development Department 

 

  Development Management Division 

 

 

  15th Floor, City Hall 

  414 East 12th Street 816 513-2846 

  Kansas City, Missouri 64106-2795 Fax 816 513-2838 

 
STAFF REPORT   March 17, 2015             (13 & 14) 

 

RE: a. Case No. 249-S-13 

 b. Case No. 14296-MPD-2 (advertised as 14296-MPD-1) 

 

APPLICANT/OWNER: Diocese of Kansas City – St Joseph 

20 W 9th St 

Kansas City, MO 64105 

 

AGENT: Patricia R. Jensen 

White Goss 

4510 Belleview Ave, Suite 300 

Kansas City, MO 64111 

 

LOCATION: Generally located on the west side of Troost Ave from 52nd St to 

53rd St. 

 

REQUEST: a. To consider an amendment to the South Central Area Plan to 

change the recommended land use on about 2 acres generally 

located at the northwest corner of 53rd St and Troost Ave from 

Institutional to Mixed Use Neighborhood. 

b. To consider rezoning from Districts R-6 (Residential 6) and B3-2 

(Community Business Commercial (dash 2))  to District MPD 

(Master Planned Development), and approval of a preliminary 

development plan for an existing religious assembly use to remain 

and the development of a multi-unit residential building. 

 

AREA: a. About 2 acres. 

b. About 5 acres. 

 

SURROUNDING 

LAND USE: 

North 52nd St, beyond which is the UMKC campus, zoned B3-2 

(Community Business (dash 2)) and R-5 (Residential 5).  

South 53rd St, beyond which are residential uses along Harrison St, zoned 

R-6 and undeveloped land along Troost Ave, zoned B3-2. 

West  UMKC campus zoned R-6. 

East Troost Ave, beyond which is Rockhurst University campus, zoned 

MPD (Master Planned Development) 

 

LAND USE PLAN: 

 

The South Central Area Plan identifies the subject property for 

institutional uses.   

 

ARTERIAL STREET 

IMPACT FEE: 

(Informational only) 

 

The subject property is exempt from impact fees. 

 

MAJOR STREET PLAN: Troost Ave is classified as a four-lane Established Arterial. 
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PREVIOUS CASES: Case No. 14296-MPD – A request for approval of a rezoning from 

District B3-2 (Community Business (dash 2)) to MPD (Master 

Planned Development) and approval of a preliminary 

development plan for a 103-unit multi-family residential structure 

on about 5.2 acres, generally located on the west side of Troost 

Ave between 52nd and 53rd Sts.  (Continued off-docket by the City 

Plan Commission on November 6, 2012 – No further action) 

 

Case No. 249-S-11 – A request for approval of an amendment to 

the South Central Area Plan to create a Mixed-Use Community 

land use designation and to amend the recommended land use 

designation on the subject property from Institutional to Mixed-

Use Community.  (The City Plan Commission RECOMMENDED 

DENIAL on February 18, 2014 – No City Council action to date). 

 

Case No. 14296-P-1 – A request for approval of a rezoning from 

District B3-2 (Community Business (dash 2)) to District R-0.5 

(Residential 0.5).  (The City Plan Commission RECOMMENDED 

DENIAL on February 18, 2014 – No City Council action to date). 

 

EXISTING CONDITIONS: 

The subject property is a five-acre site on the west side of Troost Ave between 52nd St and 53rd St, 

consisting of the St Francis Xavier church, a 37,000 sq. ft. vacant school building and surface 

parking, all owned by the Catholic Diocese of Kansas City – St Joseph.  The church building is 

located in the northeast portion of the site with the school to the south and surface parking 

areas to the west of both buildings.  The site is split by two zoning districts: B3-2 for the 

approximately 130 ft. strip of land adjacent to Troost Ave and R-6 for the remaining area.   The 

property is located immediately opposite Troost from the campus of Rockhurst University which is 

zoned MPD (Master Planned Development).   

 

HISTORY: 

This is the third application received requesting rezoning of the property to allow demolition of 

the former school and development of a multi-unit residential building.  The first request, Case 

No. 14296-MPD, was submitted on April 20, 2012 and proposed the rezoning of the entire 5-acre 

St Francis Xavier site from Districts B3-2 and R-6 to MPD (Master Planned Development).  This case 

was continued several times and finally continued off docket by the City Plan Commission on 

November 6, 2012.  MPD is a zoning classification which requires submittal and approval of a 

preliminary development plan concurrent with a request to rezone to MPD.  The Zoning & 

Development Code contains many other zoning districts which do not require plan submittal or 

approval, also known as “open zoning” districts.  Following a series of plan revisions and 

continuances to the previous case, the applicant submitted a request to rezone a 1.2-acre 

portion of the St Francis Xavier site (that portion of the site including the school) to District R-0.5 

(Residential 0.5).  District R-0.5 is an open zoning district, thus this request was not accompanied 

by a plan and review of the request was restricted to review of the merits of R-0.5 zoning on the 

subject property.  The City Plan Commission recommended denial of this request at its February 

18, 2014 meeting.  The applicant opted not to proceed to City Council with this 

recommendation and has instead filed a new application similar to the first application – a 

request for approval of a rezoning of the 5-acre site to MPD and approval of a preliminary 

development plan.   

 

REZONING AND PLAN REVIEW: 

The applicant is proposing demolition of the former school and development of an 85-unit multi-

unit residential building.  A portion of the proposed building and parking to serve the building is 
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located on a part of the site zoned R-6, causing the need to rezone.  The applicant has 

submitted an application to rezone the entire site from R-6 and B3-2 to MPD (Master Planned 

Development), a type of zoning district which requires concurrent approval of a preliminary 

development plan pursuant to 88-520-02.   

 

While the plan shows the entire 5-acre site, the northern half which includes the church and a 

69-space surface parking lot will remain as is.  Redevelopment of the site is limited to the 

southern half.  On this portion of the site, the developer proposes retaining the parish hall 

building, demolishing the former school, the construction of a new 4-story, 85-unit residential 

building, and construction of 172 parking spaces.  The plan shows the parish hall as “existing 

commons to remain” in the middle of the site just south of the driveway from Troost.  The 

proposed residential building is “u-shaped” and located adjacent to the right-of-way lines of 

Troost and 53rd St, with a north-south wing at the west end of the building.  An 88-space parking 

lot is located within the area surrounded by the building and points northward, including some 

parking located below the portion of the building fronting along 53rd St.  A 75-space lot is 

located to the west, accessed from 53rd St on the south, and connecting internally to the 88-

space lot, the drive from Troost and the existing 69-space lot west of the church.  An additional 

13 parking spaces are proposed along the drive from Troost. 

 

The parish hall proposed to remain will continue to be used for parish ministry according to the 

applicant but will also be shared with the residents.  The ground level of the proposed building 

along Troost is proposed to contain ancillary uses including a chapel, study area, fitness center, 

management offices, and conference room all primarily intended for use by residents according 

to the applicant.   The remainder of the ground level will consist of 8 residential units.  The 

remaining 77 units are proposed for the upper three floors.   

 

Due to the change in grade across the site, with Troost Ave sitting lower than the west side of the 

property, the building will appear as a four-level building from Troost and from the east end of 

the 53rd St frontage, but as a three-level building from the west end of the 53rd St frontage and 

the west property line.  The building is proposed to be constructed of an earth-tone stone 

veneer at ground-level along Troost with grey and brown cement fiber siding above, and grey 

stone veneer at the northeast and southeast corners. The south elevation of the building is 

proposed to consist of grey stone veneer at the southeast corner, and brown and grey cement 

fiber siding along the remainder of this elevation.  The north elevation is proposed to consist of 

the same materials as the other two, with grey stone veneer at the east end adjacent to Troost 

and grey and brown siding elsewhere.  The west elevation is proposed to consist entirely of grey 

(and a small amount of brown) cement fiber siding.  The elevations show the roof as a flat roof.  

Information regarding whether there will be roof-mounted mechanical equipment and whether 

the wall is a parapet that will screen such units is not provided. 

 

A landscape plan has been provided showing screening along the west side of the parking lot 

as well as some internal parking lot landscaping and street trees along Troost.   

 

Parkland Dedication 

The developer will pay cash in lieu of parkland dedication in the amount of $17,246.09 based 

upon the formula (# of units (85) X 2 persons per unit X 0.006 acres per person = 1.02 acres; 1.02 

acres X $16,907.93 (2015 acqusition rate) = $17,246.09).  The funds will be directed to Blue Hills 

Park. 

 

ANALYSIS: 

Area plan amendment.   

The South Central Area Plan identifies the subject property as an institutional use.  The area plan 

was adopted in 1980 and at that time the use classification was appropriate for the entire site 
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given it was used as a church and school, however since that time the school has closed.  

Neither the current (B3-2) nor proposed (MPD) zoning conform to the land use recommendation, 

consequently the applicant is requesting an amendment to the area plan to change the 

recommended land use to Mixed Use Neighborhood.  The requested amendment applies only 

to the 2-acre portion of the site proposed to be redeveloped as a residential use since the 

remainder of the site includes the church, which remains consistent with the land use 

recommendation. 

 

The proposed land use recommendation is consistent with the FOCUS Urban Core Plan which 

recommends the creation of Mixed Use Centers along commercial corridors in the urban core 

by “shifting away from the strip commercial development to nodal development, or mixed use 

centers, in which commercial development is allowed to occur at the full depth of the block at 

significant intersections.”  For much of its length through the City, land along Troost Ave is zoned 

commercially.  Commercial zoning extends along the corridor between 27th St and 82nd St in a 

nearly uninterrupted pattern.  The Prospect Ave and 31st St corridors have a similar linear zoning 

pattern. For that portion of Troost Ave between 49th and 62nd Sts, the FOCUS Urban Core Plan 

specifically recommends “revitalization along entire corridor” consisting of “reintegration of 

higher-density residential with commercial and other nonresidential activity concentrated at 

major intersections including 55th & 59th Streets”.  The plan recommends this be implemented by 

downzoning areas between the major intersections (nodes) to concentrate commercial uses at 

the nodes and increase residential densities between nodes along the corridor.  Because the 

South Central Area Plan was adopted prior to FOCUS, it does not contemplate this pattern of 

development. 

 

Staff finds the proposed land use recommendation is consistent with the stated goals of the 

FOCUS Urban Core Plan, as summarized above. 

 

Proposed Rezoning and Preliminary Development Plan 

The MPD District is a planned district, accompanied by a preliminary development plan which 

establishes the allowed uses and lot and building standards on the property.  In the case of the 

proposed plan, the allowed uses are religious assembly (existing church and parish 

hall/commons building), and household living, multi-unit building.  Should the application be 

approved, only these uses would be permitted.  The lot and building standards (setbacks, 

building height, floor area ratio, density) are those provided on the plan.  The plan proposes a 

zero building setback along 53rd and Troost and shows the building setback 74’-3” from the west 

property line.  The developer should specify the minimum building setback from the west 

property line.  The plan notes a building height of approximately 45 ft. along Troost and 30 ft 

along the west side and west end of the south side of the building.   

 

A major amendment requiring Plan Commission and City Council approval, would be necessary 

to add any other principal uses or to alter the lot and building standards unless such alteration 

meet the criteria for a minor amendment as provided by 88-570-02-H. 

 

One of the primary concerns raised is the availability of parking for the proposed use.  The zoning 

and development code requires 1 parking space per unit for all residential uses (except senior 

housing).  Regardless of the number of bedrooms within a unit, the parking requirement is 1 

space, however with the original request staff recommended the number of spaces be tied to 

the number of bedrooms at a ratio of 1 space per 0.8 bedrooms.  A total of 283 bedrooms were 

proposed in the original request.  When applying this ratio to that number of bedrooms, the 

parking requirement increased from 103 (number of units) to 227 (0.8 spaces per bedroom X 283 

bedrooms).  The number of units has been reduced from 103 to 85 and the number of bedrooms 

from 283 to 237 with the current request.  The number of spaces now provided adjacent to the 

proposed development (excluding those spaces existing off-site and adjacent to the church) is 
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172, for a ratio of 0.72 parking spaces per bedroom, or 2.02 spaces per unit – more than double 

the minimum required by code.    If the parking spaces adjacent to the church are counted, the 

ratio per bedroom rises to 1.01 from 0.72 and the ratio per unit increases from 2.02 to 2.83, nearly 

triple the amount required by code.  A MAX bus line is located on Troost Ave with a northbound 

station located at 52nd St and southbound at 51st St.  The availability of transit in immediate 

proximity to the site, the site’s location adjacent to university campuses, the fact that the use is 

targeted toward students of either campus and that parking can be shared with the church on 

the same property are all reasons staff does not support additional increases in parking beyond 

what is proposed. 

 

Generally, the proposed plan represents a reduction in size, density and scale from the original 

proposal.  A comparison of the two is provided below. 

 
Development Info  

(proposed building only) 

Case No. 14296-MPD 

(first request, final submittal) 

Case No. 14296-MPD-2 

(current request) 

Zoning MPD MPD 

Dwelling units 103 85 

Bedrooms 283 237 

Maximum height  5 stories / approx. 55 ft. 4 stories / approx. 45 ft. 

Building coverage  30,070 sq. ft.  20,685 sq. ft.  

Building floor area  109,563 sq. ft.  90,840 sq. ft.  

Floor Area Ratio  0.48 0.40 

Density 4.5 units per acre 3.75 units per acre 

Parking  

Church 

 “Focus Areas” 

Multi-unit residential 

Off-site1 

Total 

Required 

02 

03 

1034, 2275 

- 

103, 227 

Provided 

69 

0 

233 

13 

315 

Required 

0 

0 

85 

- 

85 

Provided 

69 

0 

172 

13 

254 

 

Staff is concerned with the proposed building elevations in that they are inferior in design to the 

original proposal.  The original proposal included a rhythmic repetition in design and material 

across each facade and pitched roofs with overhangs.  Staff recommends the elevations be 

revised to be more consistent with the original proposal.  See following page for comparison. 

 

                     
1 Off-site parking located north of 52nd St. 
2 Exempt from parking requirements due to building being constructed prior to parking requirements (1951). 
3 Exempt from parking requirements due to location on MAX Route. 
4 Number required by ordinance. 
5 Number based upon 80% principle. 
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Figure 1 Elevations proposed with original request, plans dated 8/21/12 
 

 
Figure 2 Elevations proposed with this request 
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In reviewing and making decisions on proposed zoning map amendments, the city planning 

and development director, city plan commission, and city council must consider at least the 

following factors:  

 

88-515-08-A Conformance with adopted plans and planning policies; 

A portion of the plan area includes an existing church, a use that is consistent with the area 

plan’s recommended land use, and which is proposed to remain.  The portion of the site 

proposed to be redeveloped for residential uses was formerly used as a school.  The 

controlling area plan (South Central Area Plan) was adopted in 1980 and identifies this 

portion of the site (like that portion including the church) for institutional uses – a use 

classification appropriate at that time given its former function as a school.  The area plan 

was adopted prior to FOCUS and as a consequence, it does not anticipate FOCUS’ policy of 

transitioning commercial corridors stated above.  Consequently, amending the area plan to 

the proposed land use recommendation is appropriate.   

 

Subject to approval of the area plan amendment, and in consideration of the established 

policies recommended by FOCUS, the proposed rezoning conforms to adopted plans and 

planning policies. 

 

88-515-08-B Zoning and use of nearby property;  

The UMKC campus is located to the west, and zoned R-6.  Property to the north is also a part 

of the UMKC campus and zoned R-5 and B3-2.  Property to the east is part of the Rockhurst 

campus and zoned MPD.  Property to the south is residential (along Harrison St) and zoned R-

6 and undeveloped and zoned B3-2 (along Troost).   

 

88-515-08-C Physical character of the area in which the subject property is located;  

The character of the area is mixed with university campuses located directly to the east, 

north and west.  Residential uses are located to the southwest and undeveloped, 

commercially-zoned land is located to the south.  The property lies in a transitional area 

between university campuses, at the northern edge of a commercial corridor and residential 

neighborhood. 

 

88-515-08-D Whether public facilities (infrastructure) and services will be adequate to  

   serve development allowed by the requested zoning map amendment; 

The subject property is in an urban area with existing infrastructure.  Troost Ave is classified as 

an established major arterial street with a MAX rapid transit line.  Adequate public facilities 

and services are available to serve the subject property.   

 

88-515-08-E Suitability of the subject property for the uses to which it has been   

   restricted under the existing zoning regulations; 

The current zoning (R-6 and B3-2) permits a wide variety of uses, including residential and 

commercial uses.  FOCUS recommends transition of corridors such as Troost from a linear or 

strip commercial pattern to a nodal pattern, implemented by downzoning portions of the 

corridor between nodes so as to concentrate the commercial uses at nodes and to increase 

residential densities between nodes.  The subject property is in such an area between nodes 

(FOCUS identifies a node at 55th St).  Current zoning allows for detached and duplex 

residential development and a wide variety of commercial uses, neither of which support 

concentration of commercial uses around nodes and increased residential densities.  Given 

the recommendations of FOCUS to create a nodal commercial pattern, increase residential 

densities, and the location of this property surrounded on three sides by university campuses, 

the property is no longer suitable for uses to which it is restricted by current zoning.   

 

 

http://www.zoningplus.com/regs/KansasCity/codetext.aspx?mode=2&xRef=1&index=3079
http://www.zoningplus.com/regs/KansasCity/codetext.aspx?mode=2&xRef=1&index=3248
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88-515-08-F Length of time the subject property has remained vacant as zoned; 

The subject property is developed as a school which has been vacant for eight years and a 

religious assembly use which continues to exist.   

 

88-515-08-G The extent to which approving the rezoning will detrimentally effect  

   nearby properties; and 

The proposed zoning district is a planned district in which the uses, lot and building standards 

and development of the land is established by a plan through a public hearing process, 

allowing public input as to the uses, density, setbacks, height, parking and overall 

development of the site.  The building is proposed to be three stories, or 30 ft. in height along 

the west and southwest sides (sides nearest residential areas) which is less than the maximum 

allowed by current zoning (R-6).  The 74’-3” building setback is far greater than the minimum 

required by current zoning as well (R-6).  The number of parking spaces required is 1 space 

per unit (85 spaces total) while the amount provided (excluding the off-site spaces and 

those existing west of the church) is more than double the minimum at 2.02 spaces per unit, 

or 0.72 spaces per bedroom.  Subject to the recommended conditions, approval of the 

rezoning is not expected to have a detrimental effect on nearby properties. 

 

88-515-08-H The gain, if any, to the public health, safety, and welfare due to denial of  

   the application, as compared to the hardship imposed upon the   

   landowner, if any, as a result of denial of the application. 

The application proposes rezoning and plan approval allowing only residential and religious 

assembly uses.  A portion of the site is zoned B3-2 which allows many different uses including 

commercial and higher-density residential uses.  Denial of the application would retain 

commercial zoning on that portion of the property, thus allowing a number of potentially 

incompatible land uses or the land to remain vacant and underutilized, which is 

disadvantageous to both the property owner and the public.  Denial of this application may 

not impose a hardship upon the landowner but will also not result in a gain to the public 

health, safety or welfare.   

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

a. Case No. 249-S-13 – To consider an amendment to the South Central Area Plan to change 

the recommended land use on about 2 acres generally located at the northwest corner of 

53rd St and Troost Ave from Institutional to Mixed Use Neighborhood.  

 

City Planning and Development Staff recommends approval of Case No. 249-S-13 without 

conditions. 

 

b. Case No. 14296-MPD-2 – To consider rezoning from Districts R-6 (Residential 6) and B3-2 

(Community Business Commercial (dash 2))  to District MPD (Master Planned Development), 

and approval of a preliminary development plan for an existing religious assembly use to 

remain and the development of a multi-unit residential building. 

 

City Planning and Development Staff recommends approval of Case No. 14296-MPD-2 (formerly 

14296-MPD-1) based on the application, plans, and documents provided for review prior to the 

hearing and subject to the following conditions as provided by the Development Review 

Committee at the March 4, 2015 meeting: 

 

1. That two (2) collated, stapled and folded copies (and a CD containing a pdf file, a 

georeferenced monochromatic TIF file, and CAD/GIS compatible layer of the plan boundary 

referenced to the Missouri state plan coordinate system) of (a revised drawing /all listed 
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sheets), revised as noted, be approved by the Development Management staff (15th Floor, 

City Hall) prior to ordinance request: 

a. That the maximum building height be verified and provided where referenced on the 

plans. 

b. That the minimum building setbacks be clearly labeled where referenced on the plans. 

c. That the permitted uses, as defined and stated by the zoning and development code 

(i.e. “household living, multi-unit residential” and “religious assembly” be identified and 

placed on the plan. 

d. That the landscape requirements of 88-425 be placed on the landscape plans unless 

modifications from these requirements are requested in which case the modifications 

requested should be stated on the plans. 

e. That all utilities, overhead or underground, be shown on the proposed landscape plan. 

f. That the outdoor lighting plan and photometric study be revised to show a point by point 

array to the property lines and demonstrating that the footcandle measurements will not 

exceed 0.18 footcandles at residential property lines and right-of-way lines. 

g. Provide the width of all existing or proposed sidewalks. 

h. Properly reference the building’s floor area ratio as building area/site area. 

i. Note the location of the 13 parking spaces located off-site and verify whether the 

spaces are located on land under common ownership or, if not, provide written 

approval from the owner allowing use of said spaces. 

j. That the bicycle parking requirements of 88-420-09 be placed on the plans, unless 

modifications from these requirements are requested in which case the modifications 

requested should be stated on the plans. 

k. That the minimum number of vehicle parking spaces required for each use (as defined 

and stated by the zoning and development code) and number of spaces provided for 

each use be clearly stated on the plans. 

l. That a note be added to the plan stating that any signage shall comply with 88-445. 

m. That the building elevations be revised to show a building design similar to the original 

proposal, plans dated August 21, 2012 and demonstrating that any rooftop mechanical 

equipment will be screened. 

n. That the minimum building setback from the west property line be identified and noted 

on the plans. 

 

The following plan corrections (m, n) are recommended by the Land Development Division of 

City Planning & Development.  Please contact Brett Cox at brett.cox@kcmo.org or 816-513-2509. 

o. Show how Storm Retention Area will discharge to the Right-of-Way or existing public 

storm system. 

p. Show existing drive approaches on E 53rd St that are no longer to be used to be 

removed. 

 

2. That the developer submit for approval by the Development Review Committee, a final 

development plan set in substantial conformance to the approved preliminary development 

plan and including a fully labeled and dimensioned site plan, landscape plan demonstrating 

compliance with 88-425, lighting plan and photometric study demonstrating compliance 

with 88-430, floor plans with principal and accessory uses labeled, and color building 

elevations with all materials labeled. 

 

The following condition is recommended by the Parks & Recreation Department.  Please contact 

Richard Allen at richard.allen@kcmo.org or 816-513-7713. 

3. The developer is responsible for payment of cash in lieu of parkland dedication in the 

amount of $17,246.09 based upon the established formula for multi-family uses (# of units X 2 

persons per unit X 0.006 acres per person = 1.02 acres required, 1.02 acres X 2015 acquisition 

rate of $16,907.93 = $17,246.09). 

mailto:brett.cox@kcmo.org
mailto:richard.allen@kcmo.org


City Plan Commission Staff Report 

Case Nos. 249-S-13 & 14296-MPD-2 (formerly 14296-MPD-1) 

March 17, 2015 

Page 10  

 
 

The remaining conditions are recommended by the Land Development Division of City Planning 

& Development.  Please contact Brett Cox at brett.cox@kcmo.org or 816-513-2509. 

4. The developer shall submit a Storm Drainage analysis from a Missouri-licensed civil engineer 

to the Land Development Division evaluating proposed improvements and impact to 

drainage conditions.  Since this project is within a "Combined Sewer Overflow" (CSO) district, 

the project shall be designed to retain rainfall of 1.5 inch depth over the entire site to 

simulate natural runoff conditions and reduce small storm discharge to the combined sewer 

system. Manage the 10-year storm and 100-year storm per currently adopted APWA 

standards.  The analysis shall be submitted, and the developer secure permits to construct 

any improvements required by the Land Development Division prior to issuance of any 

building permits. 

5. The developer submit a letter to the Land Development Division from a Licensed Civil 

Engineer, Licensed Architect, or Licensed Landscape Architect, who is registered in the State 

of Missouri, to identifying sidewalks, curbs, and gutters in disrepair as defined by Public Works 

Department's "OUT OF REPAIR CRITERIA FOR SIDEWALK, DRIVEWAY AND CURB revised 4/8/09" 

and base on compliance with Chapters 56 and 64 of the Code of Ordinances for the 

sidewalks, curbs, and gutters where said letter shall identify the quantity and location of 

sidewalks, curbs, gutters that need to be constructed, repaired, or reconstructed to remedy 

deficiencies and/or to remove existing approaches no longer needed by this project.  The 

developer shall secure permits to repair or reconstruct the identified sidewalks, curbs, and 

gutters as necessary along all development street frontages as required by the Land 

Development Division and prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy permits 

including temporary certificate occupancy permits.   

6. The owner/developer must submit plans for grading, siltation, and erosion control to Land 

Development Division for review and acceptance, and secure a Site Disturbance permit for 

any proposed disturbance area equal to one acre or more prior to beginning any 

construction activities. 

7. The developer shall submit an analysis to verify adequate capacity of the existing sewer 

system as required by the Land Development Division prior to issuance of a building permit to 

connect private system to the public sewer main and depending on adequacy of the 

receiving system, make other improvements may be required. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Joseph C. Rexwinkle, AICP 

Planner 

 

Attachments:  Developer’s Statement of Intent 

   Preliminary Development Plan 

   Communications from the public received as of March 10, 2015 

mailto:brett.cox@kcmo.org
















 

#
D
a
t
e

C
o
m
m
e
n
t
s

C
h
e
c
k
e
d
 
B
y
:

Revisions

Page 1 of 1

D
a
t
e
:
1
/
8
/
2
0
1
5

D
r
a
w
n
 
B
y
:
 
J
K
B

Li
gh

ti
ng

 S
ol
ut

io
ns

 G
ro

up

10
5

7
9

 W
id

m
er

Le
ne

xa
, 
KS

9
13

-3
2

2
-6

5
0

0
S
c
a
l
e
:
 
N
/
A

U
M
K
C

W
V

W
M

S

W
V

S

W
V

S

S

S

W
V

W
V

W
V W
M

1.5%%% SLOPE

2%%% SLOPE

5%%% SLOPE 1.5%%% SLOPE

F
L
 
I
N
 
9
1
3
.
1
9

F
L
 
O
U
T
 
9
0
6
.
7
5

F
L
 
I
N
 
9
1
3
.
8
0

F
L
 
O
U
T
 
9
1
3
.
6
0

T
O
P
 
9
2
1
.
0
0

4
1
'
-
1
2
"
 
R
C
P
 
@
 
1
.
0
0
%
%
%
 
S
L
O
P
E

923.72

923.99

924.75
924.00923.82

925.83
927.50

926.46
925.28

926.36

927.00

927.06

927.30

927.36

927.62

927.55

928.05

928.80

927.47

930.95

930.95

932.10

932.28

F
L
 
I
N
 
9
2
2
.
2
0

2%%% SLOPE

5%%% SLOPE

C
o
n
c
r
e
t
e

A
s
p
h
a
l
t

A
s
p
h
a
l
t

E
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
B
u
i
l
d
i
n
g

E
x
i
s
t
i
n
g
 
B
u
i
l
d
i
n
g

R
o
c
k
 
W
a
l
l

O
n
e
 
W
a
y
 
S
i
g
n

N
o
 
P
a
r
k
i
n
g
 
S
i
g
n

A
s
p
h
a
l
t

Asphalt

T
w
o
-
W
a
y
 
T
r
a
f
f
i
c
e
 
S
i
g
n
s

H
i
g
h
 
M
a
s
t

R
a
d
i
o

T
o
w
e
r

2
'
 
D
i
a
.
 
G
r
a
t
e
 
I
n
l
e
t

F
L
 
S
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
=
9
2
6
.
9
1

(
N
o
 
P
i
p
e
s
 
V
i
s
i
b
l
e
.
 
S
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
e
 
f
u
l
l
.a
t
 
3
6
3
.

L

A

40

21

14

75 STALLS

7

11

28

13

15
9

88 STALLS

9

5

4

4

UP

UP

MAIL

COFFEE

M
O

V
E

A
B

LE
 W

A
LL P

A
N

E
LS

EL 923.5

5

MODEL UNIT

928.3

929

929

EL 923.5

EL 929.5

STAIR

STAIR

VEST.

RECEPT.

LEASING
OFFICE

TRASH

MGR. OFFICE

STORAGE/
MECH.

OFFICE/
MODEL

PARCEL

STUDY/
CONFERENCE

FITNESS

OFFICE

CHAPEL

STUDY

CONF

STORAGE

ENG OFFICE

MEN'S

PASSAGE

LOBBY

CONFCONFCONF

ELEV. LOBBY
SALES OFFICE

WORK RM.

JAN. POSSIBLE POLE LOCATION

L
MH: 12

L
MH: 12

L
MH: 12

L
MH: 12

MH: 12
L

L
MH: 12 MH: 12

L
MH: 12
L

L
MH: 12

MH: 24
M1

M1
MH: 24

M1
MH: 24

M1
MH: 24

MH: 24
M1

M2
MH: 24

0.2

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4.31.2

0.00.01.8

3.4

0.00.10.10.30.64.7 1.43.96.97.32.3

0.03.0

3.0

3.2 0.0 0.0

6.4

0.00.2 0.00.40.71.12.6 0.14.22.7 2.01.72.43.94.94.12.41.41.31.42.1 4.0

0.8

0.0

5.92.52.03.25.88.56.23.41.50.9 9.90.7 5.90.60.71.21.10.3

0.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.00.0

0.7 0.0

7.23.31.51.21.11.21.21.21.51.81.4

9.1 0.0

9.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.30.71.9

0.2

0.02.1

1.61.92.83.64.16.01.51.10.3

0.0

1.5

0.0

1.7

0.00.00.00.10.10.20.30.61.01.6

0.0

0.0

0.3

0.1

0.0

1.31.00.2

0.00.00.00.00.00.11.6 0.1

2.1

0.50.71.01.21.31.31.41.51.61.71.7 0.1

2.5

2.0

0.71.22.43.03.32.92.21.72.63.2 0.23.2 0.11.51.51.92.73.75.19.24.70.90.1

0.0

3.7

10.3 1.81.62.12.32.42.32.01.51.52.02.9

0.4

5.6

0.0

1.91.50.2

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.1

4.0

0.00.7

1.81.71.81.91.00.2

0.00.00.00.0

1.6

0.0

1.3

0.00.00.00.00.00.20.60.70.40.5

0.1

0.0

1.2 0.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.41.61.91.81.8 1.9

0.6

1.61.81.81.71.91.21.61.81.81.71.9 1.7

3.3

0.7

0.00.00.00.00.10.10.10.10.10.1 0.00.1 0.00.1

0.1

0.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.1 0.1

0.4 0.70.40.50.70.70.60.70.40.50.80.7

0.0

0.8

0.0

0.50.70.70.30.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.6

0.0

0.0

0.2

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

1.9

0.0

6.4

0.41.72.64.80.90.1

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.00.00.10.20.51.41.92.11.51.20.3

1.5 0.0

0.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.30.21.2 0.0

0.7 1.50.70.81.75.93.91.50.70.81.75.8

0.0

1.5 2.20.81.75.83.81.52.31.40.3

0.00.0

0.0

3.9 0.0

0.0

0.00.00.00.10.52.11.63.51.20.2

3.9 0.05.9 0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.41.3

0.0

0.0

0.0 0.10.20.30.60.71.41.50.00.00.0

0.6

0.0 0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0 0.0

0.2 0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.0

0.3

0.0

0.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.2

0.0

2.8

1.4

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.2 0.01.1 0.05.04.40.90.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.10.3

0.5

0.1

0.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.9

0.10.30.61.12.13.21.81.40.2

0.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.00.00.00.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00.0 0.00.0

0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.0

0.00.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00.0 0.0

0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.00.0

0.0

0.00.10.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.00.10.10.30.50.60.90.90.00.0

2.2

0.0

0.0 0.00.00.00.10.10.20.30.50.60.70.00.1 0.0

0.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0 0.0

1.1

0.1

2.32.22.01.51.52.13.03.95.48.9 2.33.3 1.60.2

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

2.9

2.9 0.0

0.6

6.010.64.14.60.90.1

0.00.00.00.02.2 0.0

0.2

0.00.00.00.10.10.10.30.40.60.91.2 0.0

1.3

0.1

0.00.00.00.10.10.20.40.60.70.8 0.01.0 0.01.61.61.41.51.51.51.71.71.92.52.5 0.9

1.6 0.30.50.60.70.91.11.51.71.61.71.6

0.0

1.6

2.0

1.92.73.23.54.71.31.81.30.2

0.00.0

1.5

0.06.3

8.55.93.01.41.00.80.80.91.31.0 3.3

0.0

5.7

0.00.00.20.30.71.32.33.73.16.9

4.0

0.2

1.8

2.6

5.23.21.10.1

0.00.00.00.00.31.4

6.3

5.2

2.8

1.30.2

0.00.00.00.00.10.30.61.33.2

2.4

0.4

8.8

2.43.24.16.31.91.50.2

0.00.00.0

1.3

0.2

1.4

0.61.01.51.93.03.13.53.12.31.51.6 0.0

0.0

1.51.21.21.71.71.92.41.51.10.2

0.01.7 0.0

1.3

0.20.40.70.91.72.12.23.94.83.82.2 0.0

Luminaire Schedule

Symbol Qty Label Arrangement Total Lamp Lumens Description
Calculation Summary

Label CalcType Units Avg Max Min Avg/Min Max/Min

SITE Illuminance Fc 1.07 10.6 0.0 N.A. N.A.

9 L SINGLE 9000 GBWS-3-100-MH-F

5 M1 SINGLE 40000 CT2H-FT-400-PSMHR-F

1 M2 SINGLE 40000 CT2H-3-400-PSMHR-F

pwmason
Text Box
C1.2 









1

Joseph Rexwinkle

From: Les Cline <teacherslandscape@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 5:05 PM
To: Les Cline
Subject: 49/63 Neighborhood Coalition Opposition Letter, Re: CPC Case No. 14296-MPD-1
Attachments: SFX School Community Vision (BNIM) FINAL_lo res.pdf

Categories: Red Category

49/63 Neighborhood Coalition urges the CPC to refuse this development project.  

Les Cline 
5431 Charlotte St. 

Kansas City, MO 64110 
February 27, 2015 

 
 
Babette Macy, Chair 
City Planning Commission (CPC) 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12tyh Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
Re: Case no. 14296-MPD-1  
 
A Master Planned Development (MPD) district is a set of criteria to allow for a project particularly beneficial to 
a community. We support these standards because they mirror community values of flexibility, social equity, 
and compatibility. Community support, in our view, is the outcome of meeting these criteria. A lack of 
community support is a clear indication to us that a project is missing the mark. The proposed project no. 
14296-MPD-1 falls short of these goals and does not have our community’s support. 
 
Lack of Community Support: 
Since the first time this project was proposed in 2012, community opposition to it has only grown larger. We 
continue to support the findings of our Community Needs Assessment conducted by BNIM Architects in June 
of 2013, attached in this letter. The results of this effort continue to reveal strong consensus and support for 
repurposing the existing building for education, health care, and/or connecting neighbors. The community 
continues to see little or no relationship between the proposed project and these values.  
 
Lack of Fit: 
Not only does the proposed project not fit community needs and values, it is not a compatible fit for the site. 
The existing school building is a model of compatibility with its low profile, setback from the street, and open 
design. Project no. 14296-MPD-1 would expand to the sidewalk, stand nearly as tall as neighboring Saint 
Francis Church, and reduce their available parking. Simply put, this project is just too big for the space and does 
not fit the character and scale of the setting. 
 
Lack of Options: 
At our last community meeting on January 28, many expressed concerns about the validity of the project’s 
market study for our area, and minimal flexibility inherent in the design. Since few are convinced the project is 
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sustainable to begin with, the question was asked: What happens if it fails? The fear is that the community 
would be stuck with a large structure of limited use in the heart of our neighborhoods. We cannot afford the risk 
of a failed project of this scope any more than the Diocese can.    
 
Community support is the foundation of any successful project because it draws upon the collective experience, 
knowledge, and insight of its members. It has been our experience with this project that it reflects the vision of a 
distant few rather than of the many living in our neighborhoods. We hope the Diocese will re-consider its 
position and support a sustainable re-use of the school building, the property, and the needs of the community it 
serves. We urge the City Planning Commission to support our neighborhoods and reject approval of this project.
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Les Cline 
President, 49/63 Neighborhood Coalition 
President, Rockhill Crest Neighborhood Association 
President, UMKC Volker Neighborhood Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  









Riva Capellari               
6134 Locust Street                    
Kansas City, MO  64110 

 
March 9, 2015 
 
Babette Macy, Chair 
CPC, City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
Re: Case #14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development 
 
Dear Chair Macy, 
 
I am writing with concerns regarding the proposed development of Catholic 
Student Housing on Troost. The current design is out of scale with other area 
buildings and creates a parking availability issue for the housing and for Saint 
Francis Xavier next door. 
 
There is also the question of the Parish Hall that was to be part of this 
development, but no plans for this so far have been forth coming to the 
neighborhood or to the parish.  
 
If this is to be Catholic student housing, what is the criteria for acceptance into the 
housing and will this raise any legal issues, for example, will non-Catholics or 
single parent (or family) students be able to reside in this housing. What is the 
prospect for filling this residence hall? And what will be the rental? Will it be 
affordable to students? 
 
These are concerns and questions I believe need to be thoroughly addressed before 
any plans are given the go ahead.  As a 26 year member of this community I feel 
very strongly that the residents of this area should have a voice in this decision. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns. 
 
Riva Capellari 
Board, Astor Place Homes Association  
 Branch of 49/63 Homes Association 



635 E. 70th Street 
Kansas City, MO  64131 
 
22 February 2015 
 
Babette Macy, Chair 
City Plan Commission  
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO  64106 
 
RE:  Case No. 14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development 
 
Dear Ms. Macy: 
 
As a parishioner of St. Francis Xavier parish and as a Kansas Citian concerned about the successful 
redevelopment of Troost Avenue, I write in opposition to the Catholic Student Housing Project proposed for the 
current school site at 53rd and Troost.  I have been involved with this project since its first iteration in 2012 and 
have many reasons for opposing it but will limit my comments here to three.     
 
First, the history of this project has been one of bad-faith dealing with the neighborhood groups and parishioners 
who care about the future of this property.  They have avoided meeting with us, presented incomplete 
information, belittled suggestions that might make the development acceptable, and misrepresented key aspects 
of the project.  One example:  The first proposal called for (approximately) a 380-bed facility.  We objected that 
this was far too large for the site but were told by the developers a smaller facility was not financially feasible.  
However, they are now proposing a 237-bed facility, with no believable explanation of why this downsized 
version is now financially viable.  As a Catholic, I believe trust is built upon transparency, goodwill, and a 
sincere desire to work with the people of the community affected by this project.  I have seen none of these traits 
in this long, drawn-out process.     
  
Second, this third iteration of Catholic student housing is still too large for the site.  They propose a parking ratio 
of approximately .7 spaces per bed.   Though better than earlier proposals, this is still inadequate for a residence 
hall (UMKC uses a .8:1 ratio).  But this project is to be more than a residence hall.  It is also to include office 
space for the Fellowship of Catholic University Students (FOCUS) and to provide something of a Newman 
Center function for non-resident UMKC students.  (Newman Centers typically offer religious services, spiritual 
counseling, and social events to interested students).  The new proposal’s parking ratio is woefully inadequate 
for such purposes.  St. Francis Xavier parish will lose parking spaces to this project, necessitating spill-over into 
the neighborhood on Sundays and for events such as weddings and funerals.  Adding to that burden on the 
neighborhood is the project itself, whenever it hosts non-residents.  This, to me, is a deal-killer by itself.   
 
Finally, I do not trust a market study secured by the developers who will profit from the project whether it 
succeeds or fails.  It is highly suspect.  Our group’s discussion with FOCUS students revealed they thought 
about seven of their membership would be interested in living in this residence hall.  The rates are high and the 
amenities few.  If it fails, Troost will be left with another empty structure—but one that is so inflexible in design 
that it cannot be adapted to other purposes.  Ironically, the current closed school building could easily be 
retrofitted to provide Catholic student housing to a smaller number of students at a much lower cost and risk, 
with far more flexibility to meet current and future community needs.  
 
I urge the City Plan Commission to join the community in strenuously opposing this project.  It is simply not a 
good fit for the community’s needs and values.  Thank you for your time and consideration.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Veal 
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Joseph Rexwinkle

From: Maureen Hardy <meanie.hardy@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2015 11:10 PM
Subject: Fwd: Case No. 14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development

Categories: Red Category

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Maureen Hardy <meanie.hardy@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Mar 1, 2015 at 4:13 PM 
Subject: Case No. 14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development 
To: Les Cline <teacherslandscape@att.net> 
 

Maureen & Gene Hardy                                             March 3, 2015 
7411 Pennsylvania 
Kansas City, Mo. 64114 
 
Babette Macy, Chair 
City Plan Commission 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, Mo. 64106 
 
Dear Ms. Macy, 
 
My family and I lived 5 blocks away from St. Francis for 25 years.  We love this area for many reasons and 
mainly because of the diversity especially when St. Francis had a school full of small children. 
 
We have been members of St. Francis for 45 years and love our church.  This project will negatively impact our 
church by reducing the parking and dwarfing our beautiful church with this big building right on top of it.   
 
We were also promised a parish hall on this plan in the school and now that doesn't seem like it is going to 
happen.  We had a parishioner pass away 2 weeks ago who had been a member for 50 years and we had to find 
a place to have her luncheon.  So many people at the church oppose this plan and are so sorry about the thought 
of a big developer coming in and taking over our sacred space. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maureen & Gene Hardy 
 



Diane M. Marrin 
6532 Edgevale Rd 

Kansas City, MO 64113 
March 1, 2015 

 
Babette Macy, Chairperson 
City Plan Commission (CPC) 
All City Plan Commission Members 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
Re: Case no. 14296‐MPD‐1 
 
The Catholic Student Housing Project for 5220 Troost proposal is out of touch with the many initiatives 
that already seek to improve this neighborhood for the people who live, work and worship there. I have 
been a resident and educator in Kansas City’s urban communities for many years. 
 
In this Kansas City neighborhood desperate for housing, education, jobs, grocery stores, 24/7 child care, 
and senior services, residents are trying to build a viable neighborhood. Building a "Catholic" dorm for 
UMKC students seems totally out of sync with both neighborhood and parish hopes for investment in 
the people of east Kansas City. This property is next to a vibrant Catholic Church and across the street 
from a Jesuit university with long standing ministry to students and the neighborhood. There are already 
resources in place that invite Catholic students to respond to the many calls of Pope Francis to "be 
engaged in the life of the greater society”.  
 
Several years ago an extensive needs assessment of the parish and community was done with the 
donated help of BNIM Architecture. Neighbors saw a number of potential reuses for the building that 
would benefit their community: a primary school, an early childhood development and family 
counseling center, a culinary center, a business/non‐profit incubator, workforce training classes/adult 
education/university outreach space, event space, and/or a garden and summer market. 

The proposed student housing plan no longer provides the parish gathering place which for years has 
brought people together to pray, to celebrate, to learn, and to build a more fair and just community. 
While the current plan proposes to repurpose the gymnasium into a “commons” this does not meet the 
needs for the diverse activities of St. Francis Xavier Parish.  The “commons” would have to be scheduled 
through the diocese or the management company responsible for operating the student housing. 

The project does not include sustainable features regarding energy and resources. There is no apparent 
effort to apply LEED principles for environmental and economic integrity. 

The architectural firm, construction manager, structural engineer, and landscape designer are from 
Madison WI. Will any local minority construction companies be involved with job opportunities for local 
residents? 
 
The $16 million price tag could be invested in the people of these neighborhoods, long abandoned by 
the Catholic Church, rather than in high‐end Catholic student housing where apartments will rent from 
$700 ‐ $1200 a month. 
 
Sincerely, 
Diane M. Marrin 
 



Kenneth W. Spare 
5310 Holmes St. 

Kansas City, Mo 64110 
February 26, 2015 

Babette Macy, Chairperson 
City Plan Commission (CPC) 
All City Plan Commission Members 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
Re: Case no. 14296‐MPD‐1 
 
I am profoundly opposed to the Catholic Student Housing project submitted as 14296‐MPD‐01.  My 
family lives in Crestwood which is just a few blocks away.  I am the past president of the Crestwood 
Homes Association and a member of the board of the Rockhill Crest neighborhood association that 
includes Saint Francis Xavier.  My family has lived in the neighborhood for 35 year. We are members of 
the St. Francis Xavier parish.  
 
In the last three years, I have been present for several large and small neighborhood meetings dealing 
with this project. I and several members of the neighborhood and parish have met on several occasions 
with Bishop Finn and the builders.  They have been completely unwilling to seriously look at alternatives 
that would repurpose the school building.  I have seen virtually no support for this project from 
members of the Saint Francis Xavier parish or from any neighborhood persons or groups.   
 
While some might try to make the case that this project is needed to provide “faith based housing”, that 
is not the case.  Rockhurst as a Catholic university already provides this opportunity.  Further they might 
say that this project provides needed space for FOCUS and for students to have a space to congregate to 
celebrate Mass.  Again this is not the case.  If we were allowed to repurpose the school building these 
needs would also be addressed. 
 
This proposed project does not meet the approval requirements of a Master Plan Development.   

1. It does not preserve natural resources.   
a. In fact by tearing down the school it squanders the extraordinary investment in 

materials and useful life of the present school building.  The school, although owned by 
the Diocese of Kansas City/ St. Joseph, was built with funds raised by parish members 
and parents of students attending the school. The charter school that was there was 
ready to sign a new 5 year lease when Bishop Finn instructed Fr. Matt Ruhl not to sign 
the new lease. 

2.  It does not provide new neighborhood/community amenities.  
a. The current building provided a place for UMKC’s Focus group to meet, and provided 

Murphy hall, which served as a great parish hall and was used by the Boy Scouts.  The 
church also had use of the gymnasium for special events, like fund raisers and large sit down 
dinners.  Since Bishop Finn had everyone move out of the St. Francis Xavier school, the 
Focus group has been celebrating Mass in the St. Francis Xavier church chapel. That group 
usually is around a dozen students, mostly from UMKC.  St. Francis has gone without a 
parish hall. 



3. Urban design and level of development quality fall far short of being good design or quality 
development. 

a. Tri‐north, the builder, admitted in the January 28th public meeting that they have 
minimized cost wherever they can in order to make it enticing for getting the funding.  
They have said that the number of beds is under the accepted number usually needed 
to justify the expenditures.   

b. The massing is such that for several hundred feet on both Troost Ave. and 53rd street the 
building is right up to the side walk.  This leaves no room for landscaping.  This is 
inconsistent with all other housing projects by UMKC and Rockhurst.  This is because 
fundamentally this proposed project is too big for the space. 

c. While the current plan proposes to repurpose the gymnasium into a “commons” they 
no longer even call it a parish hall.  In fact no engagement has been done with the parish 
to be sure it is possible to meet parish needs as a parish hall.  The “commons” would 
have to be scheduled through the diocese. And it would be up to the diocese to 
determine the cost involved with using the space. 

4. It does not enhance the community by providing housing for all ages, sizes, incomes and lifestyle 
choices. 

a. The project is to include apartments with a total of 237 bedrooms.  This plan provides 
172 parking spaces, eight of which are on the St. Francis Xavier church ground.  The 
onsite parking is thus 166 or 0.7 parking spaces per bed.  The standard used by UMKC 
and Rockhurst is 0.8 per bed.  The parking spaces are priced separately from the rental 
units.  The result is many students will opt out of paying for parking and hope to park on 
the streets of the neighborhood.  Parking in all neighborhoods by students has always 
been a big problem.  Due to this a great deal of neighborhood work went into getting 
most of the adjacent neighborhood designated as parking with resident parking permit 
only.  This is only a restriction during the day.  Adding another dense group of people 
looking for parking will only exacerbate the problem for the people who live in the 
neighborhood. 

b. This project is not intended to be inclusive.  Fair housing standards bar them from 
restricting renters to Catholic students. But the builder and Diocese representative 
stated in a public meeting that they will enforce strict moral codes of conduct and 
emphasize religious programming.  By doing that they expect to strongly discourage 
renters who do not want to live in a controlled environment.  

c. Because of the size of the apartments and the small kitchen and very minimal closet 
space, the building cannot be repurposed to include families.  It is designed solely for 
students willing to pay above average price for below average amenities. It is not 
designed for all ages, sizes, incomes and lifestyles but rather for a very narrow and 
limited group and has no intention of being socially equitable.  

 
In closing, this project is not good for the city.  It is not good for the parish or the neighborhoods 
that surround it.  It does not merit the special opportunities of a Master Plan Development.   By 
tearing down a usable structure it squanders existing resources for a very small target of 
beneficiaries.  This target group may not even exist in quantities to make the occupancy 
minimum to make it a viable project.  If that fails, there is no potential to repurpose the building. 
 
 
Sincerely 
 



 
Kenneth W. Spare 

 
 

























Diana Spare 
5310 Holmes St. 

Kansas City, Mo 64110 
February 25, 2015 

Babette Macy, Chairperson 
City Plan Commission (CPC) 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
Re: Case no. 14296‐MPD‐1 
 
I have lived near the Troost Corridor for the past 35 years and been a parishioner of St. Francis Xavier 
Catholic Church for the same amount of time.  Over those years, I have welcomed good projects and 
developments on Troost that have benefited our community and city—like the Discovery Center at 48th 
and Troost and the Stowers Institute at Troost and Volker Blvd.  However, I do not welcome and cannot 
support the proposed “Catholic Student Housing Project” for 5220 Troost.  My reasons are as follows. 
 
1)There is no community support for it, either from the neighborhood or from the parish, because it 
provides no benefits to our community.  Section 88‐280‐03 “Developer’s Statement of Intent” for 
Master Planned Development District clearly refers to the necessity for “community benefits”.  To 
ascertain just exactly what would benefit our community, a  Community Needs Assessment was done in 
June, 2013, by BNIM Architects.  That assessment did not indicate any need for student housing.  What 
it did indicate were real needs for social services—things like preschool and child care for working 
parents.  The nearby Berkeley Child Development Center has a long waiting list, as does Operation 
Breakthrough farther north on Troost. 
 
Neither UMKC nor Rockhurst University support this housing project.  The 49/63 Neighborhood 
Coalition opposes this project. 
 
2) The project is too large for the site.  The design requires building right up to the sidewalk on both 
Troost and 53rd Street, plus it takes part of the lawn and driveway of St. Francis Church to the north.  
Even at that, the site doesn’t provide enough space for adequate parking for 237 residents.   
 
3) The design of this project allows no way to re‐purpose the building should occupancy not meet 
expectations and the project fails.  Tiny apartments with 3 or 4 tiny bedrooms, a mini kitchen, and 
minimal storage space do not meet family needs.    
 
Ironically, the existing St. Francis school building could readily be renovated.  There is no reason to tear 
down this structurally sound building.   The needs of the neighborhood for something like a school or 
child care, the needs of St. Francis for a parish hall, and the need of Catholic FOCUS students to meet 
can all be met in the existing school building.  In fact, the existing building was doing all that until Bishop 
Finn shuttered it.  In sum, this whole expensive, contentious project is unnecessary.  
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
 
Diana Spare 



David C. Kinred 

5306 Charlotte St. 

Kansas City, MO 64110 

March 7, 2015 

Babette Macy, Chair 

City Plan Commission Members 

City Hall, 15th Floor 

414 E. 12th Street 

Kansas City, MO 64106 

Re: Case no. 14296‐MPD‐1 

This revised Master Plan Development (MPD) proposal has been reviewed by many people in our 

Rockhill Crest Neighborhood and the 49/63 Neighborhood Coalition ‐‐ the communities most impacted 

by this project. I have not found anyone who is currently in favor of the granting of this MPD. I am an 

officer on the board of Rockhill Crest and we already face a nearly impossible parking situation on this 

Southeast (Troost) end of the UMKC campus.  Many international students in the UMKC housing on the 

Northwest of the campus do not have cars, but these upperclassmen Catholic students certainly would. 

We rent rooms to UMKC students at a rate of $315 per month plus utilities. UMKC Homes rents houses 

in Rockhill Crest and charges a similar rate. I cannot believe students in this Rockhill Crest Troost area 

would want to pay double the going rate. Can Troost afford a colossal, ill‐conceived bankrupt project? 

The Saint Francis Xavier Parish has over many decades contributed enormously to our neighborhood. 

The 49/63 area is filled with the hard working parishioners. These members gave sacrificially for the 

construction of the architecturally significant fish shaped church and the adjoining school that so 

perfectly complements it. Through many community collaborations with Rockhurst and UMKC we have 

seen this section of Troost grow into the architectural Miracle Mile of Kansas City. This proposed 

oversize, crowded, boxy structure clashes miserably with the architecturally beautiful buildings UMKC, 

Rockhurst, and Saint Francis Parishioners have worked so hard for. Let’s not wreck the best thing going. 

Why is it that sexually abused parishioners have to hire a law firm in order to get this Bishop to listen to 

them? Why does this Bishop have to hire a law firm in order to tell Saint Francis parishioners his plans 

for their school? Is this the Land of Oz? But, where is Toto to pull back the curtain on this cruel scheme? 

When will these non‐profit profiteers give up their money hungry ventures and serve their own people? 

Serving this community for 25 years, 

 

 

David C. Kinred   (Secretary of the Rockhill Crest Neighborhood Association) 



Laurie Kinred 

5306 Charlotte St. 

Kansas City, MO 64110 

March 8, 2015 

 

Babette Macy, Chair 

City Plan Commission Members 

City Hall, 15th Floor 

414 E. 12th Street 

Kansas City, MO 64106 

Re: Case no. 14296‐MPD‐1 

I have lived in the Rockhill Crest and 49/63 Neighborhoods since 1976 in two different homes near St. 

Francis Xavier Church and School and have known many St. Francis parishioners as neighbors and 

friends. Though I am not a Parish member, nor am I Catholic, I have very high regard for these people as 

I have seen them raise their families and conduct their lives as engaged members of our community. 

Many gave sacrificially to build the school and to send their children there. These parishioners living in 

our neighborhood over so many years are a large part of the reason this area of Kansas City has 

remained stable, livable, and family friendly. As I have listened to many of the parishioners speak at 6 or 

more public meetings, I have been impressed by their composure, intelligence, and respect in voicing 

their concerns to representatives of the Diocese, Tri‐North Builders and Domus. Their need for a suitable 

Parish Hall and their desire for this outstanding school building to remain intact for educational and 

community use should not be disregarded – especially by a Bishop and Diocese that these parishioners 

continue to support by the giving of their personal financial resources. Yet, at each public meeting this 

Catholic Housing Project continues to be presented as a done deal. Some changes have been made, but 

basically the objections of the community and the Parish have not been resolved: 

1) There is no need for a Catholic dorm of this magnitude on this small site. 

2) There is not nearly enough parking spaces provided since the availability of street parking is 

virtually non‐existent. 

3) Community amenities are not at all part of the plan. 

4) No definitive plans or drawings have been presented that ensure St Francis Xavier Church would 

have a Parish Hall comparable to what they had previously and available for their use as needed. 

5) The viability of this project is very much in question due to the very limited appeal of this type of 

dorm and the high rental rates for the small apartments. If it is built and fails – then what? 

6) The unattractive architecture, over‐sizing of the building and lack of sufficient green space clash 

with the beautiful unique church building and grounds next door. 

7) There is a total lack of community and Parish support for this project. 

 

 

 



It is my understanding that the current school building has some living units in it, which had been used 

by sisters who taught at the school. Why not use these for the small number of Focus students who 

want a Catholic living situation, and let the rest of the building be used as it has been in the past – for a 

school, a Parish Hall, and meeting space for the Focus students as well as for various 49/63 

neighborhood gatherings. We know of a least one school that would like to rent the building. I am 

opposed to this project and I urge you not to approve this project for the MPD status. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Laurie Kinred 



Alice Kitchen 
3725 Valentine Road 

Kansas City, MO 64111-3839 
816-753-4424 

 
Babette Macy, Chair 
City Plan Commission (CPC) 
City Hall, 15th Floor 
414 E. 12th Street 
Kansas City, MO 64106 
 
 
RE: Case No. 14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development 
 
Ms. Macy: 
 
 
I am a native Kansas Citian and take pride in my city but no longer my Church. I do not 
support what our KC St. Joseph diocese is doing in my old neighborhood and next door to 
my former parish, St Francis Xavier. I think the idea of approving Catholic Student Housing 
Project (case # 14296-MPD-1) is wrong for the neighborhood. 
 
The neighborhood has taken great pains to be involved in their community and have done 
many studies on use of land and resources in their area. Would that more of our City 
neighborhoods have done this kind of work. We need to support local efforts whenever we 
can. Actually this neighborhood has done the City’s work. 
 

1. The proposal does not recognize the community needs assessment (completed by BNIM 
Architects in June 2013). 

2. The community around it is not supportive of this proposal and it comes from outside. 
3. There is no flexibility of design for re-purposing. If the project fails or times change or 

this Bishop leaves town, happens then? 
4. There are other available resources the Diocese has and can use for the purpose that is 

proposed. 
 
Your consideration of the neighborhood request should be honored. This is not a case of a 
society need or a greater good. To fail to listen to our neighborhood will send the wrong 
message to voters. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Alice Kitchen 
Former Crestwood resident and SFX parishoner 

 
 



1

Joseph Rexwinkle

From: Diane Binckley
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 4:46 PM
To: Joseph Rexwinkle
Cc: Martha Campbell
Subject: FW: CASE NO. 14296-MPD-1

Categories: Red Category

FYI 
 

From: robert behrens [mailto:bbbehrens@att.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 10, 2015 4:03 PM 
To: Diane Binckley 
Subject: RE: CASE NO. 14296-MPD-1 
 
I AM DEFINITELY AGAINST THIS PROJECT. OUR FAMILY GREW UP IN THE PARISH, OUR 4 CHILDREN GOT 
THEIR EDUCATION IN THE SFX SCHOOL THIS SCHOOL COULD STILL HAVE BEEN OCCUPIED BY THE 
BROOKSIDE SCHOOL. I HEARD FROM A CRESTWOOD BOARD MEMBER THAT THE BROOKSIDE SCHOOL 
WAS WANTING TO SIGN A 5 YEAR EXTENSION AND THAT THE DIOCESE WAS NOT RENEWING THEIR 
LEASE. ONE OF THE REASONS I WAS GIVEN FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS BUILDING WAS IT 
WOULD PROVIDE RESIDENCES FOR THE CATHOLIC STUDENTS ATTENDING UMKC. APPARENTLY THERE 
IS A DISCONNECT HERE BECAUSE I GO TO DAILY MASS AT ST. FRANCIS AND YOU CAN NEVER COUNT 
ON ONE HAND ANY STUDENTS THAT ATTEND THIS MASS!  APPARENTLY JUST PLAIN OLD GREED IS 
PLAYING A BIG PART HERE BY THE DEVELOPER, THE DIOCESE OR BOTH. HOPEFULLY SOME SMART 
DECISIONS WILL COME FORTH FROM THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION AND REJECT THIS PROPOSED 
CONSTRUCTION AND A TENANT CAN BE FOUND FOR THIS SCHOOL. 
 
ROBERT BEHRENS 
5514 HOLMES 
KCMO 64110 



March 5, 2015 

Lisa Meinen 

5710 Forest Avenue 

Kansas City, MO 64110 

913-486-0565 

Babette Macy, Chair 

City Plan Commission 

City Hall, 15th Floor 

414 E. 12th Street 

Kansas City, MO 64106 

 

RE: Case No. 14296-MPD-1 Master Plan Development 

 

Dear Madam Chairperson: 

 

I am a resident of Troost Plateau and a member of St. Francis Xavier Parish. I am writing today to share with you 

and the commission my reasons for not supporting the proposed Catholic Student Housing Project (case no. 

14296-MPD-1). My biggest concerns for this project are: 

1) Negative impacts to St. Francis Xavier parish 

2) Community needs assessment needs not being met 

3) Compatibility with the current buildings in establishing a high-quality livable environment 

This project negatively affects SFX. There is no Parish Hall provided for in the current plans. Without a clear and 

written commitment to provide community space within the proposed structure we must conclude there is no 

physical space allotted for neither the parish nor the community at large. Additionally, the projected number of 

residents and their associated vehicles will stress an already stressed parking situation at SFX for services – 

especially mid-week funerals and other special services. 

BNIM Architects conducted a community needs assessment in June 2013. This assessment helps to provide a 

community based view for future developments. The proposed Catholic Student Housing Project does not align 

with the community needs. This project does not add economic opportunity nor environmental and social 

equality – two areas that are vital to our community needs. 

The proposed project does not fit within the current neighborhood feel. In addition to its imposing height, there 

is no set-back like other buildings in the area. This will not encourage additional foot traffic. The designs that I 

have seen have treated Troost more as an after-thought backyard rather than a front porch of a neighborhood. I 

am disturbed that there is a plan to house students in a community that physically is putting its back to Troost. 

Without the set-back it is clear that the main usable entrance for residents and visitors will be the parking lot 

access and Troost will again be treated as a dividing line. 



I applaud the Diocese for taking responsibility for their property on Troost. However, I question the long term 

impact with their current proposal. Troost Plateau and the other neighborhoods of 49/63 are a unique and 

vibrant blend of socio-economic, lifestyle, age, race, religion and national origin.  

Placing an outsized building that is decidedly exclusive within an otherwise inclusive neighborhood disappoints 

me. I urge you and the CPC to reject the Catholic Student Housing Project (case no. 14296-MPD-1). 

 

Best regards, 

Lisa Meinen 








