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CUP, on the east side of Oliver in an
area between 21st Street & Looman /1
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Map No. C-8 DATA SHEET DP- 8

Sec. 1 COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Z-

Twp. 27 Filed 4-22-6C
Range 1E

APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed planned residential

development.

1. Applicant Vern Paulev

Addressi Phone

2. Agent
Address Phone

3. General Location On the east side of Oliver in an area between 21st
St. & Looman Address

4. Proposed Use Town houses and apartment units

AREA DATA

1. Acres 21.26 ft. by ft.)

2. Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning
3. Area **Rk (is not) platted. Addition

4. Existing R/W ft. ft. ft.

St. St. St.

Proposed R/W ft. ft.

St. St. St.

HISTORY

,€€;334.

44%92

PROCEDURE DATA

i. MAPC Meeting:
Date Action

5-6-65

2. Governing Body
Date Action

l
1

NOTES:
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Glen Lytle, Superintendent of
Central Inspection

July 7, 1965

Jack H. Galbraith, Senior Planner, Regulations Division

DP-8 - University Gardens Residential Community Unit Plan

At its regular meeting on July 6, 1965, the Board of City
Commissioners considered the above-captioned Development

E

Z

1,04 411

Plan. The action of the City Commission was to approve
this Plan under the Community Unit Plan provisions of the
Zoning Ordinance. Attached for your files is a copy of t. i :t»*the Development Plan which was approved by the Commission, 1 ; +ti.t:

Please note that this property is still unplatted and
necessary public streets have not as yet been dedicated.
This has only been submitted in Sketch Plat form.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, pleasecall.

JHG:bgo

Attachment
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t..on of the Planning Cor.Udiss,Gr• E,iould not. be ,-0.-ward.d 20 ·che
Boaycl of Clty I.'00,iss Ler.ars i·ni. , 1 1:he i:i.nal £]...: h.:6 2.pen ·-Luorcve„
,-0 l. ha P].ar,·ti :·9 rcaw.·:I ···.3 ion . Fi · -he .ccor·rt, . r ·.. 2 ,-.or. ef '-I·.a Ple·.1·-
1·ing Del»ftmen·c thaf t-ti plat Pro#.··-·ri £:,r mp .·35.top· r.,- :e .-·tn.-·,
dedicatio·es.. aeces!8 conofol ·Ace.1.1?.' e ,· r:k.lrial· ·.ircu:'..1 1 un c...

DO b,2 12:ithat dc·?10.1., and height c.ontr"11• .,rn:)
tive covel.·ar„.2.

S-LENEY BRFER Airt, 03;  -'' I?2),:·-..: :·-· 62>31.r.ye .FO·.2
Ln L·.,pper·.-- Or thls ap.1*.cation. .1-- .4.tive.'i .l'·sU j.2. .Z: ill'.CtCed 20

10 u·£ mudiunt derisit.v, rn.J that 0,0 at,Fi·C.. i. .... 14 b 1, I ile

Zile restricti'J'€ rovel.ant: 1- , 4. 1.1,:. ·25,0 i?·- ·0 L-, ····- ·F LO 'ne:. .,·.11:.

Lhar; 20 euch units pur i:era o: a tocai ·07 4.. <.· o...10=sed .0 A:·,)
t

07.ici:able und,r the zoning zer.lested. 6,09 -2 ··. : ·,·e. a p:-._·j.-··,···
nary plat of the area .r; hoing :.7,21.6,•20 ,--

to 7 i.mit..ing thc .wight .:0 3 s:rr·,ts. tie -Ic ; ·> ·: r.G
bufter along thi, ,iest
u ime Light Comoerci.2.1 -·.·2, 120;. 4795

·ty and not.eu that ....,-
or, extension of tnis ..·:H:or Ene 2 01. 6. C

L

b

8,·,p or nubject pC.am.r·.1 · /· was nis
as:joriatee .i'ch this .„ r-r,.t, devilt-,1 ?:

the platting proceuc.
eKS'

CDC.··79 b r

17:icirie ...ii 110 A·id., t Ir.·. ··d )-2,an:.·. or· che r,n-* ·i
·95*41 the applicat.ion anG 3,4.: .1,0.1 cal: tba·c

platted for ri Jingi·.6 2.:m·.11' 2.0.·i·<20': :,-,2 30-3
that a buffe,r zoo€ sat>;·<].3 bo .3.-  r':L * I .··r, 3)2· 3

end the cojit:emple' .1.3 '7 " 'I···2 1,5

expresmed eonc...ra .e·11.I·. 2.i,; e,:· . to 2.0 w.·.0·-·fc )1 7 2 '©. 7·1 ··.p r>t,
the coat side cy Olivor. 05 Ii: C·-1.- i·.2..,3 111Ce;d

buffet . and i.5 post:i.,1·:1 3,2,·i., ' u ··r at :ti. not

later b.3 zoned or Cic.V'370.3.-j

Street. 1·lit, 3,7.. 1 36 ,-Dr.·tan·,·.·2:1 .:hi:- t. .

in e,,torcing -2:923·icti·je ··CVS.-*.I!=f. c·.n

corner of 23.Ic Street 02,3 01'·ie, ·23 1.
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Page 16 - Planning()mmission Minutes 
March 4, 1965

would be compatible with his home at the northeist corner of 21st
Street and Oliver, but since that time, he has himself requested
and received less restrictive zoning £or portioni of his own prop-
erty. MR. LAZWG pointed cut the possi.bility that ·al.thin a few
years. further requests for changa 03 zoning on :'.v .2004002
buffer strip would be suhmitted.

MR. BRICK shoed an architect's development plap of th<, apart-
ments proposed, which would be Early Americ:n or Colonial i, a,·ch-
itecture, and indicated that there vould be 16 anita to each ...ild-
ing. He offirld to dedicate a half street right-of-wo on the
east side of subject property in the plat and it was his feeling
that all protection of adjacent property could be resolved in the

platting. He Itated that in discussions with the Flood Control
personnel e tho drainage problem is being resolved.

The Director of Planning pointed out that the staff recommendB-
tion does not relate to the 200-foot buffer strip.

I.

014.t·.C

Cy' 7 ·.

The Chairman pointed out the desirability of a Residential
Community Unit Plan for the deve loplient, where :idleeent a rees
could be protected with single family development on subject prop-
erty and the density increased as higher density development occurs
in the center.

D¥ •r P .,

Swai
%24 269»,4'f e#FI:

MR. BRICK agreed that single family development should be
buffered from the light comercial zoning and it was his feeling
that multiple family development would provide that buffer. He
indicated they would prefer not to develop under the Community Unit
Plan at this time.

i

MR. LAING felt that the problem of the eventual development
of the 200-foot buffer strip should be resolved at this time and
that assurancen should be given to the property owners on the
vest Bide of Oliver that their residences would be protected.

WINSBY indicated also that it was his feeling the 200-foot
strip should receive attention at this time 80 for ao maintaining
it as a buffer. and he was also in favor of a bufier bet·ween the
apartments proposed and the single family plat to Ge north. He
thought the Community Unit Plan would permit proper development· 3/
and also could provide adequate buffering for adjacent properties.

MIL BRICK indicated that he would be wil}.ing to confer with
the planning staff with respect t© a Community Un. 1 Plan aa.
further. he had no objections to a defercal at this time.

1

r

I »700  :2· 3 --1 1-
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MOT).ON:. WINSBY moved . MOONEY seconded and it
carried unanimously that this application bo
de ferred until April 1, 1965.

%2·Atkt,t

t



EX.*RET,-.E'80?1 )?LP.J.iNyM,IG-,C.ot·fer,SION..PINERS_012 AP.bUL. 1.,- 3.9.65:

21 17 <, 48.2.3/RA-*12533 - vern L„ and Ledeske Peuley request change
grom "AA' ·to ".FUL for ·:he Son·thwern rimarter of the Soutlreest
quarter cf Secticra lc :2·ownship 2.7 Southe Range 1 Eas·2, except

the south 570 feet thereof and erceF: the west 250 feet
thereo. e fienerallv located at the nortbea.st. 0,0%·ap-r _.Oit

GALBRAITH stated that when this case was hoaxd en March 4

1965. the applkcants were encounged ·to develop a plan under ·the
Community Unit Plaa regulations. The applicants have requcstod
more time to develop such plan and, therefore, desire that this
case be deferzed u.atil the neit J..oeting„ The Chairman declared

the fease defer:Ed until Apr..1 15 19652

i

gERE:,4-?T- _EROM BI·WeID.€G COBET.ASION:..49¤.05-'·39 C:F, AP.nx..7.-1.5, ,™, 19€,5 :

Verri L. c.id Lcdeske Paule: re<.u.eat change

..AQZL.28r,..261'Sti for ·the Scuthwest quarter of the Southwent
quarker of Section 1, Township 27 Scuth,, Range i East, excapt
the noth 570 feet ·:hereof and e: cept ·the west 250 feel.
·:theroot *an23:ul·9:EL@;a<*Apomjetga. 9,;,neE_2:24&(
and 21st St-:Ge*

GaLBRaITE said that tha applicants have requested a deferral
of this case. There was no oppcuiticiz ·i:c e ach 6.efe.*17:.4

EgiNG&1: MOGPI- moved, DERRY.LL seconded alld i·2
carried unanimous  1, ch· t th: s application 32
deferred until the meet ing c 2 May 6, 1965: '

«U·,434·

*Ffi. f
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46..

22-LINT

.ItrjedIS

·.'?,i49>FE

arld Locledka 92·.-lav re,lucs,
·-i,·el:./.0-re quartor '1-2 460

-liSM ··· ··.1 Secti.or; 1, To·;n...c!. .27 So.1.:h, : <M. se
excepc t 11· roucti 57(; feet ther·77... :1·.id e.:cep: ; :·e

ea=c ·ir··mer of 0.- cer .-inti 91'Et St·329: t .

Unit Fian. 9.2£33.1:411_12011&2)4....5.1,·A, 1.71.!t:jaitil ..CIDE:R,st

GA' 4·k:TH Dointed OLE. tb=t 0,1 t·.7 6, )'K· . Cha appl· z -:
s baitted t.net.r resh.en:Dial Cormunicv 2.k :'1:.I: ihow:ng hi
ric, , Rarden and t.ouk.ms,p apartmer.·Cs . 1.0·14·ve · . f:i.eie re·i
Pl,n (develope.i. i.lth .staff ad-vice) har" re,J, M DrODOUR,

95.d:,f>.joy c 3 565 dwel.i c· unt.ts. Adjacent. b. ED ive: trk·.2 5:
·v·v ir·die.aines four 1.r.tb for *ingle tamily . ··0'·.·top,ne·or.
havinp. d!.tect e.eces<: 0 91.1-vei:,

fart .·,t'i'he: t.linin. :.,·ir.ird the Comnissioner·. i h,·c ChiS appllc,F.-

ti.on h.nd ·inist u.ferr,·· 4 1. 'i,>• 6.. 1965. to : . .:112 prOPOY &. u

anc oped·ne·nts could p,:rde w n Flan Jetiorl.:;.· ··, 3,1 bloth *.Le.'....·

w ., at.·:c·rney fe- the ,ipplie,·.·,1' - - ·.'G-. 11,42 title)·
I

1.40 12: Opaki].8.

1. +Vitev 4. o·:id leave cha 200- foot e':14, 9. Lang 31 'var
it kin :pe··, Gil=on Grea with the east 30 test there»

of reecrict ·Ic, to packle©; or

Thev .f..i.,1. di-ride t:-nat .area in:o th'. 1 -irRE. .anste -M€t

f amilv C-i.2.1 It ng lc·t

ER1 N: cont:r:ced :1181

Ple.n now· inbmitti•.3 proviesr Zor jour i.ot.

*itipt if'ee·· , wit.h 53 fret to t'·.A eazt
tr:i··-2,8 02:,r·.·h 0-·i t,

.U
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BRICK Jaid that while Mr. Laing chobe the socond alternate, he
indicated that he was not speaking for all residents whom he
representee

£0 di.12·assing the i'Lan fu:·tner. 61 81:..C.K. pointed out thst
they nm plan a 1.DO-foct setbae!, e logs the north propexty line,
The east portion of the Plan (h: gh rize .partment:O would rea,ain
the same as before

Page 7 - Plannir;
1.'y 20,

L Co...· i
1965

>[Re VERNE I.AING agreed th: t Xr. 2--fick's statement i:·as cor-
ract, except hhat his Clients multi not nad could act conserit
1.-0 any plan involvinES coe nort:.1 20 acres of th.? Pauley tract
that di·J not al.mo irw:orporate the propercy lying to ithe tiouth
along 21st Streat. He stated that Mr.. Brickws client hed indi-
acted to hic, tha. •i. c. ....i.,p..ig center le eptablished on the
11.glit commurcially zon€0 12.,16 tricy inter:Jed to ask f.or a var·$ 4

L.Ence frco the Board of ..uni.· c Appeal;s :Ed. '.iste - the proper 1iction would be an "cf f -stre<.t parkine exception" -eucceeding)
&of the 200- foot •buffer zorte'' where DE Pauley'c hOUND is now w

located, to pernit 1,9 Use Sir parking in conne:lion with the
sliopping center MR. LAING ndicfited th:t a. ce:,ip:cini.se was
attempted but they, could not. agres: to a ·Community Unit Plan
which did not include the P.:iley hous. and grouada, und the
"L." zoned area along 21gt S.reef:. Me repo·rted that tri connec
tion with the applicant'o px,poaed eventual ufe of the south 
portion of the 200-fooc buffar "At'; zoning, that the applieant 1had agreed to file reatrict'.ve covenarits that a service station
or some simila-·type use woild not bc placed cn this corner.

9-1*-Rey·,·:7 '. 
2%*04%43'4:g'  'i
/*)*#27.-4···-1

**St©42

MiL LAING cori·timed thit at the prov·lous hearing, the Com-
mis,3 ion inquired what the c pponents would propose for use of
subjects property. Inasrouch as they are not land pla;-mars: they
engaged the Bervicea of Ob.inger & Stuith: Planning Cor:oultant...
and are prepared 20 subrait to the Cemmission El plan for develop-
:neat which woul.el tak:e int„ consideretioc: :ad protect the exclu-
five homes .to the west of Oliver. the University, and the
Chit·rch areas to ths. souti. k.:42.

The Chairritari point.,td out that the Ofeyral was to pean:·.t
tip.te for the opport:.11·.2 i.nd proponerits 03 attetopt a con,Fremine.
tend it would be up 2.0 tue Commission whether or not they wanted
to heer and discuss airs· alternative plan submitted by MI·r. i.aing,

LAING said that t}.c cemprenice h.2.3 been irapossible b..cauort
the Plan still indicat:s seven and C.0-:tory hi,h rige stcuc-
turea they feel. would Jot harmonize with Crestview L:ikes Eitat€M
to the west of Oliver.

24 impy:'2:.:19*39:."M: t'?:€'·f-:TEO n?*. fird>.i.'Ty·39.iGY:.WEW
99 7'. .1

ja
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LAW sugested that the opponents should have a chance to
show what might be developed on a parcel of grounds aince cne of
the objections over the years ie thet an opponent normally appears
in· opposition but has no idea of other development which would
be satisfactory to theme He indicated he was iii favor of the
submission of the alternate plan although it could not be made
binding on the applicant.

The Chairman pointed out thet: the suggested plan was only
submitted yesterday and he was confident it was not c.greeable
te everyone concerned.. MR. BRICK said he had not geen the plan
at alie

t. 1:64

WINSBY thought it, culd be wise to review the plan in view
of the many people coacerned, but sugges,=ed agi?.1.1 that the eXi8t-
ing light commercial zor.ing co the Pauley trac'. is the turning
point on whether or not the higher density of Che applicant ' w
plan is appropriate.

LAING agreed that tte only matter before :he Commission is
the application which started out as a roqu·est for+ "11" zoning
and which was amended to recuest approve of a Community Unit
Plan. He stated that they :olle·Jed whe: they :shought wea the
suggestion of the Planning Commission t.hat it would welcare an
idea of what other development might be feasible under a Rest-
dential Community Unit Plan. When i.t 1.lecaau aitparent that the
200-foot buffer area wis not iping to be honcrud, they· sought
the advice cE experts in the tield - Oblinger .ind Smith„

02€/.e*-I.I././.."

1,4

. 9/:5#'
:?4

E. BRICK pointed cut that the only thing before the CD.mis-
sion in the Ccmmunity Un.it Plan, which wa.g submitted at the
request of the Commission on the arez. that wai: originally requested

for "B" zoning. Ve did not consider it: propin: to try to irrvolve
the 200-foot buffer zone ana as they are not now aNKing that
anything ·involving that tract. He atat·ed the urea 'if; "AA" and
will remain that waye He noted, howev€·r, that his client was
candid enough to tell >Ir. Laing that in the filture it is possi-
ble a variance ( exception) would be requested On 8 portion of
the 200-foot strip, but if and when it ts raquilsted, the oppon-
ents would be given sufficient notice 51 consider it :.t that
time.

VERNIE LAING called attent: ion to the crite,cia set forth in

the Zoning Ordinance which the Coarnicsion must: find to ex·let
bafore establishing a Community Unit Plan. O.·22 condition is

+MI....ammn that the valuation of buildings and char: v.tar of adjoining prop-
erty should not be adversely affected. I'.· wis hia opinion thit
the value of the exclusive fine residences it the west of Oliver

would be "tremendously depressed" and valilt€.·ions would be "i.m-
measurably lessened" by the proposed plan :-i.bmitted by tte applt.-
cant. He did not think the applicarats prop.·sal meets the teette
required of the Community Unit Plan becau 3, it does not protect

70=m the adjoining property rights,

.'       90.4

1 *MA,%5..4.€ 904 .1..4.« $1,«9':+44*16.1.9-4-34<Ci·#ReY:..
?1 4.te-Ks

.:
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The Chai·r nart inquired of the Comnliesioner. whetizer o·r not
they wished to hear Laing's plan.: lf: was dacidad that the
Commiesiou teng r.,ore or less obligated to hear anything thet
either the apt}11.cant or opponent. 9 desire to submit.. WINSBY com-
mented thet the plan Mr, Laing wisbes to present rcight help the
Cormnisslon irl deterele.t.rg whether t·le applicant*, reque.st im o
proper usage for subject area

The Chainnan. asked Mi·. Ir..ck if he had any o.·bar plar. to
submit and Mr. Back Raid he had nothing that had Act already
been Rubmitted to the Corrmisaioners.

MR. 1.AiNG sobinli: r.·A a brochu-re devehiped by Ob].inger and
Smith. Consultants, ar.a discussed aerla t pliccographs contained
as a part of the st:udy, with the Coinnit..sp:le'.i·,4 }te pojitted o'st
thnt one of the pirt,t·.26: showed tte ext-.revaiy i.c= 22:·osity cof
the residericial develooe-·ent to Ch.2 wesru 1.1 all of Crestview

Lakes there 1. t. 1 252 c.nal: ona due?.lung i.ilA: acs. acre , Whercas

subject area 1.5 being proposed :01· devE-Lop.Rent at: 22 unita. per
net acre iY,1. LAIR; noted chat t·he difte.rence 3.·c: t....1,94..ng a..

elly to the we.7- ci 01.!·4-r :ina the high denaity propoyad te i:Ke
eaet,, hal; Cauced tr:C i'Clrist.t:.:I,11·lti·4 to conclude t va the ideaL way
7.0 develop ila Pauler · ra CE .3,  9002 co.=.unity .,Ini L plan wou i u
be exactly act .kestvorw Lakes b·ls deve).c,p,·:.d,, with tie lake are,·-8
remaining where they are.

lAING cal ied aft·p".tion to the general recommendations of.
the Consulcant. 5.6 fotiowox

"In order to preserve the values arid character eotab
1.ished by the 0..intry Clull·, t.he resiler,tial. estateg
and the exial n.e churches it is re©omended that

811 commercial i.oning in this '.,1.c.u:Y t.·v be el.i.mi,lated.
There app:ears to be Treet quant:i r. e. of u,idevel.oped
commercially zor?»d land b. ithill c.va: :r.J 9 of this site
and in all four directi.oric:. No ce·un-0,2-481 de-volop-
ment exists in this l,i,zediate ar·.4, ii·-ift wo· be! teve 5.1

t·o be in the pil\11(*a best interest ,·.0 in···5.4 .'Cm'fin·;'
cial developmoi<c of this intersection anct al] in.·:2 1
·this vici.nity. "

"It is the opinion of Chis ecne:,11. cant emat the most
.appropriate use fc:' t ·de·, p,er·qui O.1 '..St..1 70-1.-,-c be 93.-Cy.1.2
family reside·atial of th.-: t.yoe ld™t Leal to Cregtview
Lakes w the site charcuktori.p' , 0-2 3-, e identi::01. This

parcel and Crestvlew Loker. ace c.0.·in ·. r.·.-:s of i·,t.·d. •

a. LAING alm point·ed cu·: r.br.t che
cat.ed in the ropert that la the: r opinjon
to permit the d...Crup·tion of the natural c. c -menitiva

t

L
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of this site. and that regardlass of what type of d.av:alopment
le ultimately permitted, the Fraservation of these natural
values should be provided for in the plan.

MR, LAING read udditional recommendations o.- their con-
sultants, Buggesting that development provide for;

"1.. The preGervation of the natural drainage put-
tarn

2. The preservation 02 the lakes ood the protac-
tion they afford downstream.

D, The preservation of the natural topography an,1
existing trees,

I· ..i 4. The utilization of the lakes, t.rees and drainage·
way a s the 2 ocal wiat of this development and
as community open space and buffer a 04 between

USeS.

5. Nineteen ningle family lots of a .ize thE:. is
trangitional between the lots on the north an-1
those on the east:

j

rZM A 4· 6. One hundred and fifty to two hundred units 0£
multi-family development in garden apartments
and towihouse s.

7. Space for at least e ratio of 1-1/2 parki.ng
spacea to eacli dwelling unit for the multi-
family developrcent. "

It was MR. LAING' s observation that there is no reason
why gubject prcperty cannot be developed in line with the eur-
rounding area without jeopardizing the beautiful homes already
in the area.

CHARLES BROWNING, JR. said that an euror had been made at
the last meeting with respect to the action of the Crestview
Country Club in connection with this application, He pointed
n k that a special meeting of the Clu'09 Bor.rd of Directors
was called to consider another f.ubject. Although the Board had
expressed opposition to the developme·at. individually. an offi-
ciel vote could not be taken i·n thic respect. viR. BROWNING
pointed out that at the Frevious meeting MR. BRICK. had st...:ed
that he had been asitured by the Fasi.de·at of: the Club that no
action was taken, and what was meant was that no legal action
was taken by the Club, which was true.
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MR.. BROWNING pointed ouu chan actually what is bc ing Con..
sidered is the development of the entire 40 acres, inaamuch as
the south 20 acres which is already established as "I,C" ia ac
closely related to am, develen>nent occuring on the rt'o·.·th 20
acreg. wht<th is the eut:ect of t.hi.j: app...cat:ion, It 13 a well

kne,m fact that reiideril.inf. de:leity an.18: be ee:lab! ·91106 to apeure
an> degree of success for development of light cor:inr'tjal areass

923

MR SPOWNING questioned whether or not there T.· 1, u .6, ·Ue the
demand ier resider.Cial anics such as proposed. which would rent
from $150 to $300, and :t was his opinion that it wag doubt.61
r hat in the foreseeabl e future the economy would support such
a development It ·wai: his feeling thst rhe z:pplicant is atte.m?b
ing to build a profitable sittl--tion at ·c':e expense of Che
adjoining cor,n,unity.

9 r '%

Urs

DR MORGAN. a property owner in (:res-vier,) La@,Cos e.lid that
the Plan under consideration ar. Thls tbre lo better titer, the
original plan He repe·:ted unt when Ll· war: al.329:e.1,1:e:d to '·tr,
Brick Cluct homed comparible L. those i.- Cresivic:,2, Lakes be con··
structed in the 200-foot strip on the .35:30 side O£ 01.1.ver, Mi'·,
Brick said he didn't think thew would sell with h·igh -1.se epa-rE·.
ment.£3 directly to the reer

4

1RS, i:AREA I?A MOKGAN, 13 Creut.view Lakes, aulci tRot every··
one in Cha :rest;vi,rw area is ,)?post>d t,3 the 11··pa t>£ p.lan sub-
9·tried. und cl: are }n favor of :Bubject property being develope
to the tvpa of rasidential thal would be comparable vith Crest>·
view Laker] development. She poir,ted ode. f:hae thera ir, already
traffic wrigestion on Oliver and with ti·,- p-reposed Zef:idential
development. and the proposier] chopping center, the volume of
traffic would increase at this linterGection. She reuortad

that after discus.ing the Inatter wit:h Dev,Gral. 1-2321 estate firms.
sne has ascertalned that othe,- high Else apartments i n this
area are not completely occupied„ and sha pointed orit til,St: i.1
Dhe first. apartment built m.der this proposal is not auccecs·
ful then it U possible thai· lower Drj cad :partinarits of the
renement type could bee hui Lt

DR SE:rfERS, an owner in Crest-vi€,i Lakes, and GEN BROCK.
an owner in Will.ow Lakes Est:ates.. objected to the peric,-ale on
the basis that a shopping- cent:,r koule spotl. the -?tural beauty
of the entire area-

SIDNEY BRICKe attorney Lor the r,,-..11.canto , poinced out
chat often planners difter as to· r.1€01 2:nd th,3 :re nutoli:i-,ad
by Mr, Laing la predicated on the 01.9 1-·-tien of the existins
"LC" zoning. which is already in z.-ia-,r.·'e in spice of :ha
analygis ot the consultants: Hi· nat.d t.'.* iC le the de·velop·
er 9 opinion that the shoppir;K :enter w . It be built e.tri that
it will be s benefit and credit to the area. DE. BRICK pointed

t

3 1
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out 01.t a s#,Al i·.ract just to tile east of the Patiley Tract tgats -Ill

approved by the City Cralmisei.on fcs· light: coneercial wthi.n the
past Pew monthe , and there certainly has not been any greac
change In that area which would indicate char such zoning wa,4
n miatette, or that the "f.C" on the Pauley Tract wEs a mistake
1,1 1960.

Ililill'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'f: ./ 44<m

.e.-.4- -4.4..4.941»414*4'4•·:
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P, BRICK sata that. his ellerr..g are buildirig for the future
.;rld n c .jugt for· th:18 year or next year: ve pointed out thut
-blf, area 18 going t'o charige wheth#.r his p.-lient:g are involved
w u.ot. The principal reason for meh change is the growth of
the Unlversity, which 18 growing beyond the £0·adest expectations
i, f a aymp connected with the Unlverifty, He pointed out that
two -ar« age erwollment was tes, t.lum 4000 and ir, 1965 it .S
923,1 Offietal eftimat,F.. indi :ate that :elchi.u f. ive years an
enroll,nent of ?N000 1/ expect,d. He noted that lt is only
··re·a<.sruable to :«pect. that. that growth tri and of itself will act

41§ a magnate r o draw people into t h ·1: ai·ra,, 1.f there were no
orher· reason foe Krowt•.

n<, BRICK Ivinted out. char. th- lit,i·,iersity is a cultural.
M:lter for any communt.ty and that many £ i.ie people and good
.: 1 i j..·c·:,9 af a cummurtity desirt to live amund the University
4 t.0 ke advantage of, not cnlv sporting attractions. but cul-
tur.al activit.iRs which the Universi ty brings to a neighborhood.
With respect to Crestview ount:r'>' Clu»-4 MR. BRICK pointed out
-hat t.he Club rect,gnizeg that 't mugt move on to make way for
,··gpansl.*n Of '·'14htta State Univereity, and, therefore ins
.i.gned paper·s f.•r Acqut.sition of a new location.

« BRICK winted out Chat. apartments are belr.g constructed .2,,*a 80· souch and north sides of lith Street nx too far from

4c- the 401. arM as 8 Byl:*I t leT,4 Dtogrea9 will make it 9/

011·My g and that there ig a great .leal of real eGitate activity -L,
i n c. 5 5 a entire A reta , It was 41 s feeling th£,t in spire of the
dedin of the people who live on the weGL elde of Oliver to pre-

.inpos ible fo'r Chen? m do 80. I .

....

MR. BRICK conclnued that what 18 pccposed by the applicant
4 ati excellent transition between the elf·.sting "Le' zonia.& and
the ai,Darent development of single family hina on th? smaller
ic,t b / 7500 square feet) in Prairie Park Addition to the north
of NU·)ect property.. He :ioted 8180 that they have acceded to
th•· 41,91.reg of the residents west of 01.1.var in providing the
200-foot buffer strip between the area that wag originally
„aced t:) be zoned "B" and thelr homes, arid that they (the appli·
···*'its) are not asking for am, change in chat butfer st.rip

n discusiging the pla,-4 MR. BRICK pctinted out that it was
'zls opinion t·e high rise apartments cont,Mriplited would do more
to hold che value of properties tri the area than any other type -
of ¢·c.riafruction tha!: 1.9 fee.·,ible for t.he area Under the

&11?9

3 9
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revimed plan, lt. prryvides for 68% of ¥:ha net acreage tri the
Area to be green open space, In re: pect to the relocation of
the lakes, MR. 8RTCK said that the one in the "LC" area must
;e moved to ,=ke way for· "I,C" devebpment g and he felt that
cha corchininp. of the ot.her two lake.g aA proposed would matisfy
the drainage arid be more attractive to the neighborhood.

*1
li

14. 9RICK Foj qt®d out thq: subject tract is in the heart of
a q eree which tre Planning Department has designatee 88 2 non-
; aduetrlal growth a·rea. All Plannerg seem to agree that rhere
wt 11 be e push of growth in thi s general area whether atudying
trp.118pof. Cation, 7.orting or any other related matters.

The *torr,ey potlted out that the reviBed plan hag reduced
the average density ot t te development to 28 units Fer acre in
keepirm with the thinking and recorrmendatlon of the Planning
lepartment, wit!·· higher density planned adjacent to the "LE"
area. He felt that the Commieslon should not be swayed in its
consideratton of the progress of the coniounity by the desires
and fears of n few citizens who Live to the west of Oliver,

let.

The Chairm),1 pointed out that the "LC" area referred to by
Mro Brick was recotrmended by the Planning Commission for denial .
t··at was approved by the City Commiseion,

iR, BRICK referred again to apartment house con:truction
r.ow tpk inR plate on 17ch Street, and said that he considered
1: irt the public interest that such growth be permitted in all

I. 1
directions from the University.

39* .21
deaggl BEEBE FARHA said he was in favor of dormitories or apart-·

ments for the growth of the University:, but not where they would
adversely affect property which has been developed lor yearso
PARHA asked that the Commission preserve the character of the
bores west of Oliver. He observed also that there are many
other places where the proje ct proposed could take place.

j

BROWNING said they were all in favor of the expansion of
the University and that it would add to the neighborhood. How
ever, he asked that the adjacent properties around them be
developed similar to the way that their area is developed. Heobserved that there is plenty of other ground for further devel- -
opment not far from subject tract which would not adverselv
ffect anyonec -0Nt==

WINSBY Mid that he felt that the appltcant'e plan was
a good, in view of the exieting light commercial zoning to the-        south, but he questioned the degirabil. ity of retaining the
114· light commercial zoninF; alon; 218: Street a; this araa. He

asked i f the removal of the Light commercial zoning could be
conteated in court due to any vested rights . He felt that
people who live in high rise apartment 0 could be j ust as good

1
character··wise as those who live in other types of residences.

{ff
lit;'  i
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WINSBY discussed the use of the 200- fcot buffe·.: strip and
questioned whether or not DIE opponents would have any lee'c.1basis on which to protest any type 02 "AA" development, rA:ing
that it ia possible that development (such as 7500 square foot
single family lots) permitted under the "AA" zonirag could havea worse affect on the residences weat of Oliver than what ic
proposed by subject plan. WINSBY indicated a desi.re to protect
the opponents and their property values. but questioned thre
assumption that because high rise apr.=trjeats are propcond that
it will be hamful. It was his feeliri0 that the entire 40 acreDshould be considered a; a whole possib..y under a Community UnitPlan.

W*-F..
me€kry.9

·92 it .

Ff , 4..1

TROLE pointed out that the compmtiensive plan is based on
the assumption that the natural q:owth pact.:rn would be to the
northeast, and felt that whatever is done in this caee wil.l
dictate, to some degree, the pattern that will contirue. It
wae his feeling thai. rather than be overly concerned with tho se
people within or without 200 feet, a general view ehculcl be AS'taken of the overall affect.

MERRILL noted that the basic probl.em geans to be a niatterililIVWS.*ke. of densit and asked the itaff I.c.v they could raco:,nend den-
.6/sity of 28dwelling units per acre as originally approved a12

how other planners (Oblinger & Smith) take the opponite view
e:gland suggest low density residenticl.

LAKIN pointed out that Oblinser & Smith
io based on the premise that the existing lis
'be removed and development of the entire 40 :
tial, while the staff; s euggestions was base€cf the light commercial zoning
City Commission' G recent rever
and staff on the small tract o
Paulay Tract: the staff felt t
that such light :comercial in
exist. It was his feeling tha
zoning be rem:ved, then the st
the report of the consultanto
tion for multiple family or hi,
area is based on the existing

43 recornmendation

Iht comvercial would
teres as realden-

1 on ths· existence
he. Re atated thut in view of 9-

sal of th- Planning Commionion
€ light commercial east of tha
hat it is the "public policy'
proper and should coriti.nue to
Z should the light cowme:cial
aff would probably Coilcur with
irts.oratic: ag the only just j. fica
$h density in this particular
Light commercial zonirg.

LAW stated that he did not dcubt that the T.·ight commem·lai
zoning could be removed and considered it an obligation of the
C.micsien to determine whether or nce the particuler zoning4 that is being applied for is compatible with the general ar%a
and ia in keewing with the public ·intereste It was his belief/.the entire 40 acres probably should be retained in single zael.y
zoning and the light commercial elial.nated. Re obsented also

%2 n· r675

113*4%/

IR/0 *

.j Impill.:-'
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Chat it would appear un·reasonable Co o'*orte t.1.·t. 0..'2 Jr!it" I.
Plan ag presented for density as long. 66 ·the .-ti.: .:t,·u.:.ar: ...
zoiling is in existence. The Commission in gentrat coac-1-42 1in this last observation.

jELIM. WINSBY r.ioved en€ >ERR :' 1
the. t the Plarming Commis:-ic.1 -racor 0.3... 11·.0 .
City Commission that thie opiC ins, 1.,on NOr
zoni,ig and the Community Unit Plan tic devi i.·*f but that it not be forwarded to the CD.:r· :- 0,·u·
mission until after consideration by th:. rte':t*·
ning Commission of a change of the u.gine co:u··
mercial zoning in this vicinity bi.ck to "A 190*4 zoniag. in accordance wich the fol. lc·wing
motion.

7-9£198: WINSS: moved and KR„'rZER sese ···400
th,st the staff be directed llc advertise f,-'L
a public hearing to change th- light. coc. trier··
clal zoning to "AA" on the north sid._ 02 21:.t==raa

Streut end in the area t·o the east. 0£ :ilip'ar.
this motion to include the Pauley o„nar·-h) 1
and the tract to the east of the Pa.21·. :· t·.·--c
which is zoned '9.C".

RALPH GILCHRISr., actorriey fer Dr. Pauley. r·.-ti.,·ic·Ked the cio
con,stances with respect to zoning of the Faults- ·prou-ty mt 4. m
northeast corner of 21st Street ard Oliver, b.i,41:·ri- 3 with l-haoriginal zorting when the area was under County Z:,r.irt,2 1,3301tien. and 1.ater when it was annexed. He pointed ou;. '-!vit ney·
have previously agreed to 8 comprosite wirh the :·cs· Syntsthe Crestriew area with respect to w Diag of thi:
as a result the 200-foot strip alor.2 the east oi,·. 0.5 01.1.verhas been retained as "AA" zoninge. At this time. ;:hr: pri.irc,2.-1iii for B" zoning and multiple family devalopths:-.·- O. =he v'-·p-erty beyond the 200 feet and nothing 18 propof.00 i.ri :112 200·foot
strip which i.9 not permitted in tl·k '·AA" zoninz., 4'101·, 7€Epect
to the possibility of eliminatiag the existing I.: eht coinme·:0.intzoning on the Dr. Paule,· property, >UL GILCHRIST :tolited ou-:that it has b.en car,mercial for 2 number of yeert and £ G ¢. . artof the overall planning of the entire city. }im ·-4, inted out: chal-in this case the 200-foot buffer nas taan providcd ·:chero.as Lia
Conimission has approved light commercial zoning 1··· 07*.0 ins,·.ar,:.c .·where there was no buffer provided between the ) 1.. h:· 2,3-1·1: ey:'161}and residential development.

.Cuae in1....,, t,GtkfiST pointed oct that tl-e ')Lar: su.t-·ggesthins of the Plannin,% Comm.-e ..01- i,1..-L
firs. hearing: ant tht' 200-foot 6.rip .ie shown Lt·..'.· 10...r c.n<<15·-able with thes'a in Crest:view Lakes, a.2 0 31:osed =·.· ti·.8 3..·,all

Iti
L

1 ' ill==61-023
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lots in the small plat adjacent to subject property on the northo
He suggested that if the "LC" on the north side of 21gt Street
in this area is not logical, then that to the south is not logi-
cal either.

LAW commented that the Planning Commisaion is anparently
taking the position that the best use of the 40 acres is for
residential, but if the ligkt cornriercial is to remain, then the
plan as submitted under the Community Unit Plan 18 reasonable.
He noted also that just bee: use the a rea is zoned "LC" does not
necessarl.y mean it is correct zo„ing.

f. VOTE ON MOTION: Carried by a vote of 4 in
favor (LAW, WINSBY, MERRILL kind KRATZER) and
1 (DUGAN) opposed.

19
1/

*f459'

79 11
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0' e 4.3 35. Mage No-2131665. - Change imgm.,21Clla-'882'. initiated by the
Planning Commission for the following described property :

Beginning at a point 30 feet north and 250 feet east of the
southwest corner of the SWN, Section 1, Township 27 South,
Range 1 East, thence north 570 feet, thence east to the east
line of the WAi of the SW% of said Sections thence south along
said east line to a point 30 feet north of the south line of
the SWN of Section 1. Township 27 South, Range 1 East; thence
weat parallel to said south line of the Sw4 to the point of
beginning; and all of Lot le W. P. Higgins Second Addition kil
con•rally located on the north mide of 21/t Street in an

following history of previous zoning actions with respect to zoning
at the northeast corner of Oliver and 21st street.

t

History of Zoning on Pauley Tract & Wo B. Higgins 2nd Addition

Pauley
Tract

b/U-
730

(Initiated by PC) MAPC 7-16-59 Defer
MAPC 9-17-59 Defer
MAPC 11-5-59 Deny MAPC 11-5-59 Deny

Bd- Co.Com. 11-12-59 Defer
SCZ-0074 (LC - R-1)

30

Ed. Co:.Com. 11-18-59 Approve
(Initiated by PC for the
west 300')

6 MAPC 12-17-59 Approve ;t
n Bd.Co.Com. 1-14-60 Defer n

Bd.Co.Come 1-28-60 -

property was annexed by
3 tl the City

f 0 Q

21st street

Z-0609 (AA to LC)
MAPC 1-7-65 Deny
BCC 1-26-65 Defer

BCC 2-9-65 Approve subject to platting. The zoning was published
upon approval of the plat.

r·932,6

GALBRAITH pointed out the area on the map and submitted the

i SCZ-0069 (LC - R-1) SCZ - 0057 (R-1) to LC)

MAPC 9-17-59 Defer

E O

L
C

e

9

:44©Ngq,

1/63.7.....
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FU NOTE: On January 220 1960, the Pauley Tract was annexed by the
City of Wichita and because of a provision ia the ord inance
at that time, the zoning reverted to a LAA" Single Family
classification. On April 25, 1960;, the Planning Commission

directed the staff to advertise for a public hearing for a

change of zoning from "AA" Single Family ·20 10• Lig112
Commercial far the pauley Tract . The history of that case
is as follows:

Mal?C 6-16"60 Approve except wast 230

BCC 6-28-60 Approve except west 250°

On May 20, 1965 p the Planning Commission directed the staff

to advertise for a public hearing for change of zoning from
'M' Light Commercial te "AA- Single family for all the

property dow zoned light commercial cn the north side of
2lst Street and east of Oliver. This case has baen assigned
Case Ne: Z-0665.

f?2„?M

VERNE LAIMGo Attorriey fer residents and property owners in
Crestview Lakes Estates, Willow Lakes Cstates and Cloudridge Addi-
tion to the went of Oliver and north of 2lst S treet £ spoke in
support of this poposed change, He pointed out tha: it is not their
purpofie to prevent the owner from utilizing the land . providing
the development of such land would be compatible and preserve i:he
integrity of the Crestview Lakes area.

i

i

1 0

MR. LAING referred to the discussion on i,lay 20 u 1965, when a -*: 1
Community Unit plan was considered for the north 20 acres 02 the ...4 3%
Pauley Tract at the northeast corner of 21st and Oliver„ and. pointed9/Im#/9
out that that plan actually includes the entire 40 acres which
includes most of subject proporty, and that in order to construct a

, shopping center on the light commercial zoning, they have developed a r
plan for high xise and multi-family apartments on the north 20 aer.es,
It was his feeling that the light commercial 9·:as an error from the

very beginniig and Eahou:kd nefrer have been esta 3.ished,# Wah respect to the 200-fock buffer area along the east side of Oliver, he said
the proposed davelopers had indicated to him they were going to ask for
a variance to use the south portien as parking area in connection with

€23
i.he light commercial development- He did not cop.sider that t.his would    -
bprovide for preservation of the extra fine residential area ·20 the west.

With respect to whether or not the planning and City Commissions
-1·«93*m could legally change the zoning as initiated, it was his feeling that

such a change -eas legal and constitutional; he has done considerable
research and a Supreme Court decision in Kansas has approved a change
from commercial to residential OVGK objection of the groperty owner. t

'y,ku'l© 93)/7, '

*Ge@ 2. 't-

it
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MR. LAING felt that in addition tc preserving the valuation of the
fine residences if this zoning is changed as proposed p it would also
retain the natural lakes and beauty of the Paul.ey Tracto It was his
feeling that the Pauley property is ideal for development of fine
residences of similar caliber as those in Crestview Lakes Estates,

--

MR. LAING referred to the high traffic hazard which would exist

on oliver if the high denrity development is al].med on the north 20
acres. whiet developmer,t is hinged on the ultimate develoiment of
subject area as a shopping center, It waa his feeling, on wehalf of
his clients, that the general welfare of the entire area will be
improved if the light commercial zoning im removed. Pie pointed out
the proximity of other shopping centers in the northeast area - 13th
and Oliver 13th and Woodlawn: 21st and Grove: ete., The Attorney
suggested that development of subject mhopping center would tend 1-0
depress not anl.y the residential area wnich he represents, but would
}ave a tendency to depress other shopping centers which are already
auffering from lack of a sufficicalt trade area „ and probably even affect
downtown values.

Mite LAINE showed col.ored slides of the area under discussion.

ft*

Alt*t   -

BARBARA MORGAN, a resident of Crestview Lakes said that they =
a. e unannously opposed to the light coinmercial zoning being
discuosed o Ik was her feeling that whatever is developed on subject
property will set the pace of all development east and northeast,14%23 and commercial area will not draw quality homes next to ito She
pointed eut aloo that because of the uncertainty with respect to
development of the Pauley Tract e it hag delayed the sale of property
in Cres€view Lakes, especially the lots facing Oliver

MRS. MORGAN said ahe had talked with merchants in Kenmar Shop-
ping Center and found they were suffering from lack of businessr
thick would lead one to believe a shopping cen·cer on subject property
so near to Kenmar Shopping Center . would be unsuccess fui.

UR#1
93

MRS. BROWNING, a resident at the northwest corner of 21.st: and
Oliver voiced objection to the Fossibility of increased traffic
congestion at this intersection if the shopping center and related
high rise and multiple density residential units are coastructed..2.:I¢64·

he

693*
W., P. BIGGINS £ representing the awlier of the light commercial

tract adjoining Dr. Pauleycs property on the easte and which area is
included within the subject application, spoke in opposition to t he
proposed change. He pointed out that zoning on this Yroperty was
granted only this year (3-06093 J after they had complied uith platting
requirements of the City Commissm:, which included the dedication of
a half street right·-of-way between the Pauley property and that which

" ·  ·:f+64+4:.1

represents. EL-Z

.f,%
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ME. HIGGINS pointed out that there is a telephone substation
adjacenk to his client -s proper:y which is actually a commercial
use but whicheby special permit from the City Commission is allowed
to locate in any zoning districte and the location of this substation
was a factor and one of the arguments used to obtain a light: commer-
cial zoning for the prope,Tty which he represents. MR. HIGGINS
reported that a building permit has been issued and conetruction
conunenced on a new building.

..2/

MR. HIGGINS pointed out that the MdEwen Shopping Center and hi.gh
rise apartments have been completed and he did not believe there was
any degree of trouble in renting the apartments. He noted that there
has been no trouble with respect to the surrounding homes near the
McEwen Shopping Center and thak they are just as nice as those homes
involved in this casG. He pointed out that it is 1102 for the Cam-
missioners Zo deoide the economics of development - that is for the lill/B ·35„
investor .

HIGGINS pointed out thmt while ho GiG not know how lang people 9
in Cres:view Lakes have owned their homes, Dr.. r?auley·S :5aning has
bean in existence since 1959o He told the Commission that that Q

property which he represents was zoned '10' because f..2 was adjacent
to Dr. Pauley's light commercial area, He felt that this matter :
has progressed tor· far for it to be ';reasonable' to xezone ·the
properties.

44*i'

. *%69

94%91

RALPE GILCJRIST r. Attorney for Dz. Pauley„ owner 02 ·the lak-ges·k
part of the property under discussion in this applicatione spoke
in opposition to the change. He revie.,ed past actions and agreements
with respect to zoning cf Dro Pauley' s property, and stated that
the weet 250 feet fincluding Oliver Stree't right-of-i·Jay) , was left
as "AA' as a compromise with the people living 20 the west of
Oliver, and the "LO' ncr.·, in question was established with their
concurrence. Since then, 2.lst Street has been widened an.cl the property
assessed therefor on the basis of "Le' sining. He pointed cut that his
client has done everything tha{ has been asked: a buffer on the west
250 feet as "AA' zoning and the utilization of this area as green open

space. They have never applied for any 'exception*: for off-street parking
for the buffer area and have no such action in mind at this time.
He observed 2-nat of course, Dro Pauley would have no control over
what a future purchaser of the properity might ask fore but in the

tr,]y

agreement with the property owners to i:he weut, i·k was stipula·ted ?ha·t
the west 250 feet would be preserved in accordance with the agreement 
regardless of the ownership- MR- GILCHRIST said that no plan has been
s,witted to them for i:he use of Che 200 feet except something per-
mitted in the " AA ' zoning, and if later an exception is requested.
that is a matter for the City (Board of Zoning Appeals; 20 decide at,
fhat time. But he did not consider it reaisonable„ after having the
light commercial zoning for these many years, for the City Commission
or Planning Commission to remove ito

41.' -
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MR. GILCERIST submit-ked protest petitions signed by all abutters
except ·i:he church. He noted thak ·those appearing in support cli:<SF

CEfEEDi:ke .LC" are asking a reversal of action previously taken by·cae crer Cciumission, arice by the Me·tropolitan Planning Co=aission
and once bv ·the Coun·tv Commission.

SIDNEY BRICK, represent:ins the developag· of the pauley Tract e
spoke in opposition to t:he applical=:1014 ge poilited out that Dr,
Pauley would suffe:d a subs·tan·Ual ecoilomic loss 1.2 :.:110 "LC" zoning
is eliminated. He has entered into a contract on the 40 acres
based en the "LC" soning as it now exists and subject te the approval
of the Community Gait Plan. MR„ BRICK said that a tremendous less
would result if -1.(3 is forced to deveiop his 0-oper-21 in acco:·Elanor,
with the wir·hes ,:02 the neighbors ito the west o MIL BRICK pointed out
·that there does ici; seem toke a big marke-2 for olle and ·kwo acre lots
in this areao inasmuch as about 40% of the lots on the west side ozi
Oliver in Cres·evie,7 Lake>: a: e undieveloped and ·ellis was ·the si·kuation
long before there .gas any act: ivity with respect to ·Lhe Pauley
propertyc

- . · f' 3.4 F -' I

  .  LAi?*rfft@

MR. BRICK c·Jn·Zinued that he has locked in the some books as
Mr U Laing r.vith. 7.+Ocpoct ·20 chaiging light conmercial zoning back to
residential anO he did not interpret the law the same as Mr, Laing,
It was his opinion that zoning c once gram.ted cannot be removed
unless there .3 -the serongest i:ind of evidence -that a "mistake
or errogn was made ia the originall gening or ·there has been a change
of conditions, It was his feeling -ha€ any change in conditions
in this area tend to support the contiauance of the light commercial
zoning. im.. BRICK cbservedv as Lk: Higgins has pointed out,. khat
proper-ky Ze'led and 1:11.G:re construction statted is not likely to be
deprived 0£ the continuance of the light commexcial zoning by any
Court.

£·iR. BRICK submit·:ed -traffic counts taken on oliver and 21st
Street (.'ailging jarom 2961 to .'he last ccent taken iii 19<34) o which
indicate,i a 30% increase oil 21si= Si:Teet just east Of Oliver. a 40%
increase on Oliver just north of 21* Street. These counts are
comparzf:,le with those ·taken at the inte:section cf 13*h St:eel and
Wocalawn: Ee noted ·khak the two intersections are not unlike. The

resident:ial development in Spring Acres a·t i:he northwest corner of
13<:h an.:t Wood lawn is very similar ·20 ·that in Creatview Lakes.
MR,, 31*14!K pointed ou·: ·Chat the :bove referred to traffic counts were
all ·tak:Prl during ·the summe months anci ii: is assumed ·Chat I€ichita
State University stucients did not con·tribute measurably 20 ·the count.

MR. BRICK Fointod out :hat the Transportation Sicudy and ci:her
planning s·budies have indicated the po<:ential gre.gth to ·khe noztheast
ande fur·ther r ·:he growth 02 ·the University can do nothing but draw
people ·20 ·the azaa and a creater density :han one per acre will occur
in spite of the protests in this ease.
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It was Mr. Brick ' s feeling Allat 20 eliminate this light commer-
cial zoAing on Dr. Pauley ' 3 proparty after it has been ·there Nive G.0years, will not only be dic:criminatory but it will be comple·kelly
unconst itutional and subject ·20 2.·2*ack in court. Se continued that I 1,41
zonin , once grall·ted!. been changed to a more restrictive elasdlica-
he has beon advised that 4in only two previous cases in Wichita has 'li b.21§20&#/'.....

tien on a parcel basis, al,J in both instances wer® at the requast of dwit' x>. 11199=the 0.1.62, O+Mier rezoniligs involved latge areas and wei:e based on mEFF·  ' r,1bng range planning considerationse m# i

ROBERT B:·AES, on ?
side of 21s: Streek, wj
opposed 20 1 change as
wholeheartedly with Mr,
are being formulated fc
he represents.

3ehalf o:2 -,w y.·09=:3: cy c>wrier cal the south -
lich is zoned ' LC' , said they d.efinitely were
suggested by this application. and concur:ed i••L 5
c Erick and Mt Higgins o He noted ·that pland
ir co.ercial developmen.-2 ·of the area which

%55£11&8

MR. LAING said that the propoE:ed developer of the DT. Pauly
Traci= l.ad told him :hey mighi ask for a vacia nce of a portion of the
"AA" strip ·to he used fox 0.72·-street parking, r.-:zich bize Laing·
considered would De a violation of ·the spiri-t of ·the agreem.<322
entered inte and 42 Bre Pauley and his proposed purchasere. aze ac·t
bound by the agreement, ·then neither he (te. Laing) or his clients
should be bound ·38 +Blie p.revious "buf.er' arrangement. MR. LAING
noted tha: his clients also have paid their portion for paviag o f
21st Streets and acid that it was his understanding that light
commercially zoned land j s no'c assessed as such unless there is light
commercial developmen·t thereon, although lie ·was not cer·tain of this o
(NOTE: Whis is tile general assessment policy for general property
taxes, however, special. assessment grojects exe normally assessed on
the basio of some size factor,frentage, square fockage. e·tc. .ska
evis·king zoning. ' LC" normally is considered several times more
valuable for assessment purposes than.residen·tial. zoning)

14#3:.
* 71 41'» c

? .,1

*,gy. yh

MR. IAZMG said he did not qu.estion that ·there weall be econcruic
loss to Er. Pauley, but on the other hand e those he zeptesents will
also suffer an economic less if the shopping center ad development
dansity Proposed materializes.

MRS, BROWNIEG suggested that if ·i he light comaercial has been
in existence five years c then it should have been used by thic time
and that the neighborhocd has changed since that ·time and apparently
they do not intend to honor the 200·-foci: buf e:·: oa Oliver inasmuch
as they admit they intend ·20 ask for a vaciance (exception) o

w. 9, EIGGING res·resenting the ligh·: coiumercial zoning to
the eest of that in the Pauley Tract, pointed out that their zoning
and plotting· was apwoved in Febrizary of this irear, and that there

were no objections by property c-:Ders (Planaing Commission xecommended

b

*7,29?ZE,.,.,1 1 -*

$*1*"*u-
Sul

3%*

m
'Fl

, -1

S

'1. i - 21· 6

-,.i :

49.-trtf...... 3.' t.:...t
*40·4... ..«.7

6

e

0-

Aler



U.19

r

 72=IImIFWBI#I#446*.fia.#.*'#,4„,$%WABA**I'*

t.

:Page B-7 - 11).ci,-,1. Coa:.ission :lin.:ca 1 1
June 17: 1965 -

H

denial) o The reguest vms. approuca unanmously by Le t.ity Cadinission# IVE
He commentod that a building is under construction ard that they have
complied with all legal =equirentents by the city,,

- ...49*9**epe.
· '4+ fibiti 1.'1 - : . 7 ; 1
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GLEN MILLBURN suggested that there would be ne economic lorm,
by Dr. Pauley if it was develuped in line with the suggestions made
by Oblinger and Smithr whereas as propos€dc the only loss taken will
be by home owners in the Crestview Lakes and Willow Lakes area-

te,0

1 VERN LAMBERTZ said that he made the sale of subject property
9 <to an Out of ·20·,·in invest:or. He #report€,d that .from information he

has received, only 15% of the people in America are capable finan-
cially of living in low density areas such as Crestview Lakes. He .
pointed out that obviously the Lightner plat (Prair ie Park Addition)
to the north of Pauley's property will develop into small moderate
homes, judging from the small lot sizes; further. area to the west
02 the Crestview area has depeloped on smaller lots and has not ,
seemed to affect the Crest·view proparties. With respect to the
downtown area and shopping centers, MR. LAMBERTZ pointed out thai-

rgIll'kil'.
retail sales have increased tremendously over the years and ·that. in
his opinion, shopping centers have contributed largely to that
ineraase. He pointed out that the shopping center propesed in this
case will huve an airconditioned mall and will ce;:tainly be arl -
added advantage to ·the eve:-.i=view Lakes arcqi€ 32 is permitted., li

4,.3*21

MEN LAPSERTZ .17:ed k.hak Westlink Shopping Centex does no·t
seem to adversely affect the hames in that arear which he considered
compared favorably with those in c·weal:view Lakeer alco East.gate
Shoppisg Center was developed after the homes in Bonnie Brae without
any apparent adve.·:se affecks-

&>09. · p ' .]i.,·'5·,4 ..ft,tif·
1 1

, ' . I„€R'Jty*4 .2 t,¢2 -9.

tss,

1%

LAW pointed out tha·P: Mr. Brick had referred to the fact that he
{LawY had stated he was opposed to high rise develompment - LAW con-

tinued that he had made that remark in les::, and th·at he has no

opposition to high rise or multipie family development ad felt that
more are· needed in ·this communi·ky. Inasmuch as 2, Briek had
inferted MA: 6 Law might have a canflict of interest because of that
statement:, Mr. Law asked the Chairman to rule an whether er not he
should be considered as having a conflict of intoresi.., LAW continued
the.t he has served on i:he Con.mission a nunber of years and has always
acted in a manner that he considered 20 be the best interest of t ha
publ ico

•iii

The Chairman concurred and ruled that Law had no c.enflict of.
interest in this case.

LAW pointed out that at one time when subject property was
outside the city limits: the Planning Commission attempted to remove
the light commerciai. zoning: however. it subsequently was approved for
'It' by the Plannkg commission after it became a pazi. of the City.
It was bis feeling that there is reasonable doubt as to ghether light:

ad devglopment is appropriate at this intersectionu

&:RIP.

ccmmetclal Zoning a

V
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LAN noted -chat Mrs Higgins made one of the more prevailing point:#
LA ; tthat Jonstruction has started, He comment.ed thal fres planning
literature which he reads, it is generally concc:led that where deve-
lopment has started on a parcel 02 ground it is highly uniikely that
a change of zoning would he justified:

41%

In answer to a question of when 'che construction was started
en Higgins 21.d Addition. *; Miggins said it was s·tarted about ten
daym agor but that he had not been notified of this hearing- A check
02 the abstracker 's der·kificate showed ·the property d.ill in :'he
name c€ Lucille Bror'711, MR. HIGGINS gaid ·the land Wa2 purchased under
contracto He noted that when platting was discussed with the Plar.-
ning Commission. ·there was a prt:hkem of how much should come from
·this tract as right-of--way for Pinecrest .

LAW suggested that after the City Corilmissice has zoned a parcel
02 ground over 9,he xecomendation for denial of the Planning Com-
niSSi.09 : the Plannincl Cer.miesion is not going to fail to Coopera·to
in working out a plat that carries out the desire of the govern. ins
body, LAW observed thal: Planning Commission ac·:ion an the plat had
nothing to do with zoning ve felt the planning Commission would
be remiss if it did not work with an applicant on pla: ting in accord-
ance with the zoning es·kahlished by ·the Cit y Ccomissiona

A review O.2 the grevious actions indicated ·that In' zoring
in this area was er:iginaily established by ·the Cown·ty Commission
and later re-established by ·;he City Commission a fter aanexation.
(The zoning ordinance in force at that; time previded that all anng*ed
propef.y camo into the City as MA': Single family 2,

WINSB-2 xevigh·ad :he Lresec oveb?,am ;ind! the te« 9.hat it is
apparencly the feeling of the Ccm:.:,gion ·.Ilat. the c'or,Allull. tv Unit
RIA 152 1-'IJJ I..24., resident.ial deve lio#,Ment-29_-t» north of the
iI*i€-commercial area is reasanable Oek..15 -thE_jigN·Flommercial
£*Ing-Ii2*Riff@Au-but ·that thege is a legit imaire *zede ion-'Na-*tb
rae;:her o. not the light cumriercial zening should be retained. He
suggested th:t the questien of legality as to Whether or not the
light commercial could bo eleminated is something the actorneys wil.1
have to decide, but that: the Planning Cosmission should conside this
matter from ·the standpoint of whether or not it is good planninc ·tohave light cammerrial An t-his area .

WINS:bY said that strictly from & planning point of view, it would
geem logical tha·k the subletat ascea shoule be sing).e Zamily„ but the
light camme: cial zoning does exiatu and the protes·tors are far
enough away from *he prrper'ty EE,;011.88 that it would seem their
proper·ty has been buffered gufficienelly by ·the 200·-foot strip along
the east Bide of Olivet- He suggested thai: if the area was undeveloped
then he would be iii favor of it all being '938% Hows·,en. the fact
that the "Le z is i·.he:car and has been for several years, even though
perhape in errore is of much concern to him. Be did not think as
Planning Commissioners they should oppose high rise ard high densitzdevelopment y. Fl-9
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red
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lifeo All of :hese factors are involved and have to be conside
in making a decisiono WINSBY noted that the intersechion of 13
and Woodlaty,3 does have high rise apartments and commercial deve-
lopment across the street from the fice homes in Spring Acres, ptits/*8*66/l

il

Mt:.Ffil

1

DUGAN asked if the application is approved and light commercial
elimina·ted on the forth side e should i·2 also be eliminated on the
south sideo Wn·TSBY thought it Bight be just as reasanable. LAW
pointed out that ©Ile of ·hhe greatest problems is "AA" zoning along
major thorofares. Me said the original plan of :own houmes along
the cest side of Oliver north of 2162 Street in the 200-fOJ: buffer
strip seested like a good idea ·to him and was in keeping, generally,
with what the Commission has considered would be appmpria·20 deve- 3
lopment along major thorofares.

LAN commented that he did not ·I:hink there is anything in plan-
aing ·imat supporta ·the ·theogy ·that light commercial :zoning once
established can be removed. no matter hai·: it was eakab].ishedo when .0.-,

there is exis<-ir.9 commercial dairclopment thereon.
14%*4 1

LAKIN agreed that ·this is true as a general rule r howeve : each
development- creates a digferent set of circumstances. and thus each .

case ms·2 be analyzed on its own merits. e.go 'original error...
changed conditionse adopted comprehensiv€ plans, (*co" It is
difficulte if not impossible, to an·kicipate jus-2 how a couri: o.€
law would ¢valuate a case. -

El- 00 - <-49«ir
Ef.::
a.7, . 1 UUNlpt le»

LAW commented thai: lack of development over a long period does
indicate ·there is appaxently no neer for the zoning, ad this line
of remoning has apparently heen fellewed rather closely by the courts
in the matter of rezoning.

Chaixillarl ,Cup- said he Was concerned with how tb.e chailge prcposed
fits in wi·th the Colmiss:.on°s Nevious policy. and he no·ted that
during his ·term ca ·the Commissim he could not mcali a case e op. a
parcel basiso where a lic,·P.2 commercial zoning has been changed back
to residenZiale 2.-iti=4ked he teould not be 06*osed to consideg
reconing on a neighborhcod basis ca: 62 - at laree. b.2 that he am_Aae

-

in favor of e:Lct..··.79 out one carcei,inless ·the,re is =cathinG in-mbied
which wou.id drastically a:Efect: ·2122 neicd.iborhood. Ee sug,ges·ked that

r lE the Commissier wanted to correct past nist akes, theze were several

333 which might be broug·ht up alsoo He doubted Chat there was anylogic in re,gping lust a sect and :-012 that there wa310 have 20 ]Je
very good grounds to justify it.

j
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WIESBY noted that the construction on the sm.all trhct under con-
sideration affects action on the larger traci: . if it is decided it
should revert to residantial zoning. TROUT said he was not so con-
earned about construction having stareed as with the general policy
and approach ·20 such matters by the Comnission-

1555
FF"*4LAW observed that the crux of the si·tuation is determiriation Ihk#445as to which glues are ·the most affected by ·the elimination or 72retten·tion of the light commercia) zoning.
t.

MERRILL :ouggested that the duty of the Planning Ccemission is
to recommend that which is proper end in the best interest of planning
regardless of appearances made by Froporients oz opstonents abld regard-
less of whether the City Commission might reverse their recommenda-

2iono He did not consider it a ma-ti:or 0:2 ·the :-esidents in. Crosevier·i
Lakes deciding what should be done but. rather: i:he goestion is what
is best for the city at large. MERRILL continued thak he-can appreciate
·the fact ·aha·k what is dene here affee·ts land valuese but did not think
·that augument mhorid be ·the governing fre·tor in how a specific piece
02 land is zoned.

WIESBY said he was just as much concerned about devolopment of
small homes ea small

lots 20 ·the nor·thr whiCh he felt :.·:ould be just as det:imental, bu·2 with 'AA' zoning such develoisterk can Zate D.lace.

*ff

292Qi: DUGARi moved, KRATEEP seconded and it
carried by a vote of 3 in favor (Dugatle Kratzer
and Law) and -a,70 opposed Gerrill and Winsby)
that this applica€ion be danied,.

123 said he felt light commercial could be removed, and should
be in some caces p but when davelop:cont has proceeded as it has in ·alis
case, he did no·. consider it a wise move for the Planning Comis:gicil
to make.

LAKiN pointed out Chat in Teevious cases of a similar nature
ce they have been initiated by the Planning Comission, and denied
che Pler.ning Commission at the public hearing, the Planning Com-
lion has always withd:cawn their own case„ Thus, they hae not
2 forwarded to 2he City Comnission, He inquired how the Commission
ired to handle this case.

LAW calid he ·thought ·the governing body should have ·the oppor·tunity
to consider 2.his case; that it should bc acted upon by the governing
body because they are the elected officia. i charged with the final
decision©

0.
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The staff was instrue'·ed to forward this case with the one
for 'B'; Multiple Family and CUP for the 20 acres to the nor:h
(Z-0632} o which has previously been acted upon by the Planning·
Ccre,mission.

LAW observed that the Planning Comaksionposition has not
 changed, i.e. e if "LC'i is ·20 remaine th-belgp_and zone change

_nort]. i:© itaplement ·ahe cup is logical and should be approved a
LAW inguired whether or not two recommendations might be foKwazded

by thd-Plaring Commis,siono deper.ding on the outcome of subjeg-4-gase
muse the City Ce:Emission, it being the general feeling of the

Cemmission that-12 the "LCI Zohing ia to remain.._31!9£*Ii-Eal.-aning.
08-0632}--amd-CI32- a:51Ild be-reasttinal,Iea@velop-*gaig-apd if the "LC"
23IFirrE-·53-he BRaved, then :8-063-0-liding for '·B" zoning and the
CuP should be 273.332,--

LAKIL:i pointed-out that ·the minutes would cover ·the Commission's
feellriD on ·chls mail·cer. In answer ·10 a ques·cion by Mre Brick as to
1*ivitlg cae '012rmlng Commiesion recons:ider 5-0.3. ana provide an
alternate recommendation or al,proval if -che 'LC" 20 to be Ze·Calned,

:03:-fas) i-662 to strictly ade -to statukory 21--1€IiLAKIE! advised that no such motion or action be taken as 3-0632 had
not: been advertised for this rp'°cring nor has notices 2.- r £.eat out

policv on no·c:.ce procedure mign·c unnelc·-arily comiollca·ke Assr.es
56,

No fermal action was tal:en With respect ·20 reccmmendatio...,
 of Z-0632 ano the CUP applicauxon.

1
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18. snme._No:219.6.3,2 - Vern L. and Ladeska Paulay gequest change
.g _.' 11" for the southwest quarter of the southwest

6*34 quarter of Section 1, Teenship 27 South, Range 1 Easte
except the south 570 feet thereo:. an.d except the west 250
feet thereof o mene,rally..located .At the _nal:theaqi: .Bornex
,of Oliver-.aed .21$2._S treet.

190 .Case 170. .72,2 - University Gardens Residentiai Community
Unit plano Spnera;U.y.located * I:be nor.*blee,:·L-Ap>:aeE_p·':
Oliver and..21;ai:.:Sneet

LaKIN pointed out ·the area on the map end reviewed the
following staff recommendations with naspect to the zoning
application and tho Development Plan:

94/.ff..Comments: and Recommendations...ne-Zzf)632.:

1 The Sketch Plan for Land Use and :he initial work on the

Land Use Plan indicates that ·this particular area should he
developed fcc residential useo

2. The applicants have requested that this property be resoned
to a "B" Multiple Family classifica+tion, which will eizable
them to construct the proposed garden :pa;tments on the
property.

2
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r .saol :12; cori ·iSS i.1,1 )14. 6Paoe 20 . it ··a :3

6 5 1.96

3. The "B" Multi:,le Fwily district reguires a·:ly 22
feet oF ?.et @rea ,-2,- £2.1.3.y, ·unich '·?ould --· 67
1450 Uni;Ze to he co.,ser.2.-.ted on t.hi.,3 19.6 irt.m ·.
should bo poin·ted o·.-2 thilt there. a·ni unii ·it-:1 1 :
restrictions as low 21 ader,uate Balldine +e':ba· ..9

k
- rov Ld. C

4 . rhe prop··rty .tvine b.tkoe.7 tl,€ sc .!ch ..iF-1 j 2 thi'- t.:ut a.·

the .mrtl, lir.1 of 2:.st. C.:te:·P. is .0.22.1 '... L..4:! t Co·;prc:. t

in'!:en,i n; cc.·zatrue. r. s:inippt. ·« c,-n -01- 7 - . ··: mr;··,;.

3. Ic wiul= appear C a tb.9

it.orth. 12 ecocrol·· 24.4 0:3 p·i·(0: ldEd to a p.. .r: t·if·: .. .-2 -i?'3.·:

aad if e::cessi·.ie 'u.tlcin,:-; heightc <:an i.:. ..'c'w-:; ' ·..i =:

diec:=rts.

6. Althow,.· this per·.1 :uk· :,·pier. .15 51(,t ir.. 9-C: :

stre·-22. which can b:· :xer·:iscal th:x,?105·. pl·it>- ; .
prope·.7 rl.re·:t dpal.c·:tom;

11@92,122&2501

L
unp gaffi chat ch·? p-z.,50.; 8€ i:his 0-9. u Fore:'.·. apaa·.·.:a.inu
zippea·rs i:o be lai....a' r }Yot,Jover, if t.; -ic ·..0--rj. g ...; ·22 provsid, thi·;
recommendatter. cY .ir lan.«-0 (:ownti :inion 0 1.0 acpt be Tor-
warded to Z.,e B.:·ard .:E Ci.ty Comt:ise·i,nikars :in:i.l ·li·: f ine. 1. nlac
has been 292-i·oved ov t. e Pi.·lanillf CE.:un,1 22.ist: It 5 ·: t.h·.) r,Ocom-
mendattion .M tha Plk -al ·.6 112.-:ari:meet :-I·jac i.h... 01.r.- 2 -·.·..3, foc
the apropr ate st.re.· t :ra ·.eatier,s, -:.:ce:s c·.'rie.r'-.1 .6.·lia·Ca
intericr..· ci·'i·.ule·21,33 inc .4.it de·.16·1 i.v ot:·3 h:·frha ·.. ·ti·ols

£'gould bo 303:·Ured ..hi D ,?li A.,trictiut c D-,e.t€.·32„.

i. 337
Comment:

1, On March 4, 1 965, C:,1.11,16.-ic.- Co···3'; ..·Nec; a
C

requerie for z·01,00:.4. f;:.. . ';AA" Single fa-oily· t:o '3 " :11310.pl :
Famil,i, For a: ar·.a L: c·:!:·.4 4:7 ·the ea··11 0 ..de ..0- C··.iv-•C ·· dil
north of 2 Lst re aai,)0 of t:he ···i a·dri leCommiscion at e'.: i, 2tingl,03 te ··Inf··u: c Jili:ide.·ittic,n c : M i
zoning applic ition mid :,reciue·N. ti at. ..,19 a -plican.i: St.}17.·,·i
residein-:al

which 18 bal:-. 3 11·.n]·,38 1,t·.: 4.!v: pro·,·2·e.:V ., , r e..33: 1·On

I . rhe plot pia·:
into si. s,ffe„a.. The prop:S.25

32 two .It:sria:. an© i. ith a rien·.it:·· ·.C 400.1 r:·w-:··. f:··:-
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unit ·' Hot.-1 ot 43 to, .- 1?ouce. cr,>,1.,- ·c..7 :··.- 1· 2·.-9 7,·
indicatal for the three tracts

a.part,·,ent buildir:ze wit,·, a :ue::i.:.1·· Iii, I c of th-·. .:i st·:p:i·.i
and a density of 1,000 square feet per tmi.t - T!·-re is a
total of 70 units proposed on Parcel 36

On Parcel #5. O.9 appliCant S lt€3 27 4 ·" p r./.It
three 115 unlt :·5 41, 1-1.st- a.par·-mo,·0
02 10 Btoriei anct a inaict.mu 'i .ns/· ,
Unit.

On Parcel #6, the alplic.ants are p) c>:: r. 2,1 1.-. ci,· M:rd.: 1 ··.0
90 unit high ria a,De.rt:cler,te: with -,··n 'r hel  p .1- ..m
Stoi les and c. m.'·>Lmum density of :.580 i .: -, e 'fa·,· ·re,- ·,·....i..

3. The applicant; pr:? ir,-3,1.·.sing '3··' li·o·-1 12 5 -i,··.-2.m.:. of k
parking cpocbs per uni·. or a tot.·i c.3 :!2... ,fif- -i·.reet p.·.·:1911'A
spaces.

4. The applicants he'ie i.:d:; ..•al:ed 51. .:I.
that they ar . prc·70 :rele :•. t.Ott d. C.· i. -1..; .11. ·'ec.i. ':.19·rt .le '

tipprmimetgly 30 ···n·--; i.e.. ac·.7.--
stre,y:. conta i ling & u j.dkh c:5 SE· L..a  7.-, 1.': 7 ·Uls L·C··. i.: i.
traci: .. which :lor.tai 18 1 436 te: ···i.·Rd C. Cil·= .:f:- :31

is or·btracce·r from ch·2 -;:·st:al ·zen·., : C i.'.1 ...:.74 19. i

acre.' to be . on.ide>-ed D.·}r ds,r,le; : :6 · R· . ·i
per acte Woul.,6 21 '0.-1 605 uniti to /: : ute" c" the ju:
part:.·. Whan ?laticei ch..22 rhowl.L., c :.  ..·r:.·..ti: . ··: it:.3,·. ff<,·r
a 40· foot: St·-act :.u'xaili.,id as a en···. 3.-i.··· -3 tb· c,a.'..

app·nyval

which ties ii with 3.1.ackle; fkip,
this firs laze aa:laie:-c r.ot te indica .ed 4.3 ...1,3 · ':lct'.TU'.03.-9
UY€.t Plan bu: shculd, re:her. be p·107>,4 2 0·.·. .fr.· *,a·A· s. uue
time thic Arm ia subdivided

6, The najor itim of coricern as tmr u this Crn ..int LV Ull

Pian ig co··ic·.mf. 5 .:3 0.3 pol:ic¥ 2 9 ti; 1·,i.·.'76: ged r. ansit k.
The app 11.ean:G ·Fra -:3/0-X,rej. ri,7 ke c.ittr-et't4.-,i·z(: 6.6 i ar.··:r·*.r,t··r'.t
unit:; on this p:·.-of>grty, 1,7hiah re·aigit·.5 31 2 2.,1.i:y of
appr,ccimetel·; 30 tinits :bur ac-re.

The , rea to =he wee·,: 0.€ 03 i·.•o.· ar-c 2.0

Screa: lus, b, an stibdit,i,fc..d in .c 1·,r¢,9 ···: -·:2 ·ti·R. "·04 .

hag be en d.·-7 -'.02 2.ti '.tr ·· :, 11.I· i qi. ... t
The cuestio·a ·.s wha:.hy.,-· -to '·>U'r, Fi r a,·27-3 · . in .,9,·p.· co·-
patible with the eje·..0-tir,- 0,-·vilopo'.Art ' i.'·r :·· ria ·· E ,' ..r:
which is b·i ·.3 p'roo.ised for this t.·art:.-:r·,+. - ".er- .1- . LI;
units 40 .:c·: 0 al: un·

developed tr,ists of 1,2.0.4 ··:·i. h...0 1 .i v e. · 7, t f cho ihii,€:.·<;2 0.

22:Fl'
144#e-
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it coul.d Jubstantially affect itte th:a:El<' carrying
capacities cE the ·r.ajor 1.·,11€:ic st·res.: in this vicinity;
namely. Oliver ar.6 2iet ireez.

7. in the new prototype zoning rogulpt . c:c ic 13 proposed that
cha R-5 residential rligtrier pen.-2-- ,·. ·12,1101.,ty up to 14 imits
pe-r acre; that ..12 9-6 resideall., 1. c. .· ri,-t. permit a ·ue.r.sity
of 28 unlits per scre. The type € ,<c z,12 '.0,0 pennitted iii
the 1-6 resideati...3 dist:ict. 91©v'.·-1 i.r:.:·,r to bs ·· cceptabl..2
for this parc.lcular Gree

8 It is indic«ed on the Community Unit 171.u3 : ..C l.:21:Jr·. ·.··U.
be a 'Rb·Ecct setback ecijacent to Ollvar a:-,6. L. 40· 2'00;:
setback 68*.cear. te the uorth, propertv L.hic, k, all ot?.0 -
inscances. buildinge would ae:back a ··iner.le. ci; 25 feet Fri·..
street right g of re·, intl proper« 1 iree.

9.. At the ti.n-6 of platting., :pprop·t.'.412,1. ..0,$.2 J.,r· .-0.€:.5.12:.on c:,7,·.-
nant: will te needed to guarantee ca,.·0.1 .Ju·j.'·n:. ard Oser.

. 4,43,7
space and the ria:.citarlan=·3 thereof ,

/444· Recormnezi©Bit ira:

In ·view of th- j Cri·:..291£- CO™De·dts. 1. ..3 1-le raa:mnat·
·cicr. of ·the steff th.:.1. ·014 :.In:.Ver,gity 8,--2:5:-1 025;idc·ntial
Community Unit Plar, ha ...·prc,ved, riubject i:o the :col. lowin·'7
Ccortitions:

L Tii€. re s 1·will. Ue a irt€ ·1 ,··au· doz'.sity ©2 ·U· 2.0
ece·ed 28 A.,·-11.it·,9 ,·.84-25 Der net. ac-Ic. (Thi,
Woui.,3 8 3.10. s ten·'71·.2.-io oi f 6,3 it...1.4 :i t,> 'De C<at-
GLructed 013 :·his prope'rty. )

2. Parcel bound.i·.· 1.1.nes·: .st·:0'..ld :n ':lea·c.L-:,
Gistinpulsabl.

3- Fire lam <a.ie.nent .4..culd be deleted frcm ;:he
timmlepr.·real pl e··i. ; f nece:·aary, this provt... 14-:.
could be c c onditip, cd the plat.

4. UnEor the pr-ovicion, for each perce} , bu·.1.44 '
Betback. sho .1.8 50 2- ce. at 7- '2·C r·Lght off :·.,a:
lire: r 9 +·.·,:Et be ireary ':.nen.

B.3, r ·@30 .'r·'/ 1-/·OVi -3'.0.,S
i de - t 1.a·.- , r ·3·.7..33 Joi tre '

glen,·. Ctive·

6. i,ile: ·· T ·.407 ·In-,·44 13:• :·ce ....i ,

7. Ah: de,·· Lci.,i.C- i c··.·.).S 'y·.-0.'..e,-tv shal.: L
0,7(.Drdence h:.611 the Jew.,-cpme,
ie, .he f,lan>,ing Comia·i .-0ston. and any .sull.
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0

492

deviation c« the plan. ds determine·; by the
Superinter.dent of Central rt:spectior, al,d the
Director o[ i·le,mi·.,g shall constitute a
violation of the building pemi,5 author:.zi,Kj
coristruction of the Propose.·d ·developin.ilt..

8. Any major changes j4n this deve lopment plan shall
be resubmitted to the Planning CommiA: tor, a.:d to
the City Commission for their consicle>·a·.-·.ici.

42*a
ltv.

Vt. 4
%, ..1 *41
.. '''.4. t,fft«

-aft. M

E . . 14%

Mt. BRa·K st..2-te.j t.hat t'.e SoL Engil i re, : ,(Ii Co'n,hiny has kull
many shoppx: 'g /6,uers. c t'h.re buildl 1-gs ar: #·'·-h rir< apar:frects;
they ·tre *11-Financed :ind e very zesponsible L.ria,

With y·eupect to the developt:,c.·.·t preny. s..·.i . MR f.- :'I< po ¢:1'.ed
43{ Mt that the towl, houses prrk, ned iu the -AA' zoning ajor,g Oliver

would hate appl-oximblely 6.000 equa,:e Ieet :,i land araa <or each
·-·f ' unit and would be for sate 81% af;,truxima: el.y c ·15 000 He peirte·l

0 4.4 ..Ut that the LOVE houses wou].d ha·.,·e coninter ·we]Jo 22.5 40016 be in
15247 -ria.fi groups or- 3 an,1 + 21:] t,R,Ul.3 the town heesc·· p..'·.r,Se ! .. the gort'h
-4,2 .* adjacent to the P.rai.ne Park Addition.

4 t'hee unit,3 ,:eng Oliver *ruld face i.he. st,re. 0 huh acce·as te
ti the :ercn·t· entrenee tiould be frim .inside i·le t.op©se.i Jeve]©Pnent

:ind jot. 2 rom 011·,er. 'the cost Lo r cons·.·.rue*.f el··· 4·,f Lte town bc,uses11>. .0.··e„

3 I .4 would be aboi.1 4115.00 Pe r s'.lutare ··foot En.0 4),··.,13 £'cor ·.iii aly 0,1 1400
squ,Dr.·e fe<·t1. 7 1 1

4 .4 -3
.MR. BRKet: ne:·Ed that· n 40-foo, secb·t:':·k. , ·troposed hen·, Oliver

and kro.m the norl·h 1 re cit' .:he? prot.erty ,-3 ·,0. 'r..g ifi Sa jd i nat0.22» i. ·-. ·
. 425-42:j: this plar; hue beee j:weleped after rathe; ri: :· ... 6 1:2,<ef jitidE

:liscussiotia 'i,..:h cha i·1+W€ Sta€f 01<2 i.v lE ·'e j + tilat thif; 1.1.21'1

S 3D.- BRACT A; ,<irr.·ey represe..ted the appj.ica:rts i : Ehis
cas,: pas well. as ·the propesed developers . 1£ 0·tated i:hat Mera
appeals to be some fears na to the type <of Jevelop.ne-·: anticneted
3 thia respect, he pri!.ted out that i r ts o ·ioint venture Latieel·
SeldiI: Homea and S. - L Efigi 1.eaEing COmplry· belh o ' ·whom are
expe.:'ienced qual i ty develes,u s. PiR. BkICK sa.,4 that Seldir, Eo.ne:·.

has received any numbur.· c€ Imtion,11 awards rev design and ina O.3
dievelopments which they harks acecall:lisile:S: +19.0. tir:·.· bas bae:·.'
choroughly ¢hecked by Wi:·hlia Stat.e lit,iver:i···t ..'3 -i: -.1 1,3 I'leal--

view country Club an.3 1-oril b<:nks. 9.'he Ath< i i :,7 Pfri. .'d oui: that
Lbis fitin is eow bail.lir>g i.he €irs': of se,Dere) ..1,9rm; ·01·,2 b'ill.dings
on 17th Etreet Eor um by Wi,thite State Uriver'52.9 s· UdeT.Ls. ar.,3
the Houeing Committer aL Lhe Unive rolty har: e.b·•:n i.·..5 over-whelmi. c
approval of the type of builai.ng, quali ty p.:·6 ·.1 ·3-que.3.ass 00 +Ke
Facil/Li bene klit

-

i
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for development of the Oliver Street frontage would provide fine
buffering For residences exi.ming c:; Lhe west side of 01.iver,

30 revieking the plan further: MR. Bal.CK said e.hat it is
planned that t:he unite in Parcel. 4 would conta i.13 2 and 3 belroom
:partinents. and •Iould have a density of 2000 square feet re:-
unit which is much 16:·vcr than allowed in a '30 zoning flot area
required j n "B" i.s 6[30 square Yoet).

to Parcel 5, the ...,ensity is the maxit,ic.$ por[nitted ir: the ' :,
zoning or 580 square .Feet per unft. In Paz.·d. 6 the density
wauld be based on 1500 square feet per unit.

3'he Atteney referred 40 the r.ertheass ana and 81 1,11£,i:
it ..6 plamed ·to relocate the two exist,ing lake: whi.el: a-,·2 it the
can·tar 05 subiect are), to one lai·ge .1.ake 3.-4 0.1.· lic·-t„-pos: erea .
'the draitt,age '·to'lld ke changed to flow i.nto thi.1 mue Dike tin.·op.qh
pipes. ant# the drainage Ercm -che lake woulal be developed th.'ough
cooperation rn·ch che e·.·.ner of the .rea tn ·tr:.2 1:u-..0 +Frairie Pa..
Addition'

Other f·actor: pe; u 23 cut by DI·e. Brick u.··.-0. A :se;inimi-·g :*Cl
will be p.ovided :07 all·.1.i every .1-00 r.nit. r'. 2 +4. . ,·her.9 •9'·'.11,3
bo 80 inte,Mio;: of:.-st.zurec pirkir·,9 spaces £0··· inhi· ptic¢.ccure ·An
Parc'01 6. and ·39 i:iter i.·.,c .ipaces .for each s. ,-ticture ir· Parcel
The exist,-na le,dge buy] Jing· w.11 be col:·verts·3 11...2.f· a ge::al.·al
reereatios ceuter au,3 ·42 azed stirrounding , h. Dew li;Ke w·--11
vide areas for general unreacior: pu,pose:. che PLE,1 p·conecs
toy 66* g•ten open %91··2,3 11--kti:g areas All 4, ha,-C-2 -r'aced end
woulr.1 amcint le ob.,u; 16·0... a.:ki.Iig r.1 ; i.0 1.5 4. S:..ac€.C palc nit..i·..
The build:.res and int.czl:% pi·kirg wel).3 m·am..· abolt .1.86 04 t.he
t.otal Bren invalved,

Ai'f r-r

2 t was 748 . BRI<;0 0 3 keli i,g tha. 6.0-G .s i.· C,· i·A,6 repix·senta
good Flar,hing. vill provi,le ar. ateractive ascox: 20 the ent.re
irea. rend will nic,·al p ktif·'fer the "Dy to •:ho 3.,u,h d.th the

pree.autiotte that ne·ve been t.aker. ir·1 Elle Community t;ni·, Plan, it:
Will Prov·de good bul Aring 1.0 tne (:restview Ati,ze h. .he west.

tlt?,t ig t.he :eveloper ' .7 2.-,c,i·L wi.th respect
to ,·:ne to;.in nouse ·,1·,2.1 .:.u:. :hey w ill b.9 3:·; .i k·n a esc'Fer,':tive
Flan ·:herebr each :inciehe>]Ider ··,0111.d cur, hiu :,·.u .:L·:el.J ir,3, Ut the
de··eloper will be Earnsil:le for grass cohi,·i.:tr, 1:ir:oricap.L·:g el:,2.
·ind it was his ·Per:lii.€ tha:. t.he neighbo-:r· Cd' be ansi.'red of good
upkeep and malnte..ane.: of 5 3-oparty into nic,t th.-ir· i.roperty
would face .

.lY:
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rhe Ptierrioy :...dlcate..1 Further that r,hily w.;116 1. ····,,1 ;·!-·3 20
·-·Ture che denEn-c, 1·.c' 26 :,·.el.12-.g u.·nts ter :cze ir : ir'· :· 4 iDe

.3,-24:7'. analysis 01. v.nia ric, eve,·: though 12. -v,ocid - :·.-· L;.2
le,ering a height· 0," '.he -in·,0,2 :11,32, :·iw 2.:-1-2.c.·ture,i L.' 07r.·c

In digcuestr,g Lhe traff i.-9 eituntion M tric area, MR, 4117£1
said Lt w¢.4 felt that ,·.itti 1. occac:· 0131.-> ·-2.) ;1·zi· ay·.21 clic, c . 21:-.4
St:·ect ·tnks would Drovi.de the leass i·:,p.WI- · c:·acfic ir. i:.irs
,-e.uce.1 are• . He ir,di.cated rhat r ho,· ··OCIe' ciad M re,·!:'ce

Ehe deosity SFrom the 639 units h/0206023 to ··
whe desire oy ·the ylaping Cor.mUS.sint:.

;'ERNE J.AING. .1.;39.,·r-:ey· fer the D-ec:ident. 0.' 4' ..c·s'--ual·. 3.-1/2 +

L.fi oppsi.2.·ir.:1 2.0 ·cao. L.·.'an as 1.·rebs·: ted i N., ..0. 1-,zcd c .,·. ou.Nt :,;,t.lr,
Als eller:..0 v.i.hdre·.i their obiject..onE to 2:... 3 t·,;·- 2··:···21•er·7:..,f ··:,1,·-
1 :15 20 Uhf· De,·.1 i.h ..r:d east of Slibloct Over ,
Lhey were a.esuze:1 :ha: 1.,te .'00 fiei- ul.rn.·, 1,) :·· .2- ··x., cd 2

2.Le: in the 40

··· · ··--,·der 9 of

the a:rea; ft.-3 Eur: her -1,-s ie e:.'· ··,····· : ..4:·: 1,0- pre,asied as
: %'.,9 82Cjug:,-t, h.,5,:30 .

hate Clis<·,2·02..1 3,}e ..1,·c, W .c:1 :Faill.d 1 ,·, 'r· flt···i y.<:31 {·C ti'- '3r' ICE
P .le K -th

adjacent no .be

3

t

needs of :he shoppi.,;9 2..tex which ins en.,1.,Ing .f.·ik :h z,(:.:'e: -se·3
i.he gued . cr prot--cting· chak. 1,9-·operby whick 0.2 z< ry·;'es :?>·.= 21.· thic
i.- U.,6, Thri :.1-1:Crus·v .te he..<.·j that wn·i Le .:hey 6, 0- ··,t ·„ ..u ,,r·orher·
Shopping f er.,ter i.i: i:€·:€·,30:1 499 ;.i-opose j .Fe·: ·,}·,.2, 1.,.0, : 0:4.,·t ?·cial
mon,-rig all eady estiblwhe,5 0, i.re Paule'·t, 9- „Le,-cy r r,· 4.1-e ocku-

'343 ally Firgu:· .9 the cie:0 i. cy m . he pian as propoe,2 3 -0.2 1 ··:e (·o:.unur,ity
Uni·, Blei. pres·.untec. 118 .·e·f:.rhed th.it. th, f.'I>7 s .. c ier 6'.es ·20.
think the plan woe.18 p:zovide: 2 prope:buffer z.·2·... apl·.t that it id.
the·ir bel. c·' - 2 do·" rot cca'." wi"'i v,el.44: ri .i.v· 0.·rE.15:., >:.':7 .,skel
the· devell Pe t' I. 0 321-··,·. : ... . 0}:d : urzile,v u 5,9 e .4 · O.- ,..:6.1, i . leczal.

baraile, O. ;-ne lay.ge.·i:: a of· th.·. Cor:12...,. , :.1, r
1 '.C

oruinance w vides ':43·· 41 57 remmuo., 7 t..:
Crl:'92'i.t, 71--9 · .2.3,·_ -•. LI,g :

r
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that the v.0 lues of buildings and the character
of the property adioining the Hes ·will not be
adverse].y affected.

MR LAINL .indie,·368 t.hat t'Re developer is not proposing
single family residences along Oliver because he (the developr)
wad feartul thut t.hey could not be sel.,1. ·a- that is the case:
what will happen to the 560 000 and 580.000 homes on the west
side of Oliver. 71 wai the ffeeling of tne cpposi residents
that the Plan completely overlooks the valuatiolls thet have been
built up through the years in the Cloudridge, hi ] 1.0:; Lakes az:rl
Cre stview Lakes area.

The Attorney pointed out t.hat the second criteria for a
tommunituy Unit Plain ky:

that Buch plat, $ onsister·t with the intent and
purpose 02 :hipi Chapter freferring tr the 03:ditbance:
te· premote publ ·:.© health safely, morals and general-
'elfare .

*5.4.1 > KIe continuel that other areas it, this general area 'have been
developed in low deliuity high quality single family homels and
the 1. -the integr Lcy mould bo: protect.ed; further. therc: has bee„
no demonstrated nee.] for ihe Colruttercial development proposed
adjacent to subject groperty. The Attorney offered objection too
becaute of t:he triallic which would be generated by an apprnxi -
mate 600 dwelliag unts in rhe area and i:he .wrrgesnou :·ihich *.ould
be creat.ed through the use ·cf the one exil pt·opeued onto Cliver,

LAKY) polnted cut that Oliver right-of--viay will be 100 Eent
and thai. withjn the next fi,ie years will b. A Your lane majar
street.

MR LA.·,Be reiT€:r'zed te the th.1.ril crl Wria uth respect to a
91 Commnity Unit Plan: Wkh ist

that the buildings shall be ase.3 orly ro.· reE:i.dential
pIF-poras ,

and Baid that be dia not interpret that ae n.aning high rjse
HpArtme,lts.

ME 1-kill poini·Rd out :Lhat the Eourtir· criteria : s:
C

th·it the averogs, 1(,t. area per .Mamlly cor:tained in
th.3 unte. exe] usi,4.1 oi the area o,x:upic,3 by al:reete
sh 11 be not 1,·ss :·hy.n the lo-: aree per Ami.]v ere-
required fer :.he dis·LI·let Ln which t.he 3,121.opneut
is 1,>Cate¢

433*

1-_
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Me said that Il van, the beltef 04 the ,·poosit.ion that ne,ching
should be :Dermitted on ·che east si.Ju o: Olive·· n. subject Me
that does not provide for 'ux..ire single f.,mil:' u.:si.,iences on
lot8 comparable. in ag a ts .hae on the west >:ide where ther.3 is
not u single lot in W:'1}.ow i=kes i reitview 1.·.kes A f?loudridge„
·.thi.ch is lees thon a it. 1 1 ear .4.. ·was t. no:·; re,- 1 1,.9 -auu not-hu 2,7
should be permitt€J elwe 8.0 this e*elusive aver ex..pt low
denaity .roidenti.ai ·dowl.ent,int, al.d it 483 19.·lt ti·-,1 3.1 wol.lid be
in exrm to funnel t. raffic out m k Olive.-

Uk:,EN MA¥0. a res Ldent: 01- W.i l.]Ok: F.8.:,35 :'9i L fi·c: ria·id 1:17r:
in view i the high 56]Ount. C.·t taxier; i.hich he :,ai S O. •]i S Plopon-y
and if. tbis :,Pfli.cat,f·F i.5 .ippirved: h.: 3'.il··. :r. c,ula rosult .i
a !10% dic,p L the val.uatioz. c·£ ha 116:, 4.t.h c,·le high J,i ,.Sicl·'
as PY•li/ned h€ viswii te:i iuve': .le deliq,le'l··y larr·ehy and a,·se-
U.Jiled moblems in the: area, Ae Bi:ze:;sed .'1.j ie·al -:r 10·.· coi.
housing in the 3 Mt·.·rin aren Jot worklig ·.r·2:b·-Ze :·,it.:out u,·· h..gh
6 . inccole,·(e a].50 0-fored objection ber „.1·in ny ·t. r·. Tic, roages-

approved D .eoul j bf leepic.11.7.jng l.hr '·-i ;gat. 1-2.2 jel.e ,Ual dia-
tric. in Wi ·biL,

BE'15'. +C.22SL 3'2 p 72 :,ent 0 1.e<: 5 :ent of :!rooks Sobitoi El:A ir·'· , ce··.i
Objectio, to the pl,Al,1. She 1, it w.; e:i An : 6 ..he .rea bet·,guor
Woue an·t e llsi b

50 vacant h,Yaesr,3,4 82:1 fi·taer l,cin¢.s ir the ace , i. ';st ·:re f:.r 212 le
A *ent. She qu:tgrijoi·,c i the i:eed for 2,1, rod.h:,: yal hOL.Sir.9 1'4 "-
posed

11 £'rep:.i:I··fu; Y.,·.·x©yl. i.oiziL-tr.; c)ut the
le,w density tif the re'liderittz-,1 :,reas to ; he west of 01.f,vel' art;t

2%%?24 north or 21:t· St,-63/,t 1/·:4 4-,in.her yep/·Ii:e ; th·Qi J.he :·reckh·*dc· ·.9
of th€ Ch,91·view Cour.try· Clu> hai- g©re of· i-·c of 9 8. :ipprice.r.; 40

dealing N.·th tine pe.,Oil .• 1.-,vt·Oved 4 8.i,bjer··.- u ' :t.iti·,0 ·- . G !.adl.·-0494' Cath·, th.- t· there hs 71 :1,338 2 kor, i. bf·,u# the. 3·04 ' p·ty ·7 1; 2 ege.'ty
01 ght. 11: 118:.9 1·91:*01 703 Me BIJ.'.#M-IN<· dnobt.,r , t·:21· ·ier{? ·.,c,u]8
be the demai, f fo-· i.{}:i h 9,7 .·e·t:tal unit: p 1,0 Inied r,ui

th?. the twit high zip, :par·, :or·Ar:e at 3.'42, and Viv.·61 ,-4: .*.4 ···it.
:,round a :'1.-, i:ping ,-r·:·0 , Ii.2 7.= ..sai 1 9 4 1-·a,-/r ·wh .ch W.ta'Zed the f. a
aimilar' ce·,E J.<,prie t ··L:, The ne pr -I.·ose., ht->'#, he:-: b-?21, :·FI.%·'.,y, c.3 by
the Planning C,rv

tc the Court b-i , i>ine ·,r. w; p. J tile ·?amilt., p ·oax:.·ty ne:· /LY :h? (3.}UKt.
revereed th.- apil·nv.. P o · ch*· Plor. :il:g /'orr. f.,!,2 j:-·rl ar, ' Ii·ly Coms·j.8-
•ion.

4€9
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I
MR. UROWN·ING reviewed the trafric Congest.tor. al;-eady exis:. -

ing in this area and che even worze situat ion alich bould be cre-
ated ii this application is appreed. Re sugge,sted that there
wore other locat ions where t.he piopooed deve].opment rould be 10-
cat.ed e:here it would not, affect aearby deve: lophant - surh 3,9 iust
one mile U> the e.-si . ··; was h j., reeling i.hat subje, c p.·:01%, tv
should be develope:1 rempatibli-- wi }:h '-h.-It in the area, rest or
U Lver and north cf 21st Street

4%

lat£•16 J.miA. a residel:r DE Wxllow I/kes ':03.t trul 1, 1,ou.,6
he o shaaw I.,3 Kermit. the :109,·sed devel;-pment. 015.9 2 ;ua af·Ject=
·he inte€·it.y arid promrfy wj.u.es :,f thi hee.e.. a the wel,1. of:

01:ver./

e,AREV.RA .4012(AN 1 5 ··'re':tvt ew Lakes , O- to··:·d objeck,ton · St.l

referred :10 che high Y.,xM ·mi.-h tley p,11' attd Or· :a.:·: thai rent.21
propel·ty cen ,·ileaDs be d.: 1.<,·:ted rrint the ranr:e: tri wi· : ah it i s
Maintaine. L

1-22-2

SIDN15¥' *HICK Attor:.+ for the api··lie . M s.q id ·hal he rd.d
beer, ,<91.1..,ed al. the p·•juf,·ant' ri' tle F'reott, [er·, 9©unt ·> Cle.b t.hat
no Mu.41 actiot, was t.abu' 48 -c-port·,d 4 ,wr 97·:· 9,·i.·g n. 1,32 h:·· r
fer.,ling thav: the reside,·.¢ 8 to the vest h: ve. ra: teked ·-v..th respet.it
t.0 che propoe,11 a his clier;03, but he· stresser. t.ht 'Act that.
t. ia Got lm. grode haslow or low grade xent.1: hous:.·ig i.,hick. in

propozled 1/. 12 4016·.hibg t: .it. wa..ld be C{.mpay. ik,le :·,ah Lhe ae-gh-
borhood . As far As ?,gh tax,a-·6 18 , ·onier:ter,, 7411 , BUCK noted chat
that 18 one 5,83&,c,0 4.11·0' people ar€, 71©*'102:ze M high r;se apr·tmencs.
fe kit that. , most geas·.ble buffei ha s bee·: pl'Opose:) betweal:

Ere:st.view Lakes ant t'ic }ilib Mite in:.iltiple du,e.;li:.gs .ihich buffe:r
betrig the town horse 4.1?·s a i.lacer· tr Dliver ,.Air·h :..:11 be .-·old
aingulark to Fi.= me: heire r,r thi Traguni.tv

ME . ·RIC'li ccuaent. 1 :-ha- r·,0 nwitter he·j Prnud Un <resi·de tuts
to the. we>st el.re oi t.#te prevxty. the glow,tb <.2 9,ich> t·a State
Univers,;..9 will £01·23 8>Jople v.it'.i .his geng'ral *real .hart.· will
be more ant.oft,·ihile usir,<.1 215{. 6' r.·iet etid ..ilive·:- tha; before in
spite cir iny hin· thet al,yor,i. can Sce The Unrersit'· ·dll at.·cracr.
people to t.h:'· L.re<, at, 3 tie •··pl• t·.at. t.he uplp-·,3-ition .ollid be
hetter #17 .fi,r, the deve):,PE; .1. P'.,F€,ee,1 at: drs time ..han to have
···hapy· -'.ncile ·:,inity h#,1, ne, t door e ite 8, ate:, chalt ,·rle :lip} ici-,r..t
«- acce,ded 4 ··· every m ;gest L« th.,t hat b· u.t j :·.de tr, 1,32.1.ter cheelan

figi
r,4

MR: p,it.,C: point•.,d itt th·' tbe origin: L p,opisal lid Not
ine.lcije *·10 2·22)·-1,at u. hiac ··? 7£+ .410,:g «1 VeT but u,;der thirt
Com.munity Unit 91•10 :r-,M,ged t.·his 'AA' st/ip can be :Yovelop:.d
i.,n i.he bami,8 of One /,t.i ..D< 6, r eaci·. 6,000 8,£/uare feet aird an pro-

po,0,1 4.herr. ..11 b.4 tio :ltrire t.'·ple 60 fe,i: .5.5 decic·, ty ·Chab %,hat:
11.

I , 4. I
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18 permitted in the 'AA" zoning in Crestvicw Lakes and other areas
west of Oliver, The 'B' zoning only requires 580 square feet per
unit whereas this plan provides for 1500 equare Reet per unit, at'd
the entire plan provides For much less density I·han originally

proposed.

4 MR . BRN.CK felt strongly that the valuation of properties to
the west would net be reduc·ed and that t·,ha: is proposid would be
compaable and if Lt is permitted, it was his opinlop t.hai: the
residents of CreitViOW Ial:es i··©uld wonde: ehy they wers ever
opposed.

i MR.. BR:(CK said that what is being requested is +i.he maximum -
4 that his clients expect to build for the market. and li after

constructlng one high rise epa;tment building there is not su.·3-
ficient demand for ancther such buildir:g, 1.hen it will not be

cons·tructed, Witn respeet to the exar:ple in Kar.sas 0 ty as sub-
mitted by MT, browning  MR 62:reK potted out that i.h that Case
dwelli.ng units providing ci:ly 300 square feet of area per Bmily
beao proposed which dgea not compare with the high type 02 devel-

opment prorsed ty his elle:ats, M.R. BRICK indicated that ir ·there
are any d·minage problems. then this will be resolved or, the plat .

.Ast.«10 2

IAW said he felt the four requirements in the Community+ Unit-

Plan ordix.ance have keen met, except pos Gibly with respect te
adverse affect on adjoining properties, He pointed cut. tilat the
Community Unit Plan was designed to accommodate just such a Fro-

gram for development aa submitted . and that the plan by itself as
an isolated development is ar, clecellent pl un..

yff

tte note:5 that the Ccom:zssion has not Eaced be€rm the qup:s-
tion of whether 3 to%zi house 18 a single fam·ily res..dence, but: it
is a generally accepted planning concept tdat : town house i.s a
single ismi ly reE i der.cs where it. i s located or- ground area e.lu;.1

to that required For· single family· homes In vie, 5 this. he did

not think there wo·ild be eny m.01. tion as far as 11.catling town
houses along Olher in the 'AA" sorting. He considered i. t possible
that town house type developmeR.t along major thorofai-es might well
be a solution to the gueston of what use to make oF ploperty
along major thorce ires.

LAW poix -ced out that he is concerne/3 vich the Prairie Park

Adaition =o the nort!· ok subject property. ng view of the lot

sizeu it is platted for m.all hoines. and wile the oppositick is
opposed to the plan ut:der consideration, it is possible that small
home£ in Prairie Park. Add j zion weld have 1 much more detrimental

affect on the high valuation of tte property tc the west of Oliver
Be pointed out also the Fc-reaching a ffect zoning has., in that if

4446
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LAW suggested that the Droperty invo lved is certain to develop
evenT ually - t.he owners diereor are paying taxes the sams as those
owners west of Oliver, anci i.hey cannol. n.rford to pay tanes on katie
unpreductive land, and he sU.flgezi-:·d e.,iat it is possible that deve]·-
opment wnice, might occur on rubler·c property w 2.tioue. the benefit
,-,5 '-he Community Unil. Plati p:r<.visions rou10 9.-ce.ve ho be much more
ka .·,12121 t. the Oppon€,1110 1 property valt.eg .

itte : r· ·' ··.7. an ··.cct,813

.'hut the &.ccess : ca·:i program 5,18 2.ot ·.·crked eut ;<7 . :i;.ic.lof actory
onmajor streets and he ct),d r.c,1. think a.·,yous collid br,ok .ec.nuara
te .sneh an access road alonS Oliver.

With respect to del'ele.pr.:F.nt of 'che· 700-foo» 2,25;er strip
for single .Sew.D·- 1:omet, law joid itt weeld be nof-ed .110: a plan
could 1,2 devel,oped wi. chout €·crees to 01.:.ver ·o,-0.9. pach jr,,: .

LAW ccy.·.guont,30 tiva·z ·elle e.=.st i .·:0· co:.Imel·cial >c;n, 1% im 'che 37:,22
.ne Sou...·1 and <.'ha tocavic £,· Int Kne i,intals.A t.'71 .r

and Oliver would not innt. 3:.c· tiw,L· ch.is ar·ea i..11.1 re:,air. t.....
high 0-pe resi.der.cial area i.i:,·4 if.: i.u yow

i·TZER poi;·,Led oilt zlia·. ulte "AA' 201-ir€ •.DE the NO- 1'002 buf-
Tey stri.1.. C.oul.ct :ie deve..01126 ,·) ikit abc.ah 6 0:in-·el·- ;a·t·.1:·' rlt>U;2S

Pey a

WANSB. oaid he wo,1-id lr·ok mo.re favorably ot. 1·1.1 coiun·.un, M u.iii
plan if the 200-,Coot .·trii. ciot·,13 be Bevele.pe·d <·,i mt ..;i.ul.: 7.11.2. )y
alcuses back:ng Up to 01. iver·

When guesticined ·u to v.fl.'s 200-·Teri bu.,Efer El·.y,4 :MR. BR.C.K

they would )30 will Eng to remove a>ill E,he p.ci:,pos, 3 town hoc.uc.·s
and lears .ht, 200 feet 04 the ge:n. a..2 01 eli.ve, it: €r:,se, 8.14·cepe
fog parking co the inside uree:i £:e,·1;. to i.lia balar<¥2 ;, ? Lhe p.··OpOS·,EL'
developasnt,
Azip . Ee ·.re :bally amerided ·che epl.,licilcicin .1

t'm. cho 1-29.dents; ir; 1?,f>Osition 4-·i e ln].rldey
pression 5-.that Parcel 4 wou.m .···ar<tai£ 2,0-Story stmetures i.hereau
thea ?lan Goes noc se imdicate. 1,-:fri:. salj th6. iwe-story strue-

C
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May 6 1965
A I

'CUMS Was prepieS originally but in dircussing the plan with the
dev·31. opar and the a.:torney. i L was suggested that it be changed
in order to 3.·ovide moge

:cl to the propasal to '.ep,-e all of: O.hc .200--foot

asked if ·:ke ···rori.: 02 st,E·h ar -Er:ne.ent ..·:3·J be incorp:,ret·d
into re-tript:··9 core·n'. :128 0, $:het . .2 wou'c' 1,2 no -uest.i.o·, in tic

'JU. r. 2: noc 7 0 31.':; h :c· :r,cr-, ir, in '102, ..4 Adicir
2.UOK ' '+ 3-1 2 '.E .:

40«· .'20 (}cfoeL·.ve:

,•U6731 -.nlic,lcd ·that i·T .he oppr·i·cion is ectis.jai.· ··i:-h 'ch·a
3·1& 02· st:··f p left =,··· a green < -2.·,- 2,[c,·e·,t for tb: :risan per:,h·g3*ifst cheri h ttue 7d lit into the. 01.- 3 a ·9 it ·i··.33 his 7.71 iri) that ,·,u-i·-a·

th pre too{: ...1 99; 1-73 ·DE>i.n··

i.or. D.,1 ·· 1. !·.·-: appl ..raist ·;i•,-ild t.e,-.-,2 1 - i.·igh i ·· O Q 2 v. 10·g the Propar
7.-cr:· 5: 9 -7.-cy'...Le sux.,dpc,i:·,8-

EC: su:13.·sued i.:230 chia appli¢·.-··h· - 1--2 ..-.'h.ered dad· 1:f..it the p:-c-·
r.t.:>ter. ·W hIB 05:·.0...c.ion Eoi·.- ;.: J . 1...2 .·32 <.·-c :91.2•9 11'.U, 1.111-- 02. O

' filt e reou.3 **ne

w.ic?.d ?: 0,222.7 .1.2 .7Dir.·9 ?aing ...1. bot.. Ficia- :. bc·:b ,=30*ic·«·.1 -

At-7 09X:·aG 21 Jefei-Ze,1 -,...c.ul....3 " ' 11£ an, said DE-t be
c/.12.16 I.Ct 19 ,-.·ODd cons.1 *en¢ 2 1-0.:c 0
1.t M,·47-1·c Le C. .ag e di,5 -!.r···;c:t ·.0 1.·.2 ·.-,·.W:,1 -c ir'kerae; p. :1,3 ·:.ta,t et.DE.·
dovel.,pent •.il.i.ch Ii,ight ''t.·.·2: 0- tile 20':t ./'aw v:'a ·'·G c -1:.10 ke much
more Nal.·mful t·.1 u,)·:·CZ, Con¢·emN·,·f. PPOL:'i' ,.a·reed knal il·. t.,culd be
c.atch be.2. r LE .1 C.·rine te plar :-r..u.3.6 ba· -,·ireed up'.,i. by bot,1 12 09·: IA

I ©UP: :ents.

asked tbat the Co.·missio=:·. 2 3 ,·.ove tha · e: Uost :it'·31 4-t·ie arser.,dnent ING:3,

Rt ·4:28  2.un·'·r d out thi·'·. i. t .h i··.9,3630: te the g:5811 area to be

the qual.ity of: such ·Ircon·eny.

3251/>.7: RRATEr: t':,c·M,·j.
2322 h,!3 Und,al. 4'.0:.sly , hac :am .e ampli.·:.7, DI ·01.,S

344Eqi€, (be,·al -ite gone ce 5,0 .i.:d tize J.De· clop·,i'.en. 7'./.a
.CE a 20·1-Te J L 3' 1 , u:.6 ..2·2) 2-1 -,7 c. f.- -:e' l j , ES·- '.
20 2,3 iCl· the p:·.·29.-Dents E,nd 39...053nts x d·2 -AM
Zo yac:ch a mil.nal aeree:nent :is 20 the pia...

4.1.i
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Maky 25, 1966

:05 gaun *tation,1 814.

.AA' to 7.1

und re-8 - Vaiver,lty Cant.r.i P.iui0eetlal Com-
A,unity Unit *lan - at the no,•theamt eogner of
»Sot Utteet: and Oliwi

LA. Me. Brick:

1At its /equia* mateting ea Ma,· 20. 1'945, the Mts©politan Uen

Cu-ia*lan wl to *Ccumndl thW: tbA Coge,unity Unit Plan and
th• E*que,t £01 71* Multiple 10,4111 2•oning i dented. In

alee diI¢ae-1 tb£ st *11!t to **1:404 ted: publl< 1¥2841-4 a

0%46.0

814*rawig at a mint 30 {not nol:th ond 230 tect •a,4

thip 27 844'K!%. 2.1:ng® 1 11*at, th*i·• tii=th $70 faet,
tb•ew, east to r tte eutt line of e.her 16 ut th,& SWI: of
04,16 Neettenj th*st* #cot h alool, atai,1 0->t Un* te a
point 30 fuet north of th•. south line *£ th, 814 QE
*getioN, 1. Te,10*},Le 27 *,uth* 1Ww. 1 Ee,t, thDace
-•t p,=*12- 1 te} •014 ,<,uth 11.ne ed 21.,t S,iN to tb
potot Of Wginaing, and all of lat 1, d. P. Iligging

r
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MI 25. 1905

-2/ w q. ·  t,y.fies.
:.·. ·. '-2·w«*aL,a-

fer.
467*

- 1- 0, th, Pl-atal 0-mi-ioll O* th, 01-lity
Ualt /1- .0 u. •011* Ch-0 E.B./t will -t k. b...Ed,1
te th• a-1 21 City 0-dioilizi 24= th.U ciolidix*tal
9-11 19 d=,0 ath: the M. Co-laal- h- 0--4-4/ th
0....4 all. 00 80:3100 111*m 940 to -AA" am thi *:*0 0-0
=th.8 ..,elt,o It --r at th. ti- that U thl• --
U mot det-=/ oa JI,// 17. 1% r. mt th0 1-9•11- E/ti/, 0
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This Community Unit Plan is proposed under

Ordinance 28.04.190 Community Unit Plan RY%12&35
< A. RESIDENTIAL.

This section provides that the Planning Commission
shall make a report to the Board of Commissioners setting
forth its reasons for approval of the application and
specific evidence and facts showing that the proposed
Community Unit Plan meets four condicions. The following
is submitted to assist the Planning Commission in preparing
its report.

1. The values of buildings and the character of
property adjoining the area included in the Community Unit
Plan will not be adversely affected.

201.Adj Dining the property to the north is
Prairie Hills Addition, a 40 acre undeveloped tract platted
into single family dwelling lots of 75 feet to 84 feet wide
by 117 feet deep.

Abutting the property to the south is a tract
zoned "LC". The proposed plan will afford fine transition
from the "LC" tract to the Prairie Hills Addition. The

area abutting the Prairie Hills Addition for a distance of
150 feet is left in open green area, and a large attractive
lake. The plan reflects careful consideration to its effect
upon Prairie Hills Addition.

To the east of the tract covered by the plan is
the contemplated dedication of Pinecrest Street. East of
Pinecrest lies undeveloped unplatted land. Southeast lies
a tract zoned "LC".

The property abutts Oliver Street to the West, a
100 foot wide, well-traveled street. The plan provides for
the openin,g of one street and two private driveways on to
Oliver, the latter each solely serving one single-family
dwelling.

-1-

1
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The property to the west of Oliver is CrestviewLakes Addition and Willow Lakey Estates Additionj equality 
developments comprised of single-family dwellings od-large 
lots. The Community Unit Plan has been carefully and pains-
takingly developed to insure that these properties will not
be adversely affected. The plan has been made available to
the residents of these areas for examination and study, and
counsel for developers and for these residents have consulted
in a spirit of vision and cooperation with the specific pur- y„51,=mailwit,1,11,&,Im,
pose of presenting a plan for the mutual benefit of the ·5
entire area. The developers have twice adjusted their plan-
ning to accord with the Wishes of these residents. As a
buffer zone along Oliver Street the developers suggested
two alternatives: (1) Leave the area along Oliver for a
distance of 150 feet in open green area, or (2) provide for
4 lots, each about 167 feet wide and 150 feet deep restricted
to single family dwellings. In addition, in each alternate
proposal, the strip 50 feet wide east of the involved area
would be restricted to parking area. Counsel for the resi-

dents west of Oliver choose proposal(2), and the plan so
provides.

The density of occupancy is in the south central
and east portions o f the tract, and tnded away from the
residential area to the west and north.

tffrz.'
57'*
E.44,

The type of development with single-family dwell-
ings to the west, low-rise apartments in the center and high-

/a rise apartments in the south central and east portions of
the tract make for good,harmonious planning with respect to
property adjoining and in the vicinity of the area included
in the plan. The general nature of the development should-1 C

*44 likewise blend well in the general area.
ehpy ,

..-+<»fht·:*.p.
:c·..·W·»·r

·. [il-13'1'249.8

The plan provides for open green and garden area
includinglakeof % of the over-all net acreage, and
there fore, contemplates an unusual low dens ity o f improvements
It is our opinion that this plan provides for the minimum
possible impact on the surrounding vicinity and reflects
extremely progressive and considerate planning.

2. The plan is consistent with the intent and
purpose of Ordinance Chapter 28.04 to promote public health,

-I. safety, morals and general welfare.
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It should be anticipated that the growth of
Wichita State University and other developments in the area
such as apartment buildings and dormitories now under
construction on both sides of 17th Street, the projected
development of a shopping center and other commercial
buildings in two tracts zoned for "LC" immediately south
and southeast of the tract covered by the plan, the anti-
cipated removal of Crestview Country Club and others will
necessarily act as a magnet to attract development of the
general area. Enrollment of the University has been variously
officially estimated at 16,000 to 22,000 students by 1970 as
compared with present enrollment of 9,245. It is noted that
the area is within a projected growth area of the city. Emse:

The Community Unit Plan for the development of this
tract is in keeping with the purposes of the related ordinance
chapter and should aid not only in the best development of
the general area in which it is located, but a 1so in avoiding
possible adverse impacts upon the quality developments west
of Oliver and north of 21st Street.

3. The Community Unit Plan provides that the
buildings thereon shall be used only for residential purposes
and the usual accessories uses such as automobile parking
areas, garages and community activities. No activities are
planned which would require "LC" district: zoning.

4. The average lot area per family contained in
the site exclusive of the area occupied by stores is
substantially less than the lot area per family required
for the district in which the development is located. In
parcels 1 and 2 in which "AA" single family zoning applies,
the density is substantially less than the required 6,000
square feet per family unit, -the figure being in excess of
16,000 square feet per unit.

Parcel 2 is completely unimproved. Parcel 4
computes to a density of 2,000 square feet per unit. Par-
cel 5 is within the maximum allowable density of 580 square
feet per unit. Parcel 6 has a maximum density of 1500 square
feet per unit.

"B" zoning appears applicable for the portion of
the tract described as parcels 4, 5 and 6.
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This Community Unit Plan is proposed under
Ordinance 28.04.190 Community Unit Plan Regulations. SP

.. A. RESIDENTIAL.

This section provides that the Planning Commission
shall make a report to the Board of Commissioners setting
forth its reasons for approval of the application and
specific evidence and facts showing that the proposed

Community Unit Plan meets four conditions. The following
is submitted to assist the Planning Commission in preparing
its report.

1. The values of buildings and the character of

property adjoining the area included in the Community Unit
Plan will not be adversely affected.

Adjoining the property to the north is

:*3393%

I I.

L€y»

Prairie Hills Addition, a 40 acre undeveloped tract platted
into single family dwelling lots of 75 feet to 84 feet wide
by 117 feet deep.

Abutting the property to the south is a tract
zoned "LC". The proposed plan will afford fine transition
from the "LC" tract to the Prairie Hills Addition. The

area abutting the Prairie Hills Addition for a distance of
150 feet is left in open green area, and a large attractive
lake. The plan reflects careful consideration to its effect
upon Prairie Hills Addition.

To the east of the tract covered by the plan is
the contemplated dedication of Pinecrest Street. East of
Pinecrest lies undeveloped unplatted land. Southeast lies
a tract zoned "LC".

, The property abutts Oliver Street to the West, a
100 foot wide, well-traveled street. The plan provides for

the openin.g of one street and two private driveways on to
Oliver, the latter each solely serving one single-family
dwelling.

-1-
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The property to the west of Oliver is Crestview

Lakes Addition and Willow Lake.jir Estates Addition (Quality
developments comprised of single- family dwellings ort- large
lots. The Community Unit Plan has been carefully and pains
takingly developed to insure that these properties will not
be adversely affected. The plan has been made available to
the residents of these areas for examination and study, and
counsel for developers and for these residents have consulted

in a spirit of visionand cooperation with the specific pur-
pose of presenting a plan for the mutual benefit of the
entire area. The developers have twice adjusted their plan-
ning to accord with the idishes of these residents. As a
buffer zone along Oliver Street the developers suggested
two alternatives: (1) Leave the area along Oliver for a
distance of 150 feet in open green area, or (2) provide for
4 lots, each about 167 feet wide and 150 feet deep restricted
to single family dwellings. In addition, in each alternate

proposal, the strip 50 feet wide east o f the involved area
would be restricted to parking area. Counsel for the resi-

dents west of Oliver choose proposal(2), and the plan so
provides.

The density of occupancy is in the south central
and eas t portions of the tract, and *nded away from the
residential area to the west and north.

Qfr

The type of development with single-family dwell-
ings to the west, low-rise apartments in the center and high-
rise apartments in the south central and east portions of
the tract make for good,harmonious planning with respect to
property adjoining and in the vicinity of the area included
in the plan. The general nature of the development should
likewise blend well in the general area.

The plan provides for open green and garden area
including lake of % of the over-all net acreage, and
therefore, contemplatei an unusual low dens ity o f improvements.
It is our opinion that this plan provides for the minimum
possible impact on the surrounding vicinity and reflects
extremely progressive and considerate planning.

2. The plan is consistent with the intent and
purpose of Ordinance Chapter 28.04 to promote public health,
safety, morals and general welfare.
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It should be anticipated that the growth of
Wichita State University and other developments in the area
such as apartment buildings and dormitories now under
construction on both sides of 17th Street, the projected
development of a shopping center and other commercial
buildings in two tracts zoned for "LC" immediately south
and southeast of the tract covered by the plan, the anti-
cipated removal of Crestview Country Club and others will
necessarily act as a magnet to attract development of the
general area. Enrollment of the University has been variously
officially estimated at 16,000 to 22,000 students by 1970 as
compared with present enrollment of 9,245. It is noted that

' the area is within a projected growth area of the city.

The Community Unit Plan for the development of this
tract is in keeping with the purposes of the related ordinance
chapter and should aid not only in the best development of
the general area in which it is located, but also in avoiding
possible adverse impacts upon the quality developments west
of Oliver and north of 21st Street.

3. The Community Unit Plan provides that the
buildings thereon shall be used only for residential purposes
and the usual accessories uses such as automobile parking
areas, garages and community activities. No activities are
planned which would require "LC" district zoning.

PE

4. The average lot area per family contained in
the site exclusive of the area occupied by stores is
substantially less than the lot area per family required
for the district in which the development is located. In
parcels 1 and 2 in which "AA" s ingle family zoning applies,
the density is substantially less than the required 6,000
square feet per family unit, he figure being in excess of
16,000 square feet per unit.

Parcel 2 is completely unimproved. Parcel 4
computes to a density of 2,000 square feet per unit. Par-
cel 5 is within the maximum allowable density of 580 square
feet per unit. Parcel 6 has a maximum density of 1500 square
feet per unit.

"B" zoning appears applicable for the portion of
the tract described as parcels 4, 5 and 6.
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This Community Unit Plan is proposed under
Ordinance 28.04.190 Community Unit Plan Regul-.5

' A. RESIDENTIAL.

This section provides that the Planning Commission
shall make a report to the Board of Commissioners setting
forth its reasons for approval of the application and
specific evidence and facts showing that the proposed
Community Unit Plan meets four conditions. The following
is submitted to assist the Planning Commission in preparing
its report.

1. The values of buildings and the character of
property adjoining the area included in the Community Unit
Plan will not be adversely affected.

Adjoining the property to the north is
Prairie Hills Additions a 40 acre undeveloped tract platted
into single family dwelling lots of 75 feet to 84 feet wide
by 117 feet deep.

Abutting the property to the south is a tract
zoned "LC". The proposed plan will afford fine transition
from the "LC" tract to the Prairie Hills Addition. The

area abutting the Prairie Hills Addition for a distance of
150 feet is left in open green area, and a large attractive
lake. The plan reflects careful consideration to its effect
upon Prairie Hills Addition.

.* I .fam.

To the east of the tract covered by the plan is
the contemplated dedication of Pinecrest Street. East of
Flnecrest lies undeveloped unplatted land. Southeast lies
a tract zoned "LC".

The property abutts Oliver Street to the West, a
100 foot wide, well-traveled street. The plan provides for
the openins of one street and two private driveways on to
Oliver, The latter each solely serving one single-family
dwelling.
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The property to the west of Oliver is Crestview

Lakes Addition and Willow Lake* Estates AddittionD <Pality
developments comprised of single-family dwellings on large
lots. The Community Unit Plan has been carefully and pains-
takingly developed to insure that these properties will not
be adversely affected. The plan has been made available to
the residents of these areas for examination and study, and
counsel for developers and for these residents have consulted
in a spirit of vision and cooperation with the specific pur-
pose of presenting a plan for the mutual benefit of the
entire area. The developers have twice adjusted their plan-
ning to accord with the Wishes of these residents. As a
buffer zone along Oliver Street the developers suggested
two alternatives: (1) Leave the area along Oliver for a
distance of 150 feet in open green area, or (2) provide for

*32% ;EN 4 lots, each about 167 feet wide and 150 feet deep restricted
to single family dwellings. In addition, in each alternate
proposal, the strip 50 feet wide east of the involved area
would be restricted to parking area. Counsel for the resi-

dents west of Oliver choose proposal(2), and the plan so
provides.

The density of occupancy is in the south central
and east portions o f the tract, and ®nded away from the
residential area to the west and north.

The type of development with single-family dwell-
ings to the west, low-rise apartments in the center and high-
rise apartments in the south central and east portions of
the tract make for good.harmonious planning with respect to
property adjoining and in the vicinity of the area included
in the plan. The general nature of the development should
likewise blend well in the general area.

The plan provides for open green and garden area
including lake of % of the over-all net acreage, and
therefore, contemplates an unusual low density of improvements.
It is our opinion that this plan provides for the minimum
possible impact on the surrounding vicinity and reflects
extremely progressive and considerate planning.

2. The plan is consistent with the intent and

purpose of Ordinance Chapter 28.04 to promote public health,
safety, morals and general welfare.
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It should be anticipated that the growth of
Wichita State University and other developments in the area
such as apartment buildings and dormitories now under 1construction on both sides of 17th Street, the projected
development of a shopping center and other commercial
buildings in two tracts zoned for "LC" immediately south
and southeast of the tract covered by the plan, the anti-
cipated removal of Crestview Country Club and others will
necessarily act as a magnet to attract development of the
general area. Enrollment of the University has been variously
officially estimated at 16,000 to 22,000 students by 1970 as
compared with present enrollment of 9,245. It is noted that
the area is within a projected growth area of the city.

10/

The Community Unit Plan for the development of this
LE#tract is in keeping with the purposes of the related ordinance

chapter and should aid not only in the best development of
the general area in which it is located, but also in avoiding
possible adverse impacts upon the quality developments west
of Oliver and north of 21st Street. J

3. The Community Unit Plan provides that the
buildings thereon shall be used only for residential purposes
and the usual accessories uses such as automobile parking
areas, garages and community activities. No activities are
planned which would require "LC" district; zoning.

4. The average lot area per family contained in
the site exclusive of the area occupied by stores is
substantially less than the lot area per family required
for the district in which the development is located. In
parcels 1 and 2 in which "AA" s ingle family zoning applies,
the density is substantially less than the required 6,000
square feet per family unit, he figure being in excess of
16,000 square feet per unit.

Parcel 2 is completely unimproved. Parcel 4
computes to a density of 2,000 square feet per unit. Par-
cel 5 is within the maximum allowable density of 580 square
feet per unit. Parcel 6 has a maximum density of 1500 square
feet per unit.

4AX

"B" zoning appear s applicable for the portion of
the tract described as parcels 4, 5 and 6.
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DATE: tia 11 1965

ase No, OP-8 Request : .1\Pr·Tr:·331 if ·'·th,·3 1:it·eposed Plan. ed

R€.sid,·-:tf ?.1 te·, .1(:p-uen.-· „ndar the
ordihame

Location: Morthi:·st :orn:·.· of 21;st Stree - and Otiver

U.rea·: 20, 18

Misto:g: ·0-003.' -· 6..Carie.d by te?C 3-·1'·85

1-12;]jmnalfi

On Mar,··t e. 1960 ti, Pur·,j.·1« 20:mi, ·.:u: c - ., 3Ur,·.:..·ed d - 6,. car: - ie:
rezont 19 .-r·.te 'PA ' S '...9·le famil .: to "K .:-'.le :··917 -4
area. 1,-cdead en che c ..st &,de 0. 01 t.v····· 2 · 1 •· -,ce :,f 21.St ·?t:· ·I·: 2

North The ock; .7 0,: the :2 la.an ing · .
to defer nc 8'd- ··itic·n Of :he zoning :,!:,·1.1 i :c·-f '00 and recil:'.sgt
the •wolical.<: 4:41·11.t f: res.'.d·21<.i.31 +:92,1:.u·.i.j ..r Unit Plar, ··<i··· th?
apa.(, ter.· 2 0 1CK.*.y which is be-Ii'g !-1-:1,1-:ed hy? t»' proper:'·, .; c
ques:=ircr

The pUt :11.-in oc:>rlit -ed b-i t. -2 app.1 1.-4.52 -lus be·..r· dtivided LD' O

Sia (liFf.ece·.3: im·cels. .·i,] iro'Dosed 22:·8 cil r -'-El,- 1., 2 :ad 2 18
for to:in hous·E aJactments .vith, 6 raz·:tric:r. 4 31.ciht DE tiwo :.to;:ies al.d
with a dens ·ty 0,3 6,000 3.quan..1 62.32 pe:·1· u:+.·2 k t.:,4.31 c f 1-3 tc:jil
house apairtier.i: mit:s have been j.z.di:.1. i-··23,i '2··oi: the thred 9.·.:cir.tn

On rrao :4·4 the ..pplicants .tre Proporlilj ':O c ous·rf 'eci., i··(i ar=art-
ment bpildj.ng: ·,1.·t:-0 a :Baximula height of ·1·me 5,O.16 ..Ed .1. C:ensity
0£ 2,.060 zq·.ara :Yeat :;rar uni':„ The.·re is ,1 ·cotal ot 70 in:.i S ': ·opost'd
on Parcel €

On Pan el. 5.3 , thi -.pplican;.s are proposing to cc·r.u:z.'c: 1:11 ·ai 115
unit high r? 9.9 .ai··· .Mt..tents, with at 1,:aximum lie:'ch·c o ' , E r:tc.cics and ,
ma:ime· deneiti of 580 squaire feet p·o:· an.

On Par€€1 4,3 the air,lican .s arc proxisil,-,7 te, Cons·47 172 h. 5 0 unit
high rise apanments i.,1-44 a maximra hex:i,: · of ter se.-le: ard a
max-nium den '.i= 7 :·I- 1500 s i. are fca·2 -izz ·'.·7 ;

The applic:a···=.6 m.0 7,·:,0.0:3:-·0 to 'ro,··d'j. it ic;.1.im,un .' f 1') Fc···ki .·,c

4. The applicant,3 bave indicated on th<, Ccm:all,lity Un.u.· 5'lan rhat they
exe proposir,·:, 3 , 1,·tal 02 661 dana-- sif.,Cs for tair .32..,37 acre
tract which.-.2. d rear. n a dens? 24 02 ..pproxima·kelry 30 unt s per
acre- iher·- ..s ar. eazt.-wo··t street ..cn'=ainirg a width of 66 feet
which i uns i cruu.h t.·hic tract . which ccatain: 1 98 .3  1 :.£ . E- the
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Page 2 - Case No, DP-8
May 6. 1965

area of the street is subtracted from che total acreage it would
leave 20.19 acres ko be considered for d€*.·Elopment whiche at 30 DU'S
per acre would allow 603 units to be cons ?rucked on the properky
?Trten platted there shouk. be c. paul.ng De, itic... ·For a 4Q-foot: streek
submitted as a cor.dition of th. 32 1, ap:j,-4 al.

5. There k z no. 11.-·south fire 1.7.0 21£2...::i: slu·..·:· _,5 ne y ···· ihich
ties in v' 4 -le-kley Drive . it· in 91.·2.€sted ·i -i-·.11· this fitv: lane
easement no= i.r : r.dicated on i:h. .cit,w:iurd.tv Unit Pian but shoula.

rathe be ,i,< .·1. on the plat 2-5 the C .1- ··.ihis .....r·. -g subdivided.

6, The m 101· i·tf)r. 0 -3 concern ac' 7,1,1,· a..

Conce- 7':6, in the policY cs ·co pre:.003.1 0,ann'i. :». 3?he ..... -.lic.·,n.:a
are prly:Dosi:lk; to co-r:ti.·aci €61 :.02·ci·cati·.·, unii:., 0 5
·ihich .24: u; 41:; 3.!9 a den of approxit: el>- 30 ·rlit.(. 9,1€ acre,

The area to i:he west or 01.iver and to t.·i,I. 1.Irrb -35. 21.st St·:·eat has

been subdivided intc la.rlic· resiclend.al. j.o·ks. p.:,6 2.23 been dovelopad
inte a high crilaliti uir·gle famil, ai 20. 71·-0 m ost' t 'r is wheither BC

Du"S par aero is, in Za<ic compul. ible w .1 h isk'e 43:xiscing develec·ment .
r.f tho itypt- 0 : densil:y whick· is being prop=s·ed for ··'-his partic·21.-ir
property (00 .ries per :wre' . 5.0 also · 'lot·:cd on otbar v
undel·:loped <:.cae:48 0:: land within 2116 :ricinity or the University.
i<: coL·. 16 81€35<·antially .9-·, ect l·he ·Graf·»c carrying capacitics of the
majer traffic ,su-eets in his vicinic;;·.0 i...r.elv Oliver and 21.s·c

street.

T In the new B·.,trt.type zoning xegulations it As proposed 62 ?he
R.-5 resider.·tial dis·Uict rer·mit a density rip ·20 14 unite pax acre:

%*74; that the R-·6 : 03.idential dia.rict permit· a den:,i· y 02 28 mics per
acre. The eype of donst.jes permita:ed 111 the P·-6 .?Gridenrial*ff district would ...ppee... ·-·- l e aceptabl a y·»· ·knls par;:icular -rea.

foot ':31:back adjit¢.ent ·20 cliver and. a 40··foot sekback adjace,·r,· to

66 ··• 01.Ope,Cty

0 Il: iy; intic a.:ed. c.n the Co.·.inunity Unit y'J.an th:.i i·.he:ce will be a 40

the north property line, Ir· a.'.1 other instances buildings would
set back a ininimum 0-2 25 ject Dom street right:s of way ari ·or.ocari·v
linest

9©. At the ti.me 0,3 olatizing, i.,pt,copriate: home aus<,ciation ca·ienants
will be reeded to guarantee common drives ad omen opic··e and the

Y maintenance ·':.ieroof.

In vi.ew of the foregoing commen'cs it Ls the recommenda-k i.on of +the
staff that the University Gardens Residential Ccmmunity Unit Plan be
approved: subject to the following conditions :

L
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May 6r 1965

1. There ah:.111 be a maximum density of not to exceed 28
dwelling units per net acre. (This would allow a maxiolum
of 565 units to be constructed on this prorerty.)

2. Parcel boundary lines should be claarly di.31:inguishable

3. Fire lan,3 easement shoulld be del.e:·ed from· 8:11(1 developmeni
plan. n necessary this prov·ls'.or. could be a condihon 02
the plat

4. Under 2.,s, : ..t:isions Lor <aci·. paIc,31  buinaing setbacks
:should br. 1 om sk:fee r.ight 02 way J.ines and parcei. boun·dary

€9·R lines

5. Under genoral imovis..ons . a sratement should b- orovided that
accesi; control will be exercised a.1 07 g 01. 5.'<12.

6: Under Description. the ne: area of 20, 19 ac=es should be
list.ed.

7. The de ve 7.op¢uent of ·chis property shall proceod in accordance
wit·.h the development plan as approved by the P' aiming com-
mission: at:d auy sub.tanti.al deviacion of tne 1-1-'lne as
dewrmined by ::he S querim:enden·i o € C.'ent:.21 Inspection and

.427

the Dprector Of Plan kinci. aball conFIi··ituae n vinh,·}·irr.1 .f

8.

thet bi.ilding permit i.u..:hcrizing const.y·uction o
development -

£ the proposed

Any major changes in this dev,=lopmen·C plan 751:,all be re-
submitted to the Planning Commission and to the City Cammie-
sion for their consideration.

9/4..
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laae No. DP-8 Request: Apprc·.·£1 0; the prop,Bed P len
Rosid-:t: 2.1. re;£·14,1....en·c Und.3,·

i pi :1·-Us.i.on.5 4.f th¢ Sor:ing Ordi
Locarion·.· Northeast corner of 21:t 32-22.- and 0.3.u·,·

Acres: 20, 18

'Iiscoll': 1, 0532 - '·· ;.:'ced by l·40.9' 3-···-·33

JZE.mmquki

3 £'5 2,91

'.f**fd

On Ma ·:c·1 45 16 .St '11.9 Plar , 2.-i.. I.:r.. ·m, 2 earic· i. .. 2i. 2-4 J€, ,·ue'
- -· 2,44. A.NI'-/1, ......·2· 4an,Ly J

ared !'.,Cated c·11 ch·3 '92.st: 8 162 02 Ollie· 2.1 i ne.q.h :d: 21.1: St:·
North. The acti.·on of ·-:he -:lanniog C,·0:,9-i.:sion 2,2. chat :e,",RY: 'n,
to dufer aer·.cid€.·otic,1 01- the .coning ON·pli,·meton ard ··:.Dz·i.>,mt
the aipplicant :·9.':it c. 46·11.b,fi:.IA{-:3.·2:1 e,30-Ur-j ty Unit Plan .2·, th
apa:·2:De., i. 0,-:ap. -·c :·,hlch is be.kre. plear,; 3 for th:' 5·-'COE·- P ;n
questior,

t. eN

-cllat

The plo i plan .1.ibraltte·.1 1:.i· tio applic-:.3.2 has betn dicided int.o
si. diFf.:eren•, p·A..·c·els The preposed UNE ·...1 Parc:els k. 2 ,ind 3 i
for tcwn hors, apart.ments wi.th a cat:··-mum iii.ght of t·.go :.tr,;:ics a
with a deriz .ty of 6,060 squa:ce feet pur .1111·2. A total cf ,&3 'law
house apart,.en. i,nits +havs bteen indin.L,-3,3 :Jo·.· t'he 4,17·"ee t· ·incts.

On Tract. .4 ·23·3 applican·za .-2,.·e proposj.itq to e.of·:2·cr·u.t ·to·n apart-
ment building. w.ith f: r.ad·w·O. height st 11:ec sic·- 1.,; .ind . ciensitj
02 2 000 sq.'£. 02 920¢, par dui '. '412're i.:3 4 20·tal .U K L J. f ':E !2 orr·.•Eor, Paz:cel l

Or. Pan ¢1 4,5 M appli·38.1,-2 inx·,2 pr oposing 20 const:pe z. 2% se 115
Unit high riss ,-.tpartierm··ca w.itt. 2. ma•ximuin height, of -'.0 ,-j·,::· b:Ls an
maximum dene:tty fif' 580 0,6u-.·03 fe·el: :2·11£ ·13 li:

On Percel 4:t· . l·he. applice..1.·s cra pr.ifi:I.si.··19 to e,rearue·t h·.u DO Un
Ihigh rise an,Di ·.1.1.ents, with a maximr·.1 height of ·Fo. s:·otles and a
traxinium den. icv of- 1500 su.:a·e fee,- .z·-: nilit.

4.

3394' F. 1

The applicant:, ar. pcoposi-,9· f.·0 pro:·jr),e .1 mir.i-our, of 33 poirking
spaces per uni- or e. 07,ta, 0£ 5.2,7 .:,rf··;.1220,· par Icin? .spa.--cs

The applicata.-: huve ir-dicacet.: 0.11 the ::c·mz.N:,lity Unj. c Flan ¢.Lat t.hey
are proposing a lot·al. o.:2 661 ap,...·tre·. ·1 Un.'.7.5· for this 22-0' acre
tract which would resuit .n a d.asitf of approximatel, 30 url s F
acre.. Phere .te 'in east-wart street c,='ttaf...'5-ng a wid·lh of 65 Cant

!·rit this tr, .ct., whid-: ce.1 haf £ c 1, 83 arre:· IY i he-which :· uis i·va

A.&:"": :23>-

:=10..
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area of the street is subtracte from the total, acreage. it would
leave 20.19 acres to be considered for development whiche at 30 .DU·S €57*
per :cre we·ild a] 10.·; 606 uni.t:3 ';.0 be corist:rucked on the prop·oz-·,ty .
When plat le·i there 5-·lould be c paving petition for a 40--foot. t:traet
submitted as a Gndil:ion of m. plat: approval

5: There is a 101·th-·south fire lars easement shour on ihs +1.un whie...
ties in with Bleckley Drit.·e.. 1. 4- 99'Ne...ted i·hol: i h..r; y·.ire lan,3

€346 k.: easeme i; nor. :,0-, odi·Lated on ...; C'..i....,·t: t•.· ung. ..,t
rat.her : be .31.v :· r.,n the pi ar -b

0„ The nialor j ,:eK: C ' .Zet'r-·r' aS -2-I· e·i ,·.0 51•.i·t plai'

concenled, b :1,2 polic•, 4,8 to p·.·O.-·-:5·-cl Oarcifti...8 The ciojilican,·.0
aia praposi:..; 1·0 cong·31·;10: 661 apar;·mend p·Oil; 0 thif, propert-7
tit•.irih ··i,su, 3,· 5.,• a d'.92>sit:, c·f ,·· F,proi.im.. .ely 30 units per acre.

The azea to i h€ west o £ 0. iver end to the r..crth ok 21st St...:·est hal. ;
been subdivided in·Ec large ics,den.··tai. )0}-8 and has been dave'..oycd
int.o a high q,ir.-1 ·ity :ing].c- fa·mily 71} eE. The .·fl·49<.3.On is wharher 30
DU'S Fr at'.re j ,i, in .:act con.r·uitible ·.·;ith they .x...22.'ng develop.ent .
If the ·· ype 0.3 denai.\:17 gh...CY. .3 being p c·.:caed For .·hi.s partic·:ler
property (30 :inic·.s per a:,1 e ic alsc T. lowed fin riths·" vacan,; and le

undevelofed i..·acts 02 land *:ithin the i,rt..itr of the uni·vers.ity,
it could subst:antially an'ea -he 1:rafitic: ca.rrying· '"a·.critics of en
major traffic f.1-·'trd'els .n this vicinity: r.:imely 01.i ··ar al·id .p...st
Stveet .

7 In the new p,·00.5.ype zoilirg regulations i. As propose.Il c:·ce.t -the
R-5 resident:.t·.1 4:istric, yrarm:ik a cit:rs;;..17 up co 36 'mits De]: acte;
i:hat i:he R-·3 :'e:elder.cial c. iatrirt 158):m·.. d den. j.ty 02 22 mits ver
acre, The type of densities palmiti:ed in the i'-3 msidential
district woilld appee.: i:0 1 e :.cceptal·,12 ,·.O.5'.· thi: pari.iculny a-:22,

8, Ii: 18 inclicated on t)2 Coh·munily U n.·.: 1'.6.2 i.har. 41-ae.·,2 will be a 40
foot setback adji·ceot 20 01: ver aild a 40.- 2 cot setback adjacent to

the ric,rth propart·y lint In a) 1 other· inutances hui.1.dings would
set back a miniwi:m of 2.5 ecit: from strea:: Ugh'.:s of wiv ar,·1 ·320D·Irt·:,
lines

9, At: the i.,mt. of platting, appropriate home associarion covenarits
will be nee ind to ·ge.,trantee common drries and apart .pace and the
inainten,it·,co, u -er--·:,f

In vi.ew of the foregoing <·omments Jt is ··he recommendat .03 01 the
staff that. the University Gardens Residential Comir.unity UI,it Plan be
approved, s.lbjeck to the following conditions:

14
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There shall bs a maximum density of *.ot

dwelling units per not acre: (trhis wou
of 565 units to be consuructed on this

5,

6

8

Parcel boundary liner should be c.

Fire lanc easement sl·.orld be dele,

plan, XE necessary this provagic

the plag

Undor ...i ' ...1.:ions for :·.Ar·• F O)-:.

should he · ·tritn streek right ©i way
lines.

Under general provis .ons, a sracein
access cont.:01 wil.1 ne exercised a

Under Description t the ne.· area
listed.

The development of chia properiy shall procaad in accordance
with the debeli,Alent plan an apprc·.ied Dy the w :ann.ing Con-
mission, and any· sub:ttantkal. devia.·lon of t.hs Ga... as
determin:1 by the S ajerint:endent c e cerltral inspac't:loa and ...-, 
the Dire2tor of Planning, shall constitute a violation of
.he building permit aul:hoi.iying constrac·Non i.:f the propose€ I,'.development,.

Any major ohonges in thi s devellopment plan shelli be re·-

submitted to the Pla.nnirtg Comnd.Kion and ro c·he City C©mmis-
sion Po·< their consideration.
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DATE: May 6, 1965

Case No. DP-8 Request: Approval of the proposed Planned

Residential Development under the
provisions of the zoning Ordinance

Location: Northeast corner of 21st Street and Oliver

Acres: 20.18

History: Z-OA32 - Deferred by MAPC 3-4-65

gammada

1. On March 4, 1965, the Planning Commission considered a request for

rezoning from "AA" Single family to "B" Multiple family, for an
area located on the east side of Oliver and north of 21st Street

North. The action of the Planning Commission at that meeting was
to defer consideration of the zoning application and request that
the applicant submit a residential Community Unit Plan for the
apartment complex which is being planned for the property in

question.

2. The plot plan submitted by the applicant has been divided into
six different parcels. The proposed use on Parcels 1, 2 and 3 is
for town house apartments with a maximum height of two stories and

with a density of 6,000 square feet per unit. A total of 43 tawn
house apartment units have been indicated for the three tracts.

On Tract #4. the applicants are proposing to construct two apart-
ment buildings with a maximum height of three stories and a density
of 2,000 square feet per unit. There is a total of 70 units proposed
on Parcel #4.

On Parcel #5, the applicants are proposing to construct three 115

unit high rise apartments, with a maximum height of 10 stories and a
maximum density of 580 square feet per unit.

On Parcel #6, the applicants are proposing to construct two 90 unit
high rise apartments, with a maximum height of ten stories and a

maximum density of 1500 square feet per unit.

3. The applicants are proposing to provide a minimum of 1% parking
spaces per unit, or a total of 957 off-street parking spaces.

4. The applicants have indicated on the Community Unit Plan that they
are proposing a total of 661 apartment units for this 22.07 acre

tract, which would result in a density of approximately 30 units per
acre. There is an east-west street containing a width of 66 feet
which runs through this tract, which contains 1.88 acres. If the
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area of the ,treet is subtracted from the total acreage, it would
leave 20.19 aerea to be considered for development which. at 30 DU'S
per acre would allow 606 units to be constructed on the property.
When platted, there should be a paving petition for a 40-foot street
submitted 8/ a condition of the plat approval.

There is a north-south fire lane easement shown on the plan which
ties in with Bleckley Drive. It is suggested that this fire lane
easement not be indicated on the Community Unit Plan but should,
rather, be shown on the plat at the time this area is subdivided.

The major item of concern as far as this Community Unit Plan is
concerned, is the policy as to proposed deneities. The applicants
are proposing to construct 661 apartment units on this property,
whiahh**aults in a density of approximately 30 units per acre.

The area to the west of Oliver and to the north of 21st Street has
been subdivided into large residential lots and has been developed
into a high quality single family area. The question is whether 30
DU' S per aere is, in fact, compatible with the existing development.
If the type of den,ity which is being proposed for this particular
property (30 units per acre), is also allowed on other vacant and
undeveloped tracts of land within the vicinity of the University.
i.t could substantially affect the traffic carrying capacities of the
major traffic streets in this vicinity; namely, Oliver and 21Bt
Street.

In the new prototype zoning regulations it is proposed that the
R-5 raidential district permit a density up to 14 units per acre;
that the R-6 residential district permit a density of 28 units per
acre. The type of densities permitted in tht R--6 residential
district would appear to be acceptable for this particular area.

It is indicated on the Community Unit Plan that there will be a 40
foot setback adjacent to Oliver and a 40-foot setback adjacent to
the north property line. In all other instances, buildings would
set back a minimum of 25 feet from street rights of way and property
lines.

9. At the time of platting, appropriate home association covenants
will be needed to guarantee common drives and open space and the
maintenance thereof.

Recammendation

In view of the foregoing comments, it is the recammendation of the
staff that the University Gardens Residential Community Unit plan be
approved, subject to the following conditions:

r

r
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1, There shall be a maximum density of not to exceed 28
dwilling units per net aare. (This would allow a maximum

of 565 units to be constructed on thi, property.)

2. Parcel boundary lin•a should be clearly distinguishable.

3. Fire lane easement should be deleted frolat» development
plan. If nece,Bary, this proviallon could bl a condition of
the plat.

4. Under the provisions for each parcel, building setbacks
should be from street right of way lines and parcel boundary
lines.

5. Under general provisions. a statement should be provided that
access control will be exercised along Oliver.

6. under Description, the net area of 20.19 acres should be
listed*

7. The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Com-
mission, and any substantial deviation of the plan, as
dat:,rmined by the Superintendent of Central Inipection and
the Director of Planning, shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed
development.

8. Any major changes in this development plan shall be re-
submitted to the Planning Co=nission and to the City Commis-
sion for their consideration.

A.

r
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Mr. Sidney a: ick
505 Union National Buildlng
Wichita, Ratual,

Subject : 1-0632 - Zons change from -AA' to

*B Ine DP-8 - Unive:Icity Gardena Residen-
t tal Deve lopment Plan -· Mc]:theast corocr of
21*t Street and oliver

i>gar ter. agicki

2*93
3*#*

14%*i

69#fi

At its r,qulat meeting on May 6, 1969, the Hetropolitan Area
PLanning Crxualissiow, Conildexed the abg,ve-cAptiuned Zone chanr,e
requeet a:,2 Devulo,vent Plan. The action of the Plinaing Con-
misal® wa to defox further consideration of thts applicatic•,
until May 20. 1060, in oreer te allow the applicant Bufficient
time to miet with tbe px*teston; Mlative to *M poi*ibility
of providia, *oce type 02 buffix atong Oliver. It wal gag-
vested by the Co-10*ton that thig buffer could either bl
provided by a 200-foot grien plaating; agea. a: b, plting
th 200-foot *trip adjacent to oliver into micule family zest-
dential lota.

If yon have any que,tion•. or if t.* can be of any ao#istance
to you in thill matter. pleais Keel tree to call.

BLOC#Ztly,

Jige,Jitib·.38

Jack H. Gllbraith

sintor Planner

ce: Va/n L. Pauley
4802 East 21,t 23ttit
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METROPOLITAN AREA PY.·ANNING COMMISSIOR

DATE: May 6, 1965

Case No. DP-8 Requests Approval or the proposed Planned
Residential Development under the

provisions of the Zoning Ordinance

Location; Northeaet corner of 2lst Street and oliver

LI
Acres: 20.18

History: 2-0632 - Deferred by MAPC 3-4-65

EPIRm@DIA 
1,

2,

3,

4.

On March 4, 1965, the Planning Commission considered a request for

rezoning from 'AA" Single family to "B" Multiple family, for an               . @ail.&

area located on the east aide of Oliver and north of 21st Street

North. The action of the Planning Commission at that meeting was

to defer consideration of the zoning application and request that

the applicant submit a residential Community Unit Plan for the

apartment complex which is being planned for the property in

question.

*

The plot plan submitted by the applicant has been divided into

six different parcels. The proposed use on Parcels 1, 2 and 3 is
for town house apartments with a maximum height of two stories and

with a density of 6,000 square feet per unit. A total of 43 town
house apartment units have been indicated i:or the three tracts.

t
t

On Tract #4, the applicants are proposing to construct two apart-

ment buildings with a maximum height of three stories and a density

of 2,000 square feet per unit. There is a total of 70 units proposed

on Parcel #4.

On Parcel *5, the applicants are proposing '20 construct three 115

unit high rise apartments r with a maximum Reight of 10 stories and a
maximum density of 580 square feet per unit.

On Parcel #6, the applicants are ozoposing to construct two 90 unit

high rise apartments, with a maximum height 0.2 tel. stories and a

maxi,uum density of 1500 square feet per unit.

The applicants are proposing to previde a minimum of 15 parking
spaces per unit, or a total of .:57 022-street parking spaces.

The applicants have indicated on the Community Unit Plan that they
are proposing a total 05 661 apartment units for this 22.07 acre

tract: which would result in a density of approximately 30 units per
acre. There is an east-west street containing a width of 66 feet

which runs through this tract, which contains 1.88 acres. If the

4%%1
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area of the street is subtracted from the total acreage, it would
leave 20.19 acres to be considered for development whiche at 30 DU'S
per acre would allow 606 units to be constructed on the property
When platted, there should be a paving petition for a 40-foot street
submitted as a condition of the plat approval.

There is a north-south fire lane easement shown on the plan which
ties in with Bleckley Drive. It is sugges ted that this fire lane
easement not be indicated on the Community unit Plan but should,
rather, be shown on the plat at the time this area is subdivided .

The major item of concern as far as this C ommunity Unit Plan is
concerned, ig the policy as to proposed densities. The applicants
are proposing to construct 661 apartment units on this property :
which results in a density of approximately 30 units per acre.

The area to the west of Oliver and to the north of 21st Street has
been subdivided into large residential lots and has been developed
into a high quality single family area. The question is whether 30
Du'S per acre is.in fact, compatible with the existing development.
If the type of density which is being proposed for this particular
property (30 units per acre), is also allci: ed on other vacant and
undeveloped tracts of land within the vicinity of the University,
it could substantiallY affect the traffic carrying capacities of the
major traffic streets in this vicinity; namely, Oliver and 2lst
Street.

7. In the new prototype zoning regulations it ir proposed that the
R-5 residential district permit a dgnaity up to 14 units per acre;
that the R-6 residential district permit a density of 28 units per
acre. The type of densities permitted in the R-6 zesidential
district would appear to be acceptable for this particular area.

8. It is indicated on the Community Unit Plan that there will be a 40
foot setback adjacent to Oliver and a 40-foot setback adjacent to
the north property line. In all other instances, buildings would
set back a minimum of 25 feet from street rights of way and property
lines.

«»902454·i H =·
-ap- 6/1?...

9. At the time of platting, appropriate home association covenants ----N«»411=
will be needed to guarantee common drives and open space and the  1 12((IN"UNI
maintenance thereof.

as=c:*Indakiaa

In view of the foregoing comments, it is tha recommendation of the
staff that the Univeraity Gardens Residential Community Unit Plan be
approved, subject to the following conditions:

MIMAN

921% 4-
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1. There shall be a maximum density of not to exceed 28
dwelling units per net acre. (This would allow a maximum
of 565 units to be constructed on this property.)

2. Parcel boundary lines should be clearly distinguishable,
L:.1 4404

3.

4.

5.

7'

Fire lane easement should be deleted fraa· the development
plan. If necessary, thin provision could be a condition of
the plat.

Under the provisions for each parcele litilding setbacks
should be from street right of way lines and parcel boundary
lineS.

Under general provisions, a statement should be provided that
access control will be exercised along Oliver.

Under Description, the net area of 20.19 acres should be
listed.

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Cam-
mission. and any substantial deviation of the plan. as
determined by the Superintendent of Central Inspection and
the Director of Planning, shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed
development.

Any major changes in this development plan shall be re-
submitted to the Planning Commission and to the City Cammis-
sion for their consideration.

.?
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMTSS TON

DATE: May 6, 1965

Case No. DP-8 Request: Approval of the proposed Planned
Residential Development under the

provisions of the Zoning Ordinance

Location: Northeast corner of 2lst Street and Oliver

Acres: 20.18

History: Z-0632 - Deferred by MAPC 3-4-65

=mmeola

1. On March 4 r 1965 0 the Planning Cormliss:Lon coisidered a request for
rezoning from "AA" Single family to "B" Multiple family, for an
area located on the east side of Oliver and north of 21st Street

North. The action of the Planning Commission at that meeting was
to defer consideration of the zoning application and request that
the applicant submit a residential Community Unit Plan for the
apartment complex which is being planned for the property in
questiono

2. The plot plan submitted by the applicant has been divided into
six different parcels. The proposed use en Parcels 1, 2 and 3 is
for town house apartments with L maximum height of two stories and
with a density of 6.000 square feet per unit A total of 43 town
house apartment units have been indicated for the three tracts.

On Tract #4, the applicants are proposing to construct two apart-
ment buildings with a maximum height of three stories and a density
of 2,000 square feet per unit. There is a total of 70 units proposed
on Parcel #4.

Ail

On Parcel #5, the applicants are proposing to construct three 115
unit high rise apartments, with a maximum height of 10 stories and a
maximum density of 580 square feet per unit.

3

>ff@94

On Parcel #6, the applicants are proposing to construct two 90 unit
high rise apartments, with a maximum height o f ten stories and a
maximum density of 1500 square Zeet pc]: unit o

The applicants are proposing to provide a minimum of 115 parking
spaces per unit, or a total of 957 off-atroat parking spaces.

The applicants have indicated on the Commurity Unit Plan that they
are proposing a total of 661 apartment units for this 22.07 acre
tract, which would result in a density of approximately 30 units per
acre, There is an eas t-west stree·c containing a width of 66 feet

which runs through this tract. which contains 1.88 acres. If the
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area of the street is subtracted from the total acreage, it would
leave 20.19 acres to be considered for development which, at 30 DU'S
per acre would allow 606 units to be constructed on the property„
When platted, there should be a paving petition for a 40-foot street
submitted as a condition of the plat approval.

There is a north-south fire lane easement shawn on the plan which
ties in with Bleckley Drive. It is suggested that this fire lane
easement not be indicated on the Community unit Plan but should r
rather. be ahown on the plat at the time this area is subdivided,

The major item of concern as far as this Community Unit Plan is
concerned, is the policy as to proposed densities. The applicants
are proposing to construct 661 apartment units on this property.
which results in a density of approximately 30 units per acre.

0.1

The area to the west of Oliver and to the north of 21st Street has
been subdivided into large residential lots and has been developed
into a high quality single family area. The question is whether 30
DU'S per acre iscin fact, compatible with the existing development.
If the type of densitv which ig being proposed for this particular
property (30 units per acre) c is also allowed on other vacant and
undeveloped tracts of land within the vicinity of the University.e
it could substantially affect the traffic carrying Japacities of the
major traffic streets in this vicinity; namely: Oliver and 21st
Street.

7. In the new prototype zoning regulations it is proposed that the
R-5 residential district permit a density up to 14 units per acre;
that the R-6 residential district permit a density of 28 units per
acre: The type of densities permitted in the R-6 residential
district would appear to be acceptable for -his particular area.

8, It is indicated on the Community Unit Plan .:hat there will be a 40
foot setback adjacent to Oliver and a 40-foot setoack adjacent to
the north property line, In all other instances, buildings would
set back a minimum of 25 feet from street rights of way and property
linei

9. At the time of platting, appropriate home association covenants
will be needed to guarantee common drives and open space and the
maintenance thereof.

Itommentiali=

In view of the foregoing comments, it is the recommendation of the
sta f. that the University Gardens Residential Community Unit Plan be
approved, subject to the follawing conditions:
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le There shall be a maximum density of not to exceed 28
dwelling units per net acre. (This would allow a maximum
of 565 units to be constructed on this property.)

2. Parcel boundary lines should be clearly distinguishable. P

3. Fire lane easement should be deleted from the development
plan. If necessary, this provision could be a condition of
the plat.

4. Under the provisions for each parcel, building setbacks
should be from etreet right of way lines and parcel boundary
linear

5. Under general provisions, a statement should be provided that
access control will be exercised along Oliver.

6. Under Description. the net ar•a of 20.19 acres should be
listed.

7. The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Com-
mission, and any substantial deviation of the plan. as
determined by the Superintendent of Central Inspection and
the Director of Planning, shall constitute a violation of
the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed
development.

8. Any major changes in this development plan shall be re-
submitted to the planning Comminsion and to the City Cammie-
sion for their consideration.
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