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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

NOTICE OF HEARING OF APPEAL

December 27 , 19-Ill

Mr. W. C. Speer
1311 East Kellogg
Wichita, Kansaa

Dear Mr. Speer

Your appeal, under the Zoning Ordinance, relative to premises at
·. .· 4'. p1301-15 East Kellogg

,has been given Board of Zoning Appeals Case No. 22-6944

All inquiries and references should always be made to that Case
Number when you seek information from the Secretary.

Further, you are notified to appear before the Board of Zoning
Appeals either in person, or by agent or attorney, for a hearing of
your case on Fridav, December 30 , 19_4£- , at._113Qalam--

Hearing will be in room 201. City Building

Respectfully,

Secretary,j Board d? Zoning Appeal s

€V

'lt. e,jf. -
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

Room 304, City Hall
Wichita, Kansas

NOTICE To PROPERTY OWNERS

, 19_42_

An appeal has been filed by W. C· Speer

(Address) 1311 Bast riellou on behalf of •ame

(Address)
t.

as provided by Section 33 of the Zoning Ordinance. The appelant

desires to •rect 8 comworclal building in a. block scned partly con-
mercial and pbrily res.deatial arid plane do rot provide for front yerd
Bet bachao opecli.*d b, Zoning Urdine- e on the premises

located at 1301-16 East killogg

This appeal has been given Case No. 22-49

and a hearing will be held by the Board of Zoning Appeals on

kiday, Ded-bar W 1949 at. 1 *,0

at which time you may appear, if you so desire, either in person or

by agent or attorney. Hearin, will be held in room 201, City Building.

By order of the Board of Zoning Appeals.

l

Secretary.

L_
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4*99%
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Notices mailed December 27, 1949

William C. & Sally L. Speer
1505 East Gilbert

Guido & Mary Kauer
512 Pattie

Nick Chicklogans
51£ Pattie

W. S. Cooper
528 Pattie

H. H. Hurst

1.57 6. Broadway

>f43%%% Mery Melvina Wal ck 0
509 Pattie

W. S. Moses

517 Pattie

%
Jessie L. Moynihan
521 Pattie

John C. & Ethel Thomas I,ickelson

728 South Wichita, Apt. 1

Monarch Investment Co.

146 North DIarket

C. E. Boutros

1345 East Kellogg

Lee W. Oyler
540 Pattie

John A. C Hazel B. Faure

400 Lulu

Hanley H. A Lola Mae Creeltmore
446 Pattie

Glenn L. Richardson

723 South S; ruce

George B. & Hazel H. Fletcher
1320 bast Kellogg

1%44
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CITY OF WICHITA

BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION

To W. C. Speer 1311 East Kellogg * 37.14%Owner Address

Same
To Applicant Address

211t.4

42§%4

Dear Sir:

Your Application Dated November 30, 1949

erection of a commercial buildingFor a Permit for the

at the premises designated as

1301-15 East Kellogg

Is hereby refused on this 1st day of December , 19112_,

Under Section 20, Par. 4 (a) of the Zoning Ordinance.

For the reason that the frontage of this property is in a block which is zoned

partially commercial and partially residential, and the plans as submitted would not
4244€CJ provide the front yard set-back specified by said ordinance, which would be approx-

imately 20 feet.

Rf#*gifully,
.Al'( 971 - 9 0.I*titi

Chief Butiding Inspector

NOTE: Any appeal from this refusal must be filed with the Board of
Zoning Appeals (Room 304, City Hall) within ninety (90) days after
the date of this refusal. For further information, take this notice
to the Planning Department, Room 304, City Hall.

1.341

I,i12'
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BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS Case No. 22-49

Filed 12/1 , 19 49

APPEAL UNDER THE ZONING ORDINANCE

TO THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Room 304, City Hall
1fichita, Kansas -

The undersigned, W. C. Sneer , hereby appeals ---/

from the decision of the Building Inspector wherein a Building Permit

Is Refused For the erection of a commercial building / 18/1-15-

& De Ull *a,4.
VVI OR

El
order Or Decision Rendered Because this Drovertv is in a block whigh_is
zoned partially commercial and partially residential and the plans as
iquhmittail wnill d nnt. provide the front·yal d Rat.-hAR.k AR ri.qnired hy
Section 20, paragraph 4(a) of the Zoning Ordinance.

The Plans. application, and all data heretorore filed with said Build-
ing Inspector are attached hereto, and made a part of this appeal.

f*.d

I have not made a previous application or appeal under the Zoning
Ordinanc: offectinc thene premises.

I hereby declare that all the statements contained in all of the
information transmitted herewith are true. 1.lay'laric"Ya

' V.ADA /

A*p6llant.
K

NAMES AND ADDRESSES

Appellant W..C. Speer Address 1311 East Kellogg .4.1 *4,4

Owner. Same Address

Lessee Address

=t

INSTRUCTIONS m1#94:

1. This appeal must be typewritten and filed within ninety (90) days 
after tl;e date of the decision of the Bullding Ipspector from
which this appeal is taken.

2. The appellant must file an explicit Typewritten statement setting --Ill-=-4

forth:

(a) The principal points on which this appeal 13 made. These
Doints slial. he the same as those under which the Building
Inspector issued a refusal, order, or decision.

(b) A clear and accurate description of proposed work or use.

(cj Specific reference to that Section of the Zoning Ordinance
unaer which lt is claimed permf· t should be issued.

-.7...

(d) Names and addresses of all owners and residents within a
distance of 200 feet of the property concerned.

i

/4 )7..  ; 1 -A Iji i·I{t Git.% '.*ift 'ti.?%4'jit?£9ty  1, 7 I;?,rz
' . t . ·.0.j
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FRED W. ALEY THE CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS
LAWRENCE E. CUR-Al

PAUL J. DONALD:oN

RoT. B. MORTON
DOUGL4 E, SHAY

THEODORE H. HILL DEPARTMENT OF LAW OFFICE OF CITY ATTORNEY
ROIERTC. HELsIL

WICHITA 2, KANSASA./.TANT ./. AT70./.VI

June 12, 1951

Planning Commission
City Building
Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:

I am enclosing four pictures which are part
of your records in the W. C. Speer zoning
case, which was heard in December, 1949,
and which was a subject of recent litigation
between Guido Kauer and the Clty officials.

Your,1 very truly,

DOUGLAS E. SHA
DES:arh Assis ant-Elly)Attorney
enc
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BOARD OF ZONING APFEALS Case No...._ARm*t---

1 Filed 12/1 ,19.49

1

%011

APPEAL UNDER THE ZONING ORDINANCE

TO THE BOARD OF ZONING APFEALS

Room 304, City Hall
Wichita, Kansas

The undersigned, W. C. Speer , hereby appeals

from the decision of the Building Inspector wherein a Building Permit

Is Refused For the creation of a commercial building

OR

Order Or Decision Rendered Because thin proverty is in a blook which_18
zoned partially commercial and partially residential and the plans as
Mubmitted would not provide the frontyal Ant-bank a• requi rad hy
Section 20, paragraph 4 (a) of the Zoning Ordinance.
The Plans, application, and all data heretofore filed with said Build-
ing Inspector are attached hereto. and made a part of this appeal.

I have not made a nrevious application or appeal under the Zoning
Ordinance ofrecting theme premises.

I hereby· declare that all the statements contained in ali of the
information transmitted herewith are true.

t

+3,. :,/

Ap#llant.

NAMES AND ADDRESSES

Appellant w. c. speer Address 1311 East Kellogg

Owner Same Address f.-J

Lessee Address                                -" --3=

' INSTRUCTIONS

1. This appeal must be typewritten and filed within ninety· ( 90) days
after the date of the decision of the Building Inspector from
which this appeal is taken.

2. The appellant must flle an explicit Typewritten statement setting
forth:

(a) The principal points on which this appeal is made. These
points alial be the same as those under which the Building

-4*41= Inspector issued a refusal, order, or decision.

(b) A clear and accurate description of proposed work or use.
33» 1

(c) Specific reference to that Section of the Zoning Ordinance
1 - under which it is claimed perm' t should be issued.

t

70*...49

22. 2481% '134* .
ti*p 1-

,

1 9-4

(d) Names and addresses of all owners and residents within a
distance of 200 feet of the property concerned.

/41

4*46 5/,4/Flur.ta·**.I
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/531%12
CITY OF WICHITA

BUILDING INSPECTION DIVISION 394%

TO W. C. Speer Owner Address 1311 East Kellogg

To Salas
Applicant Address

Dear Sir:

Your Application Dated November 30. 1949

For a Permit for the erection of a commercial building

at the premises designated as

1301-15 East Kellogg

Is hereby rerused on thls let day of_ n...mh-

Under Section 20. Par. 11 (a) of the Zoning Ordinance.

For the reason that the frontago of this property ia in a block which is moned

partially commercial and partially residential, and the plans as submitted would not

provide the front yard set-back specified by said ordinance. which would be approx-

imately 20 feet.

atr

Respectfully

S. B. Maple
Chief Building Inspector

NOTE: Any appeal from this refusal must be filed with the Board of
Zoning Appeals (Room 304, City Hall) within ninety (90) days after
the date of this refusal. For further information, take this notice
to the Planning Department, Room 304, City Hall,

A..Illill'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'll'. fek.

'ASAN.:.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS OF

TTICHITA, SEDG'TICK COUNT r, KANSAS

APPEAL OF W. C. SPEER UNDER THE
ZONING ORDINANCE

W. C. Speer is the owner of a commercial corner located

on the southeast corner of the intersection of Pattie and Kellogg

Streets legally described as:

Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 Block 1, Rosebud's Addition to
Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas.

The property at present consists of a frontage on Kellogg of 135

feet and a frontage on Pattie ef 100 feet. There are at present

located on this building site, commercial buildings which front on

Kellogg Street and are built un to tbe property line on the Kellogg

side. On the Pattie side, the commercial buildings are built to

within four feet of the pronerty line. The proposed widening of

Kellogg street will require the buildings owned by Mr. Speer and

fronting on Kellogg street to be moved back n distance of 50 ft.

This will leave a building site fronting on Kellogg of 135 feet and

frenting on Pattie 50 feet. Mr. Sneer has proposed to rebuild his
...

commercial corner on the remaining area with the building extending

to the property line on Kellogg street as before and with the

buildings extending to the property lines on Pattie Avenue, whereas

before they were within four feet of the property line on Pattie

uitSiu Avenue.

This application was turned down by the office of the

Fill. building inspector with the statement that Sectior 20 Paragraph 4 (a) e

of the Zoning Ordinance would be violated and that the frontage of

this pronarty in a block which is zoned partially crnnmercial and

partially residential and the plans as submitted would not provide

the front yard set back specified by said ordinance, which would be

approximately 20 ft.



fatic
'428

4'*.4

#:f,

341

%4>fk

93.YA

In order for this appeal board to make a decision on

this appeal, four requirements are necessary:

1. That the exception or variance desired arisea from

some condition which is not ordinarily found in the same zoning

zoning district.

2. That the grantinp of the permit for the variance will

adversely affect the rights of adjacent property owners or residents.

3. That the strict application of the terms of this

ordinance would constitute unnecessary hardship upon the property

owner represented in the appeal.

4. That the exception or varisnce desired is not against

the public interest.

With reference to Regrirement 1, 8 situation such as has

arisen here is not ordinarily found in the same zoning district.

Here we have a man being required by law or ripht of eminent domain

to move his buildings to another portion of the lot and there re-

build them if he intends to stay in business. This requirement is

adhered to not withstanding the fact that there are other buildings

in this same block which hold no more than a 5 ft. set back from

tbe front property line which does not ordinarily occur when the

corner lot set back reauirement of 20 ft. is adhered to. This 18

not an application to construct a building in a location where a

similar building has not existed before. Ordinarily in an appli-

cation for building permit, the building would be located within

requirements of the zoning ordinance because it is an application

for a new building where one has not existed before. In this case

however, there is something different. A building has existed with

practically the same set back as requested for a number of years, and 3
*94 94.04$8?25%€7,;

this building would have remained in the same position, in all pro-

bability, for annumber of years hence, had the requir...ment not been

made that the street be widened and the building reconstructed farther

back on the lot. In any event, it has been the settled practice not

to require a new set back on an old building if it was already in

existence at the time the ordinance was passed. Here we have an

unusual situation in that the owner of the pronerty is being required

3934

62*®f

1 -2-
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to move back and he must reconstruct his building if he ia to stay £4

in business. The buildings were previously built to within four

feet of the property line and the owner is to be required to forfeit ¥

20 ft. of useable building snace which he was in posseasion of before.

Appraisal and payment for damage on this prope rty was made assuming

that buildings can be constructed to the property line on Pattie

Avenue which anpraisal was not in conformance with the ordinances

of the City of Wicrita and the appeal time from said appraisal is

now past and the property owner is asked to abide by the zoning

ordinance when the appraisers did not abide by the zoning ordinance.

Truly this is a situation which would not ordinarily arise under the

normal use of the ordinence which as previously stated la usually ·

applied to new buildings where p similar building did not exist

EM

before. .f€461

With reference to the second requirement, no rivhts of
:22#833&;

adjacent property owners will be adversely affected if th 18 request {
is granted. The set back requirement proposed is 20 ft. and which 

1..requirement was not met prior to the neces ·ity of removal of the
I:jageam

buildings on the commercial corner the property owners Nh ich are

adjacent on the south of this property had no right previous to
*e«

the widening of Ke 1logg to ask that the buildin, be removed and set * 6
3*JI. bfck the 20 ft. required by the Ordinance and they do not have such 32:MR .

406*ti

a right now as individual property owners.
,4%,i'.20.

Requirement No. 3 concerns unnecessary hardship upon the i »me,ST

property owner resulting from the strict application of the ordinance. "
Upon condemnation of the frontage on Kellogg street for a distance

of fifty feet back from the present property line, the usual pro-

cedure of anpraisal of the damage to the property owner was followed.
.ki=*j

'-Ill'lld.

Reimbursement for the various items of damape was peid to the property ·
owner. An examination of the anpraisal report and a discussion of the €1R

926't.same with the persons who made the appraisal discloses that the pro- 31*
./.I

9#1,5.
party was anpraised on the basis of the buildings being rebuilt up

to the, property line on both Kellogg Street and Pattie Avenue. If : 

the Board desires testimony to substantlate this, we will be glad to -
produce the appraisers and have testimony taken in this matter.. -1

i::Ill: 42?11 -3-

, - -,'913*391*942*eNE,?t.{:-mi).2 abkjffLP?3€5Ft/*uyip#14:5..Sit
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Requirement No. 4 involves the question of whether the

exception or variance is against the nublic interest. This prop-

perty hAs been zoned for use as commercial property and as such it

is to the interest of the public that it be used for this purpose.

There la certainly no taking away of any public right or interest

involved here. The set back requirement in the ordinances is some-

thinr that accrues to the remaining property owners in the block if

at all and does not acerue to the public. This can be clearly seen

by the wording of the Ordinance wherein the set back requirement is

limited and governed only by the set back of the remaining houses in

the block. The requirement is expressly limited to the property

between two intersections in the block and the set back requirement

does not affect aonyone in an adjacent block or by the same token

does not affect the public right.

The fact that the anpraisaland allowance of damages was

made on the basis of building to the property line on both streets

is in itself a special circumstance not ordinarily found in this

zoning district which should antitle the prom rty owner to a con-

sideration by the appeal board. Now it might be said that Mr. Sneer

should have appealed this appraisal and allowance of damageq before

the time for appeal had gone by and he would not have himself in

such a predicament, but this can be met by the stotement that he did

not know and could not be expected to know that the appraisal b.ad

been made on a different basis than that on which he would be allowed

to rebuild. In the abeence of anything to the contrary, he should

be entltle d to assume that he could at least rebuild with the same

set backs as were previously in effect upon the property but he now,

after the time for appeal has gone by, comes to make application for

a building permit according to law and finds that instead of being

allowed damages for the way the ordinances require him to build the

building, he has been allowed damages in some other way. Certainly

it is not the property owners fault that the appraisers did not award

damages in accordance with the ordinances of the City of Wichita. In

fact to go one step farther, we believe that the property owner im

entitled to assume thet the appraisers would make their apprai sal

vt upon the basis of a correct interpretation of the zoning ordinancea
4198 ,'69122 - - *35:8*b#itip'I... It
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of the city of Wichita and he is also entitled to assume that when 1/Imil

he receives his damages on t}ds basis that he will be allowed to build Illilt Do-

-99332, up to the property line on both Kellogg and Pattie Avenue, that he i: ;230

will be allowed to rebuild on the same basis as the damages were
Elityja

allowed to him.
„a29O=al

': 3/mamm,/'

•20It is the contention of this party that a buildinr permit ..•.=a

allowing the construction of a commercial building extending up to

the property line on Pattie Avenue on the above described property 

should be issued to W. C. Speer under Section 33 of the Revioed

Zoning Ordinance of the City of Wichita wherein this Board haa the 

power to grant exceptions to the zoning ordinances of the City of

ALK Wichita.
E=.=&

The application of F.•.b-section 3 of Section 24 of the:22?: 492

404 Revised Zoning Ordinances of the City of Wic} ita is also applicable .
?*mb:
A.42* in this instance. Section 24 a. a whole deals with non-conforming 11
3*.0 t?,41*§2

use regulations. It starts out with the statement that a building Ni'4
191"m

or structure existing at the time of the effective date of this
,"i,

Ordinance may be continued althourh such use does not conform to the -3,
f,4.=1=

provisions cf this Ordinance. Continuing there is a provision that 
.*4*4{ i

if a building is destroyed by fire to the extent of not exceeding .Em¢/mat''Jt

,%%24
50% it -aay be renewed and used for its original purpose. Coming

9%**4:

then to Sub-section 3 which reads as follows:
id/%/99©

-...6.2 .#*»*7.0.1
2£&4'41·4.2,·044?adj. "No existing structure used contrary to the
WaR*Aleeti-:,·rcir provisions of this ordinance in the district in

which it ls located may be enlarged, extended or
4¢$&59:.11'.,91- reconstructed unless its use is changed to a use

permitted in the district in which such structure

is located, or unless such enlargement, extension
or reconstruction is required by court decisions
law or ordinance.M

Ef?·:»;. to,tot=i. AH

1.....81 An examination of the wording. of this Sect ion of the 4

Ordinance reveals that if an enlargement, extension or reconstruction b

of a building is required by court decision, law or ordinence, then {

such building may be enlarged, extended or re construe ted in such a ?82*5
£*Rvial

manner as i,6 rreviously failed to comply with the zoning ordinances
e.*4=*re.

9&50"41
of the City of Wichita. Now it may be contended that since Mr.1 A#,66¥1

, Speer proposes to build another building behind the preaently existing · :32
Ll

1 building after the present ones are turn down, that Buch a building

-5-

*

- 1 1:20'jil it.'1 4.73,·,:(29931961 ''t ··t) .11]=2-'f.; ·tt:12j<W#*'i€693&91 tgJA p.,je,.„;£.raan'a'hi:E
294**274%'atit·3 ;c,14:3393333i@jtlYE3%22*122331§tI*3*1'3*5

1
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would not come within the terms enlargement, extension or re-

construction. However, this is reputed by an examination of the

wording of the ordinance wherein the three words "enlargement,

extension or reconstruction" are used. An enlirmement of a building

meana just what it says, to increase the 81Ze of a presently existing

building. An extension of a buildinE would mean extending the building {
to cover additional ground area, end a reconstruction of a building

means rebuilding the structure as distinguished from merely an-

larging or extending the structure as is allowed under the other

two words. In this particular situation, Mr. Speer 18 being required 
I to reconstruct his buildinps if he is to stay in business and is

being required to do so by law, becnuse the law of eminent domain hae 

tsken away the previous buildinp site. Needless to s. y we interpret this portion of the Ordinances to be permissive in that it is in-

tended to rover the situation where a building is required to be

changed or partially or completely torn down by law and can later be ,

rebuilt with the same non-conforming use as was nreviously in

existence. In other words this is not meant to include only a

situetion where the owner is required by law to rebuild but also

includes those where he is requi-red to tear dovm the building by some 

court order or law und then is riven permission to rebuild. In that 
case, he may rebuild with the same non-conforming use as before. It

is the contention of this garty that for the reasons stated the

building permit should be g.,anted under Sub-section 3 of Section 24

of the Revised Zoning ordinances of the City of Wiclita.

ly·ere is e practical aspect to this matter to be considered

by the Board. A house on Lots No. 7 and 8 in this block which is

the second houae south of Mr. Speer's property extends to within

5 feet of the front property line End ham been so situated for many

years. Now the reason for the zoning ordinance requirement that the 7
¥41fc·*eel41/1/0/1.....&*

set back be the same on all buildings in one block is for uniformity **hifiliMBZER'·

of annearance and so that the view will not be cut off up and down

the street. however, in this particular instance even if Mr. heer's

building was set back the proposed 20 ft., the set back line would

not be the same for all properties located in thisi block and it is

4444-2 Al«'V:=2
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difficult to see why Mr. ..peer tould be required to set back this

20 ft. when there are other houses located in the block which are not

in conformance with this set back requirement. It is apparent from

a reading of the ordinance as a whole that the set back requirement

was not made to be interpreted as a matter of right by any par-

ticular person but was made for the purpose of obtaining uniformity

of set back of all the houses in B single block, mainly for the sake

of appearance of the city. Dowever, it is difficult to see in this

instance why when uniformitv is aphysical impossibllity anyway one

property ormer should be required to ostablish a 20 ft. set back

when the block in question in all probability can never achieve

uniformity of set back d u.e to building presently located thereon.

Inother point for consideration is the f act that at lefst

the first lot from the street €oing south does fcce on Kellogg and

such should be entitled to all the rights and privileges of a lot

facing on a commercial street. It would anpear that if the end lots

}'ad been plotted such that their lenrest dimension was north and south

and the 25 ft. dimension fronted on Kellogg, then the 20 ft. set back

requirement would not apply. On the rattie Avenue side, find only

the side yard requirement -:81:,ld he in effect. It appears then that

the rights of this property owner ore being governed not by law but

by the way in which the lots were originally platted, which of course

had no effect upon the uniformity of se: back as required by law.

In other words if the lot fnced on Kellogg in thej narro w dimension

we would be required to hold only the side yard dimension and would

not be required to conform with the front yard set back so apoarently

the front yard set buck provision applies or does not apply depending

upon the direction in which the Lot happened to be originally nlatted

end arc not dependent upon t! e rights of the parties involved or the

the question of obtaining and keepine uniformity of set back in any

particular block.

ymvi·.Ro
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W. C. SPEER

COWAN KAHRS & NELSON

magf ,· . By
Attorneys for U. C. Sneer
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ne Security Abstract and Title Co„ Inc.
ABSTRACTIN D INVOICE Ne 51705
Billing n.i.

203 Bitting Building Court Hon-

7.1 3-5737 Wichita, 4.- Tel. 4.2626 Order Date 12-21-49 Wanted

CHARGE Tn
Keith Wallis

.-6'-• 901.00

Owner,thip T.imt..RAium nf 200' fran
Cortlfieste -

Lots Z and 4, Rl k 1 Ron.hnit AA,in,
U. 8. Court Olf-

Papers Left

le:
rt>

Probate Court

nimt r,+ 14-
Proceeding' -

PIll

U. S. c. r.
Prnhate l>rar ott. 01==OL-

Make Abst-New-R.,rl
Plat

Comply will• Rm
Ctf. of TIA.

TOTAL

 Deliver ta
290

L

ft:·+25/#1'·'0·.
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LIST OF PROPEPTY OWKERS

mi ADDITION 01,NER

3-4 1 Rosebua Willian C. 8· Sally L. Speer

5-6 1 Guiao & riary. Kauer

13- - 7-8 1 Nick Chicklogans

9-10 1 ¢ Roland hiller Welch & Neva .. Welch ·jf*2ea·

11-12 1 W . 3. Goope:r,.,

3-4 2 11 L. Ii. Hurst.

5-6 2 hery rielvina Walck

2 '.i'. S. 11OSep
9'/ / '£'1-221-£ ,

5-10 Jessie L. hoynihan

'58¥ 4. 11-12 2 John C. & Ethel Thomas Nickelson

: Beginning 111' E. & 80' E. of
0544* Nly cor. i i" ' dite. Eec .

7 S. 105' ; E. 110' to W. line15- :-N Lulu Ave., N. 109'; W. 110' to
' beg. i·.onarch Investment Co.

Beginning at lill cor. 1,-El NE4
Sec. 22-27-lE., S. 251'; E to
W. line Lulu Ave., I.. 251';
W. to beg., exc. E. 110' of
N. 189' , anc exc . N. 80' of
W. 111' thereof. C. E. Boutros

104·/ L . 4/6

Bag. 251' S. of NW cor.
NE£ NE£ 22-27-12., S. 165'·
E. 25' to center of creek;
N. E. along creek to point
E. of beg., W. 181' to beg.,
except Ber·. SW cor. Lot 44, 3%49€#

tife.if Lulu Ave., ellogr Street Adc ;
W. 55 ' ; N. 54' ; E. to creek;
SW along creek to ben. Lee W. Oyler

296:

5



 - Page 2 DESCRIPTION 01 NER

0. 54' of Lot 44, Kellogg Street
Addition & tract beg. at EW cor.
Lot 44, Lulu .ve., 1.ellogg Street
Add., th W. 55'; th. N. 54'; th.

fam East to creek; th. SW along creek
*P to beginning. tioy D. & Letha Gilbert

/9 Lot 45, Lulu Ave., Kellogg f treat
Addition John h. & Hazel B. Faure

t! C t

N. 31' of S. of Lot 11

Brooksice Aad. iianley H. & Lola i.ae Creectore

S. 66' of Lot 11, all Lot 12
Brooksiae Adc. Glenn L. Richardson

. 43' of Lot 13, Brooksiae Add. George B. & liazel 4.- Fletcher
JJ

Lot 13, exc. W. 45' , Brooksiae ndc. Lliza J. Fitch

'#95;ft

We hereby certify tite foregoine to be a correct list of
property owners of the lt.nos above aescribec, as shown by the
records in the office of the Register of beeos of Sedgwick
County, kansas, this 23rd day of Dece.:ber a. b. 1949, at
7o clock A. lA.

TILE SECURITY .142.' u CT AN] TITLE CO-Ati.Y ING.

By

Vice-Presicient.

Oraer No. 51705

32£Rprolk

F*'*4449


