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M¥ap No, __F-9 DATA SHRET
Sac. 19 COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN
Tup. Filed _12-22-65
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APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of propeosed planned commercial
development.

Applicant __Rock RoadImprovement Inc,
Address 309 South Market Phone AM 2-1414

Agent Earl Graves
Address 309 South Market Phone AM 2-1414

General Location __On the west side of Rock Road between Douglas and
Kellogg Address

d Use Shopping Centexr

4250 ( £t. by £t.)
Existing Zoning "LC" Proposed Zoning Lot ¥ o)
Area XXX (is not) platted. Addition
Existing R/W 60 ft. 70 fr 80 ft.
—Rock Road 8t. __Kellagg St. Douglas st.
Proposed R/W £t ft. ft.
_Rock Road ~ St. _Kellogg ~ St. _ Douglas __ St.

HISTORY
DP-1 - Residential and Shopping Center Community Unit Plan at the north-
west corner of Rock Road and Kellogg
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June 28, 1966

Glen Lytle, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Jack H, Galbraith, Senior Planner, Regulations Division

DP-12 - Commercial Community Unit Plan on the West Side
of Rock Road between Douglas and Kellogg

At its regular meeting on June 28, 1966, the Board of City
Commissioners considered the above-captioned community unit
plan, The action of the City Commission was to approve the
development plan as recommended by the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission subject to the following conditions:

1. The applicant indicating a 50-foot planting
area adjacent to Douglas and providing the
following information under General Notes:

"The north 50 feet of the shelter belt adja-
cent to Douglas, except for access points,
shall be improved and maintained as a land-
scape buffer under the supervision of the
Park Department”.

Waiving the 5°'-8' wall adjacent to the west
property line, subject to a l0-foot planting
screen being provided.

Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent
to Patio Court in Parcel RS-4 from 35 feet to
20 feet.

Indicating a maximum two-story height on Par-
cel RS-12,

Indicating a 35-foot building setback line on
the west side of Parcel RS-4.

Changing the notation regarding access control
to Rock Road to read as follows: "Complete
access control, except for three openings.

The access points shall be in line with medial
cuts, and their location shall be determined by
the Traffic Engineer.




Glen Lytle, Superintendent 2 June 28, 1966
of Central Inspection

7. Under Parcel RS-2, the notation after "signs"
being changed to read as follows: “Adver-
tising signs permitted in the front setback
area along Armour Court - 30 feet maximum
height".

The development of this proparty proceeding

in accordance with the development plan as
approved by the Planning Commission and City
Commission, and any substantial dzviation of
the plan, as determined by the Superintendent
of Central Inspection and the Director of Plan-
ning, shall constitute a violation of the
building permit authorizing construction of
the proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan
being resubmitted to the Planning Commission
and City Commission for their consideration.

It was pointed out to the applicant that prior to the issu-
ance of a building permit for the automotive centers indicated
on Parcels RS-1, RS-6 and RS-7, it will be necessary that the
applicant file for an exception before the Board of Zoning
Appeals.

A copy of the development plan as approved by the Planning
Commission and City Commission is attached for your informa-
tion and files.

If you have any guestions concerning this matter, please call.

JHG:bgs

Attachment




City Manager's Report

Report from the MAPC to the Board of City Commissioners

pp-12 Considered by M.A.P.C._1=20-66
e Reconsiderad by MAPC: 6-16-66

Request for: Approval of Commercial Community Unit Plan

Reason for request (as provided by petitioner):

none given

Location of property: West side of Rock Road between Douglas and Kellogg

Jr.agul description of property:
!  The SBY, Section 19, Township 27, Range 2 Bast, Wichita,

sedgwick County, Kansasj except Rockwood South 2nd Addition,

Petitioner: Rock Road Improvement, Inc.
Address: 309 south Market

Counsel for petitioner: Charles W. Harris, Attorney

Protesters (list counsel, if any): Richard Mullins, Attorney for the City of East-
borough, Gene Gray, 8001 Morningside, and Gene Thomas, 6026 Mockingbird Lane,
spoke in opposition., A letter from Mrs. Hocutt, 33 Stratford, indicated
o ..f.i:.".ﬁ}'ﬂ:’ zoning: TO the north is “AA"™ and "RE' ; east and west is "AA"™ and

"Lc"; south is “LC"

Land use: Subject property is the location of a motal, service station, vacant
and restaurant; north are patio apartments, single fmily and vacant; east is
single family, swimming pool and club house; south is a drive-in theater,
motsl, new and used car agancy; and west is Eastborough, single family and
vacant, ]
Planning Commission Recommendation:

1AW moved and HILL seconded that the Planning Commission recom=
mend to the City Commission that this application be approved,

subject to the following: (8ee attached sheet for conditions.)

5 Respectfully submitted,
Unanimous

Vote of Planning Commission ————— Secretary

Approv: fh: reconmendation of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commiisiong or <

Return the applicetion to the Metropolitan Area Planning Com—
mission for its reconsideration, The City Commission states the
following reasons for its action:




l. The applicant indicating a 50=foot plunting area
adjacent to Douglas, and providing the followir
information under General Notes:

"the north 50 feet of the shelter belt adjacent
to Douglas, except for access points, shall be
improved and maintained as a landscape buffer
under the supervision of the Park Department”,

Waiving the 5°'-8' wall adjacent to the west prop~
erty line, subject to a 10-foot planting screen
being provided,

Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent to Patio
Court in Parcel RS—4 from 35 feet to 20 feet.

Indicating a maximum two=story height on Parcel RS=12,

Indicating a 35-foot building setback line on the west
side of Parcel RS—4.,

Changing the notation regarding access control to

Rock Road to read as follows: "Complete access control,
except for three openings, The access points shall be
in line with medial cuts, and their location shall be
determined by the Traffic Engineer,

Under Parcel RS-2, the notation after “"signs®™ being
changed to read as follows: “Advertising signs per-
mitted in the front setback area along Armour Court =
30 feet maximum height",

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the 4 n approved by the Plan=
ning cumillimg,qxa myaﬂﬁigﬁu daviation 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 cc
tion of the proposed development.

Any major changes in thi~ development plan being re=
submitted to the Planning Commission and city Commission
for their consideration,

v t, Inc, req approval
of a ravislon of DP-1, being an area on the west side of
Rock Road between Douglas and Kellogg.

The Chairman read the following letter from the City Manager
dated January 19, 1966, and addressed to the Wichita-sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.

“The City Commission has noted the item on your agenda
for January 20, 1966, relating to a request for a Com-
munity Unit Plan modification for an a rea generally
located at the northwest corner of Rock Road and Kellogg.




“please be advised that the City Commission has under
consideration an ordinance which will require Community
unit Plan modifications or ravisions to e approved by
the Governing Body. I have been instructad bv tle City
Commission to inform you of its cusira that no actionon
this or any other proposed CUP Ls taken until this matter
receives the further attention of the City Commission.”

IAW said he would like to suggest to the City Commission that
the Planning Commission direction of this nature should be forwarded
through the Mayor; and that staff direction ba handled by the City
Manager. He felt that since the Planning Commission is a recom=
mending body to the city Commission and not to the City Manager,
direction and requests for action should be from the City Commis=
sion itself,

FOSTER said that the City Commission directed the City Mana=
ger to write the letter,

The Chairman said that he had asked for consideration of the
above request from the City Commission at this time (the item is
listed as the last item on the Agenda) inasmuch as if the Commis=
sion does dacide to defer as requested, those people prasent to be
heard on this item could be excused.

In the discussion which followed, it was pointed out that the
zoning ordinance at this time does not provide for consideration
or approval of a Community Unit Plan by the City Commission, It
was noted that the "IC" zoning and the Community Unit Plan have
already been approved and this is a request for revision of the
plan,

MOTION: MOONEY moved that this application be
deferred as requested by the City Commission.

1AW said he saw no reason why the Planning Commission could
not proceed with the hearing (especially in view of the fact that
noticas have been sent to the property owners in the area and
many are present at this time), and make a recommendation to the
city Commission and if that body desires to withhold consideration
until the ordinance is amended, they could do so.

HILL noted that apparently the City Commission desires to have
the final action on a Community Unit Plan, and he did not think
the request was intentional to cause delay in consideration of
this application or to cause residents of the area inconvenience,
HILL said he was not opposed to hearing the application, but it
seemed desirable to defer the matter until such time as the City
Commission amends the ordinance if that is their desire.

POSTER said that the Planning Department sent notices to
property owners within 500 feet on the east, west and north, and
those within 200 feet on the south., FOSTER indicated that it is
difficult to anticipate just how long it might take to amend the
ordinance,

IAW pointed out that the City Commission apparently did not
ask that the Planning Commission not hear the request, but only
that it not be acted upon.

After more discussion pro and con to a deferral, MOONEY said
he would withdraw the above motion,

BOB PARTRIDGE Attorney for the applicant, said he was not
aware of the letter from the City Manager until now, but if the
Planning Commission wanted to hear the application, he was pre-




pared to present it on behalf of the applicant, He commented that
it is possible that some of the residerts in the ar=a are not
aware of what is planned and if a defcrral is grantcd, an effort
would be made to meet and explain the purpose of thL: revisions to
interested proparty owners, He indicated that it :dcght even be
possible to resolve any controversy which now exists.

HILL asked if, after such conferencas with interested proper=
ty owners, it is possible that another ravised plan might be sub=
mitted, PARTRIDGE said that on matters of real controversy, they
would be inclined to be flexible in the design of the plan. GAL~
BRAITH pointed out that the zoning ordinance does not require a
filingor publication fee applicable to a revision of a Community
Unit Plan,

RICHARD MULLINS, Attorney, said he was representing the City
of Eastborough, and said he thought it would be time saved if
this application is deferred and conferences held in an effort to
resolve differences and controversies,

LAW pointed out that it has been a long standing policy that
if the applicant or anyone else concerned desires a deferral,
then such request should be made in tima that the property owners
adjacent to an area can be notified and thus not be inconvenienced
by attending a meeting when the matter is not heard.

GENE GRAY, B0OOl Morningside, said he has conferred with some
of the other protestors, and it was their belief that a deferral
which would permit conferences between the parties concerned would
be the best action at this time.

Discussion was had with respect to the time required for
amending the ordinance in case the City Commission desires it
amended to permit that Body to consider and act finally on Commun=
ity Unit Plans. The various steps necessary to reschedule this
matter, if the present revised plan is changed, and if an amendment
to the zoning ordinance is required and it was indicated that it
would possibly be 4 or 5 months before final action by the City
Commission,

The Chairman asked Mr, Partridge if he understood that any
deferral would actually be for an indefinite time, PARTRIDGE
agreed that his client could not proceed on his plans until the
city commisgion has made its decision on an amendment to the zon-
ing ordinance, PARTRIDGE agreed that interested parties should
be notified and indicated agreement that his client would bear the
axpense of such notification,

GENE THOMAS, 8026 Moekingbird Lane, said he would like to see the
difference between what was proposed originally and what is pro-
posed now, IAW pointed out that the light commercial zoning has
already been granted and that the application at this time is for
approval of a revisedl development plan within that light commer=
cial area.

MOTICN: MOONBY moved, HILL seconded and it
carried unanimously that the Planning Com—
mission defer this matter indefinitely at the
direction of the Board of City Commnissioners,
which requested that the Planning Commission
take no action on any proposed Community Unit
Plans until further direction by the Board of
City commissioners.




Casa No. DP-12 = Rock Road Improvement, Inc, reguests

for property
described as the SEj of Section 19, Township 27, Range 2
East, Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansasj except Rockwood
South Becond Addition,

GALBRAITH pointed out the area on the map and reviewed the
following staff report.

Hiatory: Came Z=0350 - "Ar" to “LC*
Referred indefinitely at applicant’s request - October, 1961

Came 2=0408 - "AA" to "LC"
MAPC: Approved 10-4-62
BCC:  Defarved 10-23-62
BCCs Denied 10-30-62

Case Z=0427 - "AR" to "ILC" = CUP

MAPCs Approved "BB" for Lot 2, except § 380 feet thereof,
Rockwood South First Addition
CUP was deferred 1-17-63

BCC: Approved north portion for “"BB" 2-5-63

Casg Z=0557
MAPC: Approved 7-2-64
BCCs  Approved 7-21-64

DP=1 - MAPC: Approved 7-21-64
DP=12 = MAPC: Deferred indefinitely 1-20-66
Lommentas

There has been considerable history on this property since 1961.
Former requests for mone changes were either denied, deferred,
or approved only in part. Upon the approval of the amended CUP
regulations, tha applicant submitted an application for "LC*
zoning for the entire tract and also submitted a “development
plan® and alternate proposal under the CUP regulations of the
zoning ordinance, Both were approved by the Planning Commission
on July 2, 1964, (case Z—0557 and Case DP-l,)

The applicant made several major revisions from the original
approved development plan and filed an amended plan which was
considered by the lanning Commission on January 20, 1966. Due
to a considerable number of protestors in the area, the case was
deferred indefinitely in order for the developers and surrounding
property owners to meet to try to resolve as many of the problems
ag possible., The applicants have now revised the amended plan and
have resubmitted it for consideration,

There is one area of controversy between the staff and the appli-
cant and that is concerpned with the planting screen adjacent to
Douglas, At present there is an existing 70-foot wide shelter
belt on the south side of Douglas which provides an excellent
buffer for the residential development to the north. The plan
indicates the required 10-foot planting strip; however, this
appears to - an inadequate screen separxating single family uses
from & 150—-zcre communit ; unit plan which is proposed primarily
for corn:r izl davelopncat, It is the opinion of the Planning
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Department that at least 50 feet of the shelter belt should be
retained and improved to serve as a buffer for the single family
dwellings to the north.

The applicant has submitted a letter requesting that the setback
adjacent to Patio Court in Parcel RS-4 be reduced from the required
35 feet to 20 feet. The setback requirement in the “"B" multiple
family zone is 20 feet and since this parcel is to develop for
apartments, it is the opinion of the Planning Department that the
20-foot setback as requested is proper.

The applicant has also requested that the wall requirement be
waived adjacent to the west property lines of Parcels RS-2 and
RS=4, In lieu of a wall, the applicant is proposing a 10=foot
planting strip as a buffer for the property to the west. Since
offices and multiple -Smily dwellings are being planned adjzcent
to the west property line, they will for all practical purposes
serve as the buffer hetwean the commercial development to the
east and the residential d=velopment to the west, Therefore, it
is the opinion of the staff that the l0-foot planting strip in
lieu of the 5'-8' wall is satisfactory and will serve as an
adequate buffer, :

Racammendation

The Planning Department recommends that the development plan
be approved with the understanding that such approval is given on the
basis that this tract of land is under one ownership and control, and
is in accordance with the intent of Section 28,04.190 of the ordinance
to promote well-planned and well=organized community unit plan deve-
lopments, It is further recommended that approval of the plan be
given subject to the following conditions:

1. The applicant indicating a 50-foot planting area adjacent
to Douglas and providing the following information under
General Provisions:

The north 50 feet of the shelter belt adjacent to
Douglas, except for access points, shall be improved
and maintained as a landscape buffer under the super=—
vision of the Park Department,

Waiving the 5' = B' wall adjacent to the west proparty line,
gubject to a 10-foot planting screen being provided.

Granting a reduction of the satback adjacent to Patio Court
in parcel Rs-4 from 35 feet to 20 feet,

Indicating a maximum two=story height on Parcel RS-12.

The development of this property shall pr d in dance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Comm’s=
.1ma.5'§nﬁltﬁfmiﬁhﬂu deviation of the plan, as determined
by thu Superintendent of Central Inspection and the Director
of Planning, shall consti*tute a violation of the building per=-
mit authoriz_ng construction of the proposed development,

Any major changes in this development plan shall be resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and to the City Commiesion for its
consideration,




RICHARD MULLINS, Attornay representing the City of Eastborough,
offered objections only with respect to the fact that the usual 35-
foot setback line has not been indicated or the west side of Parcel
RS-4,

CHARLES HARRIS, Attorney for the applicant, said they were
agreeable to this setback and that it actually was an oversight in
not showing it on the revised development plan, He continued that a
meeting had bean held with property owners in the adjacent area and
that it was his belief there would be no objection to the plan as
now revised, HARRIS said they have requested a waiver of the normal
35-foot setback to a minimum of 20 feet along Patio Court to permit
more flexibility in arranging the apartments proposed, and have also
requested waiver of the masonry wall along the west side of Parcels
RS-4 and RS-2, and agread to establish a l0-foot planting strip
along this side, as it was considered mcre desirable than a masonry
wall in this particular case,

MR, HARRIS said that 2 number of the residents of Bonnie
Brae had offerad objections to having access to subject development
in line with their residential streets, He said that the developer
is agreeable to three access points as determined by the Traffic
Engineering Division, 1In discussing the matter of access on Rock
Road, it was the feeling that when this street is improved with a
medial, the Traffic Engineer would no doubt locate access to the
property to the west in line with medial breaks. HARRIS said they
would be agreeable to the three points of access being designated
either by the Traffic Engineer or the Planning Commission, It was
pointed out that there are 5 intersecting streets from the residential
area on the east side of Rock Road and that it certainly would not be
desirable to have 8 breaks in the medial in this one~half mile, IAW
stressed the need for clarification of this point at this time and
it was the concensus of the Commission that there should be complete

access control to Rock Road axcept for three openings, which shall be
in line with medial cuts and their locations to be determined by the
Traffic Engineer, HARRIS said this was satisfactory to his clients.

MR, MULLINS qguestionad the signs as related to RS=2 and the
possibility of their location in the rear setback area., HARRIS said
that no signs would be located along the rear of the area and that it
would be satisfactory to limit their location t= along Armour Court.

HARRIS referred to the shelter belt along the north property
line and said that the developer intends to clean out the dead plant
material (they have an agreement with the Park Department in super=
viging the improving of this area since part of the shelter belt is
on public property), and maintain it as a green buffer, He asked
that the required buffer be flexible enough that they could have
pedestrian and vehicular access, and said alsu that it would be
their intention later to include this area as a recreational facility
for children if apartments are constructed, He said they would not
want to be prevanted from constructing terraces, walks, ete,

In the discussion, it was pointed out that sidewalks will be
a requirament of the plat, when later submitted.

GALBRAITH pointed out that a letter had been received from
Mrs, Hocutt, 33 stratford Road, in which she expressad opoisition to
the commercial development proposed for subject area.

LOTn: LAW movad aad HILL seconded that the
Plan. ing Commission recommend to the City Com=
miscion that thi: Community Unit Plan be approved,
subject to the Lollowing:




The applicant indicating a 50-foot planting area
adjacent to Douglas, and providing the following
information under Genaral Notes:

"the north 50 feet of the shelter belt adjacent to
Douglas, except for access points, shall be improved
and maintained as a landscape buffer under the supsr=
vision of the Park Department”,

Waiving the 5°'=8' wall adjacent to the west property
line, subject to a l0-foot planting scrzen being
providad.

Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent to Patio
Court in Parcel RS=4 from 35 feet to 20 feet,

Indicating a maximum two—story height on Parcel Rs=12,

Indicating a 35-foot building setback line on the weat
side of Parcel RS-4.

Changing the notation regarding access control to Rock
Road to read as follows: "Complete access control,
except for three openings. The access points shall be
in line with medial cuts, and their location shall be
determined by the Traffic Engineex".

Under Parcel RS-2, the notation after "signs" being
changed to read as follows: “advertising signs permitted
in the front setback area along Armour Court = 30 feet
maximum height".

The devalopment of this property proceeding in accordance

with the deve n n proved by the Planning
R SRS

camiuian/aa an daviation of the plan,

as determined by the Superintandent of Central Inspection
and the Director of Planning, shall constitute a violation
of the building perri: authorizing construction of the
proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan being resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and City Commission for their
consideration,”
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A COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR
ROCKWOOD SOUTH
Wichita, Kansas

PARCEL " = #i

Total Net Area - 8.17 AC or 355,800 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

Armour 35 feet

Kellogg Drive 65 feet

Other Property Lines 35 feet
Gommercial Uses Permitted Under L.C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Automotive Sales, Service, Parts.

Automotive Center and Other Compatible Uses.

Subject to Board of Zoning Appeal's Approval.
Gross Floor Area per Floor 106, 740 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

PARCEL "R.S." - #2

Total Net Area - 9.34 AC or 407, 000 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C, Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

From Street 35 feet

From Property Line 35 feet
Uses Permitted Under B, B. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Medical Clinics, Laboratories, Professional

Buildings, General Office Buildings
Gross Area per Floor 122, 100 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

GENERAL NOTES -
Width of street right-of-way and width of paving to be
determined at time of platting. )

Ten foot planter strip along East property line in East-
borough in lieu of solid fence.
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PARCEL "R.S." - #3

Total Net Area - 4,07 AC or 177,500 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all street 35 feet
Commercial Uses Permitted Under L.C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Restaurant and Private Club, Medical,

Professional or Office Building - Theater -

Bowling Alley.
Gross Floor Area per Floor 53,250 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

,PARCEL "R.S." - ii4

Total Net Area - 6.43 AC or 278,000 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines
20 feet from '"Patio Drive" 20 feet
50 feet from Douglas 50 feet
Density not to exceed A.A. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under R. B. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Patio Plural Homes - Garden Apartments
Gross Floor Area per Floor 83,400 sq. ft.
Additional Requirements:

Ten foot planter strip along West property line in lieu
of solid fence.




PARCEL "R. #5

Total Net Area - 10.84 AC or 472, 300 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 10 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

50 feet set back from Douglas

35 feet from English & Armour

35 feet from East property line
Density not to exceed B Zoning
Uses Permitted Under B Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Garden Apartments - High Rise Apartments
Gross Floor Area per Floor 141, 690 »q. ft.
Additional Requirements:

Ten foot planter strip to be maintained on Dougl

PARCEL "R.S." - #6

Total Net Area - 8.17 AC or 355,900 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all property lines except on South
Commercial Uses Permitted Under L.C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Automotive Sales, Service, Parts.

Automotive Center and Other Compatible Uses.

Subject to Board of Zoning Appeal's Approval.
Gross Floor Area per Floor 106, 770 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

Additional Requirements:

South 30 feet reserved for fire lane and access easement.




ARCEL S." - #7

Total Net Area - 8.19 AC or 356, 700 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all property lines except on North
Commercial Uses Permitted Under L.C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Automotive Sales, Service, Parts.

Automotive Center and Other Compatible Uses.

Subject to Board of Zoning Appeal's Approval
Gross Floor Area 117,010 eq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

Additional Requirements:

30 feet reserve for fire lane and access easement

on North 30 feet.

PARCEL S." - #8

Total Net Area - 55.13 AC or 2,401,500 sq, ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 4 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L.C. Zoning

Building Set Back Lines

Uses Permitted Under L.C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Shopping Center
Gross Floor Area per Floor 720,450 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs parmitted in set back area
and controlled on Rock Road .
30 feet maximum height
Additional Requirements:
Ten foot planter strip along East property line.
Three accenss points on Rock Road to be determined
by Traffic Engineer.
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_PARCEL "R.S." - #9

Total Net Area - 3,78 AC or 164,900 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L, Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all property lines except Douglas

which is to be 50 feet.
Density not to exceed A Zoning
Uses Permitted Under B.B. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Garden Apartments if oriented to North.

Medical Clinic, Office Building, Laboratories

if oriented to South.
Gross Floor Area per Floor 49,470 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

Additional Requirements:

Ten foot planter strip to be maintained on Douglas Avenue.
PARCEL "R.S." - #10

Total Net Area - 3.78 AC or 165,000 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Covered by Building 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 Story
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all property lines except Douglas

which is to be 50 feet.
Density not to exceed A Zoning
Uses Permitted Under B.B. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Garden Apartments if oriented to North.

Medical Clinic, Office Building, Laboratories

if oriented to South or East.
Gross Floor Area per Floor 49,500 sq. ft.
SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height

Additional Requirementa:

Ten foot planter strip to be maintained on Douglas Avenue.

Access control on Rock Road - Access limited to one
opening to be determined by Traffic Engineer.




PARCEL "R.S." = #l11

Total Net Area - 4.99 AC or
Maximum Land Covered by Buildings
Maximum Height
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines
as Platted
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Howard Johnson Motor Hotel, Restaurant
& Private Club, Service Station - Platted

217,400 sq. ft.
30 percent
2 Story

as Lot 1 and 2, Rockwood South lst Addition.

Gross Floor Area per Floor

62,220 »q. ft.

SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height
Additional Requirements:

PARCEL "R.S." - #12

Total Net Area - 3.98 AC or
Maximum Land Covered by Building
Maximum Height
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Building Set Back Lines

35 feet from all property lines
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Off Street Parking - Offices -

Bank or Other Financial Institutions
Gross Floor Area Per Floor

173, 350 sq. ft.
30 percent

52,005 sq. ft.

SIGNS - Advertising signs permitted in set back area

30 feet maximum height
Additional Requirements:

e L e —
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June 17, 1366

Mxr. Earl Giaves
Rock Road Improvement Inc,
309 south Market
Wichita, Kansas

subject: DP-12 - Revision to Rockwood South
Community Unit Plan on the north side of Kel-
logg betwsen Rock Road and Eastborough

Dear Mz. Gravess

At its regular meeting on June 16, 1966, the Metrcpolitan Area
Planning Commission considexed the above-captioned revision to

L d South C ity Umnit Plan. The action of the Planaing
Cosmission was to recommend that tuis development plan be ap=
proved subject to the following conditions:

1. The applicant indicating a 50-foot planting axea
adjacent to Douglas, and providing the following
information under General Notes:

“the north 50 feet of the shelter belt adéjacent
to Douglas, sxcept for sccess points, shall be
improved and maintained as a landscape buffer

under the supezvision of the Park Department”.

2, Waiving the 5°-8' wall adjacent to the west prop—
erty line, subject to a l0-foot planting screen
being provided.

3, Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent to
Patio Court in Percel RS-4 from 35 feet to 20 feet.

4. Indicsting a maximum two-stoxy height om Pazcrl
RB-12,




June 17, 1966

5, Indicating a 35-foot building setback lime on
the west side of Parcel RS-4.

6. Changing the notation zegarding access contzol
to Rock Road to read as follows: “Complete ac-
ceas control, except for three openings., The
access points shail be in line with medial cuts,
and their location shall be determined by the
Traffic Enginsex®.

I 7. Under Parcel RS-2, the notation after “sigms”
‘! being changed to read as follows: “Advertising

signs permi‘ted in the front setback area along
Armour Court - 30 feet muximum height®,

| 8. The development of this property proceeding in

accordance with the development plan as approved
by the Planning Commission, and any subatantial
deviation of the plan, as detexmined by the Supar-
intendent of Central Inspection and the Director
of Planning, shall constitute a violation of the
building permit authorizing construction of tie
prop d devel Ee

9. Any majox changes' in this development plan being
resubmitted to the Planning Coomission and City
Commission for their consideration.

Priox to forwarding the development plan to the City Commission
for its consideration, it is necessary that you revise the
development plan as approved by the Planning Commission and :
submit eight corrected copies to this office.

This development plan will be forwarded to the City Commission
for its consideration on Jume 28, 1966, if all conditiona of
approval are complied with and the eight copies of the revised
development plan are in our office by 5:00 p.m., Wednesday, June
22, 1966,

iIf you have any questions concerning this matter, please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Seniox Planmerx
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Nx. Charles W, Haxris
Mz, H, N, Van Auksn

9 High Dxive
Nx. K, O, Tayloxr

567 West Douglas
Mre. E. 5, Hocutt
3) stratford Road

Mx. Richard Mullins
Beacon Building

Eastborough
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JAACHIUTRCS EREACK CUUNTY.
METROPOLETAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

DAYE: June 16, 1966

Ccase Nc, DP-12 on of Development Plan
e et e e

Locations Worth side of Xellogy between Rock Kead amnd Eagcborough
Acress 150

Land_lse Zenipg

Bxisting Fotel, service staticn, ant, “Le!
1 and restxurant
Worth patic apartments, single family “AR" & “FB"
i and vacank
EBasi single family. swizming pool “ABRY & VLC®
ub house
South Drive~in theater K motel, new and "Le”
used car agenay l
i h, single family. vecant “RA"

Unplstea
Higtory: Case %=uis0 -~ "AR“ to "LC“
Refers i ly at applicant's request = Ociober. 1961
Case Z-0408 ~ "AA er
MAPC: ApprT 10-4-62
BCC: Deferred 10~23~62
BCC: Denied 10-30-62
Cape %0427 - “3A° Lo "LC" - CUP
MAPC: Approv "BB" for Lot 2, except § 380 feet thereof,
Roclkwood Souch Firat Addition
cuUP was deferred 1-17-63
BCC: Approved north portion foxr "BBY 2-5~63
Approved 7-2-64
Approved 7-21-64
DP~1 =~ WAPC Approved 7-21-64
DP=12 = MAPC Deferred indefinitely 1-20-66

Conments

1. There has been considerable history on thic property since 196..
Former reguests for zone changes were either denied, defexred,
or approved only in part. Upon the approval of the amended CUP
regulations, the applicanit submitted an application for e
zoning for the entire tract and also suhmitted a “development
pian® and alternate proposal under the CUP regulaticns of tha
zoning ordinance. Both were approved by the Planning Commisgion
on July 2, 1964. (Case 2-0557 and Case DPE-1].
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Case Ho, LP-12
June 16, 1966

< de from the orlginal
develop e . I amended plan wh was
idered by the pl ing Commission on January 20, 1966. Due
iderabl r of protestors in the area. the cvape was
deferred indefin ly in order for th valopers and szurrounding
wroperty owners to mret to Lry to re ve as many of the problems
sousible. The applicants have now revised the amended plan and
resibmitted it for consideration

‘ controversy bDetween the staff and the appli-
syned with the planting screen adjacent to

Louglas. : sent . there im an sxisting 70+fock wide shelter
belt on the south side of Douglas which provides an excellent
puf fer for tha yesidential developme to the nerth., The plan
indicates the reguired l0-fool planting strips however, this
appears te bs an inadaguate screen separating single famlly uses
from a LS0-acre communify unit plan which is proposed primarily
for conmercia) development, it is the opinion of the Planning
Depariment that at leaat 50 feet of the shelter balt should be
retained and improved to© serve as a buffer for the single family
dwellings to the nerth,

4 The applicant has submitted a lezter requesting that the setback

adjacent to Patio Cowrt in Parcel RS-4 be reduced from the reguired
35 feet to 20 feet, 1he setback ragulrement in the "B" multiple
family zone ls 20 fest and since this parcel is to develop for
apartmentg, it is the opinion of the Planning Department that the
20-foot setback as reguested is proper.

5. The applicant has also requested that the wall requirement be
waived adjacent to the west property lires of Parcels RS—2Z and
RS~4. In lieu of a wall the applicant is proposing a 10~foot
planting etrip as a buffer for the property to the west. Since
offices and nultiple family dwellings are being planned adjacent
to the west properiy line, they will for all practical purposes
gerve az the buffer between the commercial developmant ¢o the
east and the residential development to the west, Thorefore, it is
the opinion of the staff that the L0-fcot planting strip in lieu
of the 5" = B' wall is satisfactory and will gerve ag an adequate
buffer.

Regommendation

The Plamning Department recommends that the development plan
be approved with the understanding that such approval iz giver on the
basis that this fract of land ix undeyr one ownership and control, =zed
is in accordance with the intent of Section 2Z8,04.190 of the orxdinance
to promoke well~planned and well—organized communify unit plan deve-~




Page 3 - Case No, DP-l2

June 16, 1966

lopments, It is further recommended that approval of the plan be
given subject to the following conditions:

1.

The applicant indicating a 50-foot planting area ad-iacent
to Douglas and providing the following inf ormation under
General Provisions:

The north 50 feet of the shelter belt adjacent to
Douglas, except for access points, shall be improved
and maintained as a landscape buffer under the super-
vision of the Park Department.

Waiving the 5' ~ 8° wall adjacent to the west property line,
subject to a 10-foot planting screen being provided.

Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent to Patio Court
in Parcel RS-4 from 35 feet to 20 feet,

Indicating a maximum two-stery height on Parcel RS-12,

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the developmeni plan as approved by the Planning Commis~
sion, and any substantial deviation of the plan, as determined
by the Superiniendent of Central Inspection and the Director
of Planning, shall constitute a violation of the building per-
mit authorizing construction of the proposed development.

Any major changes in this devalopment plan shall be resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for its
consideration,

T T,

i
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DATRE: June 16, 1966 .

Case No, DP-12 l Reques§s DRevision of Development Plan

Locationg No side Kel between k Rgad Bastbo:ough
Aggesg 150

Land Usg Zoping

Existing MoBel, sexvice s@agion, vacant,
and ges@auzant
Neggh Pagio apagBments, single family
and vagan®
East Single family, swimming pool,
club house
South Drive=in theagex, moRel, new and
used cay agency
Wes® . Eas§bogough, single family, vacant

Unpla®ied qufie-
HisBorys Cass Z=Q350 - "AA® %o "IC"

Defegped indefinitely a® appl:l.cant s request = October, 1961

- m- to Ilm!

MAPC: Approved l0-4=62

BCCs Deferxed 10-23-62

BCCg Denied 10-30-62

s - WaA" po "Lo" - cup ¢
MAPGe Approved "BB" for Lot 2, except S 380 feet thereof,
Rockwood S8outh First Addition
CUP was defexred 1-17-63

BCC: Approved north portion for "BB" 2-5-63

MAPC: Approved 7-2-64

BCC: Approved 7-21-64

DP-1 = MAPC Approved 7-21-64
DP-12 - MAPC Deferred indefinitely 1=20-66

Semuengs

Phexe has been considerable history on this property since 1961,
Former requests for zone changes were either denied, deferred,
o® approved only in part. Upon the approval of the amended CUP
regulations, the applicant submitted an application for "LC"
zoning for the entire tract and also submitted a "development,
plan" and alternate proposal under the CUP regulations of the
zoning ordinance. Both were approved by the Planning Commission
on July 2, 1964. (Case Z-0557 and Case DP-1l),




Page 2 - Gase Nop DP-12
l June 16y 1966

% @ 2pplicant made sevégel major zevisiens from the ogiginal
appgoved developmen@ plan and filed an amended plan which was

| c@nggdeged by the Planning Commission on January 20y 1966. Due

| %o a considerable number of protes@ors in the areag the case was

| defegyed indeginitely in ordez fox the developers and suggounding

Opey8y owners o mee§ %0 83y to resolve as many of §he problems

as possible, he applican®s have now revised the amended plan and

huve resibmifPed it foz congideraion,

3¢ Whege is onc agea of contzoversy Lofween the s@aff and #he appla=
can@ and ®ha® is concexned with she plan@ing scgeen adjaceng o
Douglas, A® presenfy $here is an exis@§ing 70~foofl wide shelter
bel§ on the sough side of Douglas which provides an excelleng
buffeg for the residengial developmen§ §o the nor#h, $he plan
dndicages $he gequired l0=fooR plan@ing s@5ip; however, this
appeaxs $0 be an inadequage screen sefayrm@ing single family uses
H from a 150-acye communify unig plan which is proposed primagily
for commercial development, It is the opinion of the Planning
Bepar@ment ghat a® leas® 50 fee® of Fhe sheltex belt should be
&e8ainaed and improved %o sexve as a buffer for $he single family
dwellings %o the north,

4¢ ®he applicant has gsubmitted a legter requesting that the setback

i adjacent ®o Patioc Court in Parcel RS~4 be reduced from the required

! 35 feet to 20 feek, %he setback requirement in the "B" multiple
family zone is 20 feeg and since this parcel is to develop for

apartments, it is the opénion of the Planning Department that the

20~foot setback as requested is proper.,

5. The applicant has also requested that the wall requirement be
waived adjacent to the west property lines of Parcels RS-2 and
RS~4. In lieu of a wall,the applicant is proposing a l0-foot
planting strip as a buffer for the property to the west. Since
offices and multiple family dwellings are being planned adjacent
to the west property line, they will for all practical purposes
serve as the buffer between the commercial development to the
east and the residential development to the west. Therefore, it is
the opinion of the staff that the 10-foot planting strip in 1iéﬁ—

of the 5° - 8' wall is satisfactory and will serve as an adequate
buffer,

o e S

Recommendation

The Planning Department recommends that the development plan

be approved with the understanding that such approval is given on the

| basis that this tract of land is under one ownership and control, and

f is in accordance with the intent of Section 28,04,.190 of the ordinance

| to promote well-planned and well-organized community unit plan deve=
|




Page 3 - Case No. DP-12

June 16, 1966

lopments. It is further recommended that approval of the plan be
given subject to the following conditions:

1,

The applicant indicating a 50~-foot planting area adjacent
to Douglas and providing the following inf ormation under
General Provisions:

The north 50 feet of the shelter belt adjacent to
Douglas, except for access points, shall be improved
and maintained as a landscape buffer under the super—
vision of the Park Department.

Waiving the 5' - 8' wall adjacent to the west property line,
subject to a 10-foot planting screen peing provided.

Granting a reduction of the setback adjacent to Patio Court
in parcel RS-4 from 35 feet to 20 feet.

Indicating a maximum two—story height on Parcel RE-12,

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the planning Commig~
sion, 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 per—
mit authorizing construction of the proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan shall be resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and to the city commission for its
consideration,
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ROCK ROAD
Dy Ehe e
Improvement,Ino. &L :

Wichita, Kansas. '

PO Box 282881
June 13, 1966

Mr. John Firsching

Landscape and Forestry Department
Park Board

5th Floor - City Hall Annex

Wichita, Kansas

\
JUN 111965 |E|
M AN,{E_,‘;,“

Dear Mr. Firsching:

Re: Shelterbelt located on the South
side of Douglas Avenve between
Eastborough and Rock Road

At the request of the staff of the City Planning commission, we have investigated
the possibility of trying to save the shelterbelt located on the South side of Douglas
Avenue. It is our desire to save as much of this as is practical. Itis my under-
standing that the Planning Staff has recommended that this belt be preserved under
the guidance and recommendation of the Park Department.

When we inspected this property on the ground, it was our decision to give some
thought to taking an area of approximately 100 feet and at this time go in and thin
out this shelterbelt, removing all the dead trees, thinning out any trees that would
not grow successfully, cleaning up all of the underbrush and leaving this area in a
park like condition. In order to proceed on a program of this nature, it occurred
to me that the most logical spot to start this type of program would be at the East
edge of the Eastborough city limits on the South side of Douglas Avenue, and taking
the area lying West of the bridge to Eastborough and removing those trees that
necessarily would be in the street right-of-way and the 20 foot building set back
line on the adjacent property to the West of the proposed new street on the West
bank of the drainage channel, also taking into consideration the line of site for
intersections that would require additional removal of trees. The balance of this
area could then be cleaned up along the lines which we have discussed. In doing
this we would be able to find out what some of the problems are and what this
landscaping would look like upon completion of this particular segment of the
shelterhelt.




Mr. John Firsching June 13, 1966

It is our full intention to cooperate with the Park Board in every way pos sible
to preserve as much of this shelterbelt as possible, keeping in mind the fact
that probably 20 feet of the shelterbelt will be on public right-of-way. Since
part of this is or will be city right-of-way, we are looking forward to working
with you on this pilot project and will appreciate all your help and recommenda-
tions in order to preserve all of the green area possible without this being a
detriment to the property in the future. We certainly agree with you that if it is
feasible, economical and practical that it should be retained to its fullest extent.

We will be looking forward to working with you on this pilot project and will
appreciate your recommendations and suggestions.

very truly,

-\9_:_‘——‘*‘@-\

Earl T. Graves
Assistant Secretary

ETG:elh

cc: Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission

Mr. Charley Harris
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33 stratford Road

Wichita sas 67206
April 19371966

Mr. Jack H. Galbraith, Senior Planner
W-SC Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Building Annex

104 South Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Subject: S/D 66-25 - Final Plat of Clayton Addition AND
Rockwood South Community Unit Plan

Dear Sir:

From our three-year old son, I extracted the admonition which he learned from his cohorts--
"you know darn well I'm right.” As I write this, somehow I "know darn well I'm right.” I am
not powerful; we are not people of affluence; if I did not feel "right," I would not have the
courage to write this letter in refutation of what Rockwood Development Co. (WEH, et al) plans
for the mrea between Eastborough and Rock Road, bounded on the north by Douglas and on the
south by Kellogg.

It is inconceivable and incongruous that, in a nice neighborhood, this grotesque develop-
ment even could be considered. My loyalty extends beyond Wichita to encompass all of Kansas,
where I was born and have spent most of my life and where our four children, the oldest of whom
is a WSU junior, are being educated. My roots in Kansas are forty-six years deep. 1 know that
my interest is more than provincial. As I stated at the April 7 meeting, I have pride in all of
the Wichita area, I care what happens to "my town,” and we are teaching our children to care,
At this point, I question whether WKH cares about anything other than "dollar" values. There
are "people” values, too. I know that if I had developed the residential section north of Doug-
las as WKH did, I could not subject these residents, and others in the area, to the ills of an
automotive center, bowling alley, night club, theatre, mediocre apartment complexes, etc. Auto-
mobile lots always have been ihe target of vandalism. Can you imagine row after row of cars, a
paint and body shop, and all of the other component parts adjacent to any fine residential area?

Rockwood Development Co, is powerful, but that does not make them right. I think it is
poor planning and wrong to deface good neighborhoods; to Jjuxtapose crass commercialization and
residential areas where people care, not only about economic sense, but about esthetic things
and intangible values, If this profane encroachment is allowed in this area, or in any com—
parable area, the blight will be on all of Wichita. Nowhere could one escape the clutch of
avarice, This whole area is yet too new and too nice for artificial defacement--even in the
name of progre: 1f defilement is progress, then I have a gross misconception about it, for
I believe that progress denotes improvement=--not just money-grabbing.

Therefore, I implore you to reconsider seriously the developmental proposals made by Rock-
wood Development Co. and by Philip F. Farha and, if necessary, to re-zome at least the morth
and the west portions of the entire area between Eastborough and Rock Road, bounded on the
north by Douglas and on the south by Kellogg, so there can be a buffer, economically sound and
esthetically desirable, between Eastborough on the west and Rockwood on the north and the re-
mainder of the area. The new development north of Central, between Broadmoor and Rock Road,
appears to be highly desirable. I hope comparable consideration will be given to the residents
in our area,

The weight of decision and the responsibility of power hang heavily on the head of & man
who strives to act from motives pure. The fact of my faith in your individual and collective
judgment is a tribute--I hope that you col

Sincerely 'yours 5

F ] Can Al

[
cc: Each member of the Metropolit | Marcelle Hocutt
Area Planning Commission (Mrs, E. 5. Hocutt)
e~ - -




CASE NO. DP-12 - 125 NOTICES MAILED 6-2-66 FOR 6-16-66 MAPC MEETING




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
© 77 TTMETROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION ~ ~ —~~ "~ 7o o
CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS JUN 2 - 1966

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will
consider the following item in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South
Main, Wichita, Kansas, at its meeting at 2:00 p.m. on
at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or attorney, if
you so desire.

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary

DP-12 - The SEY%, Section 19, Township 27, Range 2 East, Wichita,
sedgwick County, Kansas; except Rockwood South 2nd Addi-
tion. Generally located on the west side of Rock Road
between Douglas and Kelloqq,

This Development Plan has been submitted as required under the Com-
munity Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.04,190 of the Code of the
City of Wichita, Kansas, The Development Plan is on file in the
office of the Planning Director, Room 402, City Building Annex,

104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas and is available for public infor-
mation and review,

The Development Plan on file proposes an approximate 150-acre
commercial development for the Rockwood South Shopping Center. In-
cluded in the Development Plan is information concerning building
setbacks, maximum ground coverage by structures, maximum gross
floor area, maximum height limitations, location of ingress and
egress, and off-street parking. The Plan also distinguishes
proposed land use (patio-garden apartments, high rise, general
offices, shopping center and related commercial uses) on specific
designated parcels. :

This hearing is to be held as provided in Section 28,04.190 of the
Code of the City of Wichita, and the same will there be d ussed
and considered by the said Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission. Those persons interested in this matter
will be heard at that time,

NGTE: It is the policy of the Planning Commission that any request for
a deferral of the hearing of this case shall be submitted te the Secretary,
C. Bickley Foster, 104 south Main, 7 days prior to the meeting. The Chair-
man and Secretary may grant such a request for deferral. Persons requesting
deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing and mailing new notices,

T9-215




SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF CITY OF WICHITA ZONING DISTR!

One-Family Dwelling District
Permits one-family dwellings, parks, schools, libraries, golf
courses, nurseries, churches and home occupations.

Two-Family Dwelling District
Permits two-family dwellings and uses permitted in "AA".

- Four-Family Dwelling District
Permits three and four-family dwellings, and uses permitted in "AA"
and "A".

Multiple-Family Dwelling District
Permits multiple dwellings, off-street parking areas, apartments,

boarding houses, cemeteries, medical offices and uses permitted in
“AR", "A" and "RB

"BB" - Office District
Permits apothecaries, clinics, hospitals; medical, business and
professional offices; motels under certain conditions; and all
residential uses.

Light Commercial ict
Peri s all purely retail business conducted within an enclosed

building; service stations; all residential and office uses.

commercial District
Permits all commercial uses and residential and oifice uses and
some fabrication uses.

Central Business District

Permits all commercial, office, wholesale, manufacturing and
residential uses. Prohibits those which constitute a hazard or
nuisance from smoke, dust, odor or fire danger.

Light Industrial District
Permits all manufacturing activities which do not constitute a

hazard or a nuisance; and all office and commercial uses. Resi-
dential uses are prohibited.

Heavy Industrial District
Permits all office, commercial and manufacturing uses. Most

objectionable manufacturing uses are subject to conditional
approval. Residential uses are prohibited.

Mobile Home District
Permits mobile home parks and associated uses.




[
ROCK ROAD

Improvement,Inc.
Wichita, Kansas.

PO Box 2281
May 20, 1966

Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Planning Commission

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:

In connection with the revised Community Unit Plan for Rockwood South,
we are requesting a waiver of the solid masonry wall along the West side
of RS-4 and RS-2 and the approval of a ten foot planter strip to be installed
along the West property line abutting the Eastborough residential property.

We also request a waiver of the building set back line on Parcel R5-4
from 35 feet to a minimum of 20 feet along Patio Court which will permit
a little bit more flexibility for the arrangement of the Garden Apartments
or Patio Homes that are expected to be built on this tract. This set back
requirement would be the same that is required for B or RB zoning with
reference to multiple family units.

Yoyss very truly,

e

= Earl T. Graves
Assistant Secretary




tereated in this matter will be heard at that time,
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May 2, 1966

Mr. Charles W. Harris
830 First National Bank Bldg.
Wichita, Kansas

Subject: DP-12 - Rockwood South Community
Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Harris:

The Planning Department has reviewed the revised Preliminary
Development Plan with members of the Flood Control and Traffic
Engineering Divisions of the Department of Public Works, Fol-
lowing are some of the comments made by this office and the
other departments with which this matter was discussed., Our
comments will be limited to only the general design of the Plan
as the required information for each parcel was not shown other
than to be referred to on the original plan.

It appears that the major change is the reduction of acres pro-
posed for residential and office uses and the increase in the
amount of land now designated as related retail or as “"automotive
complex”. The number of acres for residential use has been re-
duced from 40 acres to 17 acres, and the area for offices from
25 acres to 12 acres. The previously approved plan offered both
residential and office uses as a buffer to the residential area
north of Douglas and west of the west property line to the City
of Eastborough.

Unless the area now developed as a Standard Service Station and
Howard Johnson Motel has been sold and is no longer under Rock-
wood control, it should appear on the Development Plan. The
actual building location must be shown.
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Barcels Ho. 1. 6 and 7

As you are probably aware, the automotive sales and service com-
Plex proposed for these three parcels is not a permitted use in
"LC" Light Commercial zoning. The Board of Zoning Appeals has
the authority to review Exception applications as outlined in
Section 28.04.183.2 of the City Zoning Ordinance. Please note
that even the approval by the Board of Zoning Appeals does not
permit body and fender repair. Such use requires "C" Commercial
zoning.

Parcel No, 2

This parcel has been reduced substantially in size as compared
to RS-13 of the approved Development Plan., It appears that the
original proposed high-rise apartment is no longer desirable on
this shall area and should be deleted as a proposed use. We
would recommend that the south four tracts of Parcel No. 4 be
included in Parcel No. 2 and the proposes uses be listed as
originally proposed in RS-13 except that the high-rise apart-
ment be deleted. The maximum proposed height should not exceed
35 feet.

Parcel No, 3

We see no particular problem with this parcel except the "U"
street should be 80 feet in width and paved at a 44-foot width.

Parcel Fo. 4

We have certain reservations about the cul-de-sac in Parcel No.
4 being constructed adjacent to the City of Eastborough. The
bridge in line with the drainage channel does not offer the sight
obstruction as does the sharp curve of Douglas at the city limit
line., We would recommend that you give consideration to the
alignment of the cul-de-sac adjacent to the drainage channel as
indicated on the enclosed plan.

In approving Parcel No. 4 as shown, it would be necessary for

the applicant to raquest a waiver of the required 35-foot minimum
setback to a 20-foot front setback as permitted in the "B" Multi-
ple Pamily classification,

In both Parcels No. 2 and 4 where offices and garden apartments

ok_ax. proposed, the applicant may desire to request a waiver of the

regquired 5°'-8' masonry wall. The applicant may wish to propose
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an alternate method of screening to provide a buffer adjacent
to Eastborough. The proposed residential density should be in-
dicated for Parcel No. 4.

Barcel Yo, §

It has been brought to our attention that the Traffic Engineer-
ing Divieion has recently designed the improvements of Rock Road
and has proposed medials. There is a 60-foot half-street ded-
ication for the east half of Rock Road and it is recommended that
the Development Plan show 60 feet for the west half. Access
points to Rock Road should not exceed three openings, the exact
location to be determined by the Traffic Engineering Division.

We would recommend that the 300-foot setback to the west iine

of Parcel No. 8 be reduced to offer greater flexibility of de-
sign. It is also our recommendation that a dedication of 80 feet
be made for an-east-west street at the north of the shopping
center parcel. This would provide better circulation for the
offices, shopping center and high-rise, and provide for street
frontage for the offices to the north other than on Douglas.

Barcels No. 5. 9 and 10

We first discussed that Parcels No. 5 and 9 should be combined
and proposad for either high-rise or garden apartments. The
east-west dimension of Parcels 9 and 10 which does provide office
frontage on a street being developed by single-family to the
north of Douglas seems unrealistic.

Considerable thought has been given to Douglas and the existing
shelter belt which is 70 feet in width. Nothing in the next

10 to 15 years can mature to provide the view buffer that the
present shelter belt provides. We recommend that the developer
consider improving and maintaining the present shelter belt as
the buffer to the entire north side of the Plan, At least 50
feet should be retained and indicated on the revised Development
Plan. This would make it more realistic for Parcels No. 9 and 10
to have the proposed offices facing the street to the south of
Douglas., Access to Douglas should be controlled as much as
possible to encourage the continuous shelter belt and the orien-
tation of offices to the scuth., The proposed density for the
high-rise apartment in Parcel No. 5 should be indicated.
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Sions

As required when the first plan was adopted, advertieing signs
instead of institutional signs shall be indicated both on the
Plai. «nd the general information sheet, and a maximum sign height
of 30 feet shall also be indicated. Signs should also be con-
trolled as approved on the original plan.

Drainage

In our letter dated December 14, 1965, we pointed out that the
Flood Control Division had requested a “finished grade profile”
of the drainage ditch., They have reviewed the profile as sub-
mitted by your engineer and have recalculated the necessary width
for the drainage ch 1l to P for the drop in flow line.
The necessary width ie indicated on the enclosed plan, Please
contact M. S. Mitchell of the Flood Control Division concerning
this request.

It is necessary that the revised Plan indicate topography as well
as all other required information foi community unit plan approval.

The deadend street should be indicated as a “"fire lane and access
easement”. All commercial streeta should be indicated at 80-foot
widthe and paved to the width of 44 feet. The width of the resi-
dential cul-de-sac will depend on the proposed density.

Enclosed for your files is a marked-overlay of the submitted Plan
reflecting our comments. After you have had the opportunity to
di our ts and make revisions in the Plan, it will be
necessary for you to submit three copies for our comments and
advise us thirty days in advance as to when you desire the Plan
to be scheduled for public hearing.

These are most of the problems which we can foresee at this time
as related to the various segments of the submitted plan. We
will bs glad to discuss any questions concerning the revised
Plan at your convenience,

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Senior Planner
JHG sbgs
Enclosure
ccy Mr. Earl Graves
309 South Market
Wichita, Kansas




April 26, 1966

Mre. E. 8. Hocutt
33 stratford Road
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Subjects DP-12 - Rockwood South Community
Unit Plan; and 8/D 66-25 - Final Plat of
Clayton Addition

Dear Mrs, Hocutt:
This is in answer to your letter of April 19, 1966, pointing

out your concern regarding the Final Plat of Clayton Addition
and Rockwood South Community Unit Plan. As you are aware, the

Final Plat of Clayton Addition was considered and approved by
the Planning Commission on April 21, 1966, subject to several
conditions as outlined in our letter on April 22. The Plan-
ning Commission did not require that accees control be required
adjacent to Willowbrook Road and Stratford Drive.

In regard to the Rockwood South Community Unit Plan as submit-
ted by Rockwood Development Company, this plan has just recently
been revised and submitted to our office for staff comments.

We share several of your concerns regarding development adja-
cent to both Eastborough and Douglas, I am assuming that after
the staff makes their comments regarding the development plan
as now submitted, the applicant may make revisions prior to
the advertisement of the plan for public hearing. As of this
date, I cannot inform you as to when the hearing will be set;
however, we will keep you advised as to the date of the next
public hearing of this development plan.

If you have any questions concerning these matters, please call,

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Senior Planner




HOCK ROAD
Improvement,Ino.
Wichita, Kansas.

PO Box 28281

April 12, 1966

Mr. Jack Galbriath
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission N
City Building Annex /
104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas

Re: Rockwood South Reviasd Plan 4-9-66
Dear Jack:

The uses proposed for this plan are as follows:

No. 1 - Automotive complex - new and used car sales, service, etec.
No. 2 - Same as RS #13
No. 3 - Same as RS 12
No. 4 - Sarne as RS #11
No. 5 - Same as RS #10 except no goli course
No. 6 ~ Automditive complex - rew and used car sales, service, etc.
No. 7 Automotive complex - naw and used car sales, service, etc.
No. 8 Same as RS #7 alternate

9

No. 9 and 10 - Same as RS #9

These are the changes which we feel we need to make in cur G, U, P, plan. We
have no {eeling regarding the streets East of Armour as being private streets.
We are agreeable to making Armour 80 feet North of Court providing we can take
the additional 20 feet West of Armour for the additional right-of-way suggestsd.

We would appreciate your reviewing this sketch plan with your staff and giving
us# your recommendations as soon as possible,

Yours very truly,

Earl T, Graves
Assistant Secretary
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HETROPOLITAN AREA, PIANWING COMMISSION

DATE: January 20, 1966

Case No. bP-12 Request: Revision of Development Plan

Location: Generally located on the north side of Kellegg between
Rock Road and Eastborocugh
et e

Acres: 150

Lapd Uge Zoning

Existing Motel, service station, vacant, b Fo)
reataurant

Noxth Patio apartments, single family “AR" & "RB"
and vacant

East Single family, swimming pocl, “PA° & "LC"
club house

South Drive-in theater, motel, new and Lo
used car agency

Womt E: stborough, single family, vacant “AR" & "LC"

e e

Platted ar Unplacted __X_

History: Cage Z-0350 - “AA" to "LC" - Daferred indefinitely at
applicant’'s reguest - October, 1961
Casp Z-C0408 - "AA" to °LC" - MAPC Approved 10-4-62
BCC peferred 1 week - 10-23-62
BCC Denied - 10-30-62
Cage 7-0427 - “"AA" to "LC" -~ CUP —~ MAPC Approved “BB" for
Lot 2, except south 380 feet therecf, Reckwood South
First Addition
CUP waa deferred 1-17-83
BCC approved Nogth portion for “SB® 2-5-63
oage Z-0835 ~ MAPC Approved 7-2-64
557 BCC Approved 7-21-64
MAPC Roproved 7~21-64

Commants

There has been considerable history on this property since 1961,
Formexr rejuests for rone changes were either denied, doferred,
or approved only in part., Upon the approval of the amended cup
xegulations, the applicant submitied an applicatien for “LC¥
Zoning for tha entire tract and also submitted a "development
plan® and alternate proposal under the CUP regulations of the
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Zoning Ordinance, Both werxe approved by the Planning Commis-—
sion on July 2, 1964, (Case Z~0575 and Case DP-1).

The applicant has now made several major revisions from the
eriginal development plan and has £iled a new CUP applicaticn
and has resubmitted a revised development plan and alternate
proposal as required under the CUP provisions set out in-gec~
tion 28.04.190 of the Zoning Ordinance, The Planning Depart-
ment has reviéwed the propecsed plan with the Traffic Engineear=—
ing Division and the Flood Contxol Division of the Depariment
of Public Works. The Flood Control Division had several
questions concerning £loed control right-of-way and reguested
that they be furnighed a “finighed grade profile" of the )
stream. This requast has been complied with. After making
certain recommended changes, the applicani submitted a deve-
lopment plan and land use summary which are attached to this
report. (Note: The Plaa should be brought to the Planning
Commission meeting as copies are limited.)

Bagically, the entire plan has been reoriented. Instead of
the commercial development as earlier proposed along Kellogy
with residential and office buffers along Douglas and East
borough, the new plan recrients commercial development adja—
cent to residential zoning to the north and Bastborough to the
west. The area north of Douglas is developing as single.
family residential and should continue to Rock Road as indi-
cated by the approval of the preliminary plat of Rockwood
Addition.

The uses originslly proposed for the arca along the west and to
the north of the Howard-Johnson motel and restaurant complex
have significantly been changed. The original plan listed
proposed uses such as laboratories, medical clinica, office
buildings, professional buildings and high rige apartments.
The revised plan now lists as proposed uses automotive center
parts, sales and services; sntertainment center; private clubj
clinic offices and other compatible uses.

The revised plan also proposes commercial development aleng the
entire quarter mile from Douglas to Kellogg. The entizre east
half of the quarter section is now designated for a shopping
center. Since Douglas is no longer designated as a major street
in the Master Plan for Thorofares and will not be constructed to
major street standards, heavy volumes of traffic should not be
drawn through Eastborough to enter the shopping center from
Douglas, but sheuld be encouraged to use Kellogg and Rock Road.
By orienting the shopping center facilities toward Kellogg as
originally propesed, traffic would be encouraged to approach the
center by major streets,
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4. When the plan wss originally approved, it was designed as a
mixed commercial-office-residential CUP. Now, however, the
plan has been revised to essentially a commercial develop~
ment plan. The degree of change is indicated in the follow-
ing table which compares the acreage originally designated i
for certain uses against the acreage now designated for T WA i
these uses. ; ; !

e RS e e ST SR

Plan Originally
__Appraved . Ravigel 2lan

RESIDENTIAL

Barcal # razcal @

RS-10 27.2 Acres R3-3 4.6) Acres
RS ‘11 12.8 Acres RS~4 4.24 Acres
e ES-6 1.0 _acres
Total 40,0 Acres Toral 18,86 Acres

| 7019 ernis

NOFE; The original plan would allow a maximum of 60,4 acres of

residential development,

gy

¥
i

Earcel 4
E5-5 1.64 Acres

12.4 Acres s
25.0 Acres Total 1.64 Acres

2,39 (0 |2.5¢
SHOREING CENTER

Barcel i
46. 04 Acres RE-11 63,92 Acres
_2.05 dcres fost
48,10 Acres Y¥stal 68.92 Acres

AT RS g Lo

Proposed Gross
Floox Area 2,406,000 8g. ft. 3,602,000 sq, ft.
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Plan Originally
——Approver] Eevised Plap

RELATED REPALL £ND ONPTCE WBES

raxcel ¥
5,12 hexes R3-1 4.99 Acres
3.76 Acres 25,83 Rcres
1.80 Acres 4.41 Acres
4.30 heresg 3.99 Acres
3.70 Acres 4,60 Acres
4,00 deran L.J7 Acres
otal 22,68 Acres Total 45.58 Acres
2. b 8 leerin 30
There ar= novw tvwo slternate plans for street alignment for
Parcels RS-3 and RS-4, Alternate #1 indicates a strest aleong
the west side of drainage channel from Douglas o Kellogd,
whereas Alternate #2 takes the street west and aleng the rear
of the razsidences of Easthorough at the northwest corner of the
developmen: plan, It would appsar that Alternate #2 would be
objectionable as it would encourage traffic adjacent to the
raar of the existing residences, creatcing doubla frontage lots,
aud generally have an adverse affoct on these preperties by
increased traffic noise. Althouch Alternate #1 is the prefexxed
of the two golutions, as it allows developnent to back up to
the Zastborough residences, it ic Che opinion of the staff that
an access point next
kecause of the 3
originally appr
Zunctionally and ccathetically.

The propossed uees lis under Pzrcel RS-3 ere garden apartments -
patio, plural residences, duplexas, any other residential use,
luxury rstivement units and care home, The uges parmitted in
thig parcel should have a gpexblznce of compatibility with the
developmant in Ezstborough and, therefore, tha proposed use
“any other residential use® is guite vague end should bs eithex
further defined or removed. Alszo, the proposed uvae of a care
home in Parcel RS-3 does not seem to be as compatible a8 garden
apartments or dupleres adjacent to the high quality residences
of Baastborough and the vecently constructed patio apartments
north of Douglas, %he care heme propossd would seam o be more
appropriate in either Parcels Rs—-4 or R3-5.

It should now be re-emphasized that the granting of a full
guerter section of "LC" moning zecond only to the Cantral Busi-
ness District of Wichita, was not based on developing the entire
tract for commercial uses but wse locked upen with Zavor
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ment Plan offered proper buffering

2ot both existing and proposed residential
areas while atill offering to the developer the highest
degree of flexibility. The of and regidential buffer
hes now baen reduced by some 45 acres on the revised p
The area proposzed for commercial development on the plan
approved in 1964 was approtimetely 70 acres whoreasg there iz
approximately 115 acres propossd £ commercial development
on the revised plan,

The Planning Commisai 8 Spaxd of y Commigsimers could
have approved ®"B" and "BB" zoning along Dou nd acjaceant
to Eastborough and the "AA" zcning on the wsst but, instead,
zoned the entire g ¢
Unit Plan appreved, along with "LC® zondng .offered what
vae thought to be permane proper buffering

% g and future,.

ns approved
ing adopted

The consgiderable increase in & un® < ceitration of com-
nareial uges is a waj e coice z the devalomment
of this arer as prac i

of commereianl uses

By eliminating the

usas adjzcent to exi

areas to the north and

diminigh the valus ef 3. ider
therefore, recommended t 1 ed plan
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ROCK ROAD

Improvement,Inoc.
Wichita, Kansgas.

PO Box 22831

April 12, 1966

Mr. Jack Galbriath

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Building Annex

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas

Re: Rockwood South Revised Plan 4-9-66
Dear Jack:
The uses proposed for this plan are as follows:

No. 1 - Automotive complex - new and used car sales, service, etc.
No. 2 - Same as RS #13

No. 3 - Same as RS #12

No. 4 - Same as RS #11

No. 5 - Same as RS #10 except no golf course

No. 6 - Automotive complex - new and used car sales, service, etc.
No, 7 - Automotive complex - new and used car sales, service, etc.
No. 8 - Same as RS #7 alternate

No. 9 and 10 - Same as RS #9

These are the changes which we feel we need to make in our C.U. P, plan. We
have no feeling regarding the streets East of Armour as being private streets.
We are agreeable to making Armour 80 feet North of Court providing we can take
the additional 20 feet West of Armour for the additional right-of-way suggested,

We would appreciate your reviewing this sketch plan with your staff and giving
us your recommendations as soon as possible,

ours very truly,

Earl T. Graves
Assistant Secretary

o e
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January 21, 1966

Mr, Robert M., Partridge
Fourth National Bank Building
Wichita, Kensas

Subject: DP-12 - Community Unit Plan on the
west side of Rock Road between Douglas
Kelloyg i

Deaxr Mr, Partridge:
At its regular meeting on January 20, 1966, the Metropolitan

Area Planning Commission considered the above-captioned request
for comwunity unit plan approval, The action of the Planning

Conmiscion was to defer this matter indefinitely at the direc-
tion of the Board of City Commissioners, which reguested that
the Planning Commission take no action any proposed community
unit plans until further directed by the d of City Commis-
sionecs.

You will be notified at a later date as to when this matter will
again be scheduled for hearing before the Metropolitan Area Plan-
ning Commission., It is my understanding that you have agreed to
cover the cost of a re-notification to the affected property
owners.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call,

Sincerwly yours,

C. Bickley Foster
Director of Planning
CBF yJHG 1b3s
ecs Rock Road Improvement Inc,, 309 South Market
Mr. Richard F. Mullins, Beacon Building
Mr. Gene L, Gray, 800l Morningside
Mr. Gene Thomas, 8026 Mockingbird Lane
Mx. Russell E., McClure, City Manager




OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER
AMuEneT 2.8211 — AREA CODE 316
CITY BUILDIN® — 204 S. MAIN ST

WICHITA, KA 3AS 67202 January 19, 1966

Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission
Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:

The City Commission has noted the item on your agenda for
January 20, 1966, relating to a request for a Community Unit Plan
meodification for an area generally located at the northwest corner of
Rock Road and Kellogg.

Please be advised that the City Commission has under consideration an
ordinance which will require Community Unit Plan modifications or
revisions to be approved by the governing body. I have been instructed
by the City Commission to inform you of its desire that no action on
this or any other proposed CUP be taken until this matter receives the
further attention of the City Commission.

Sincerely yours,

Russell E. McClure
City Manager

REM:1d
cc: C. Bickley Foster, Director of Planning
Robert Lakin, Assistant Director of Planning
ack H. Galbraith, Senior Planner
John Dekker, Director of Law
James F. Clancy, Executive Assistant

i | L
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DATE: January 20, 1966

T e s
Case No. DP-12 l Request: Revision of Development Plan

Iocation: Generally located on the north side of Hellegg between
Roc™ Road and Bastborough

150

Lapd Use

Motel, service station, vacant,
regtaurant
Patio apariments, single family
and vacant
East Single family, swimming pool,
club house
South Drive—-in theater, motel, ns=w &nd
ugsed car agency
Weat E; stborough, single family, veeant

Platted or Unplatied X

History: Cage 2-0350 ~ “AA" to YLC“ - Deferred indefinitely at
applicant's request - October, 1961
= = "AR® to "LC" - MAPC Approved 10-4-62
BCC Deferred ) week ~ 10-23-62
BCC Denied - 10-30-62
Casa 70427 - "aA" to "LC" - CUP — MAPC Approved “BB" for
Lot 2, excapt south 380 foet therecof, Rockwood South
Pirst Addicion
CUP was deferred 1-17-63
BCC approved North porticen for "BBY 2-5-63
Cage 7-0%F5 — MAPC Approved 7-2-84
5’57 BCC Approved 7-21-64
Dp=1 MAPC Approved 7-21-64

Commanta

1. There has been considerable history on this property since 1961,
Formex requests for zome changes were either denied, deferrved,
or approved only in pazt. Upon the approval of the amended CUP
regulations, the applicant submitted an application for "LC"
zoning for the entire tract and also submittod a "development
plan® and alternate proposal under the CUP regulations of the
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Zoning Ordinance., Both were approved by tha‘m.anning' Commis-—
sion on July 2, 1964, (Case Z~0575 and Case DP-1).

The applicant has now made several major revisions f£rom the
original development plan and has filed a new CUP application
and has resubmitted a revised development plan and alternate
proposal as regquired under the CUP provicions set out in-See~
tion 28.04.190 of the Zoning Ordinance. The Planning Depart-
ment has reviéwed the proposed plen with the Traffic Engineer-
ing Division and the Flood Control Division of the Department
of Public Works. The Flood Control Division had several
questions concerning flood control right-of-way and requested
that they be furnished a “finiched grade profile® of tha ;
straam. This request has been complied with. After making
certain recommended changes, the applicant submitted a deve-
lopment plan and land use summary which are attached {o ¢his
report. (Note: The Plan should be brought to the Plaining
Commission meeting as copies are limited.)

Basically, the entire plan has been reoriented. ZInstead of
the commercial development as earlier proposed along Kellogg
with residential and office buffers along Douglas and East
borough, the new plan reorients commercial development adja-
cent to residential zoning to the north and Eastborough to the
west, The area north of Douglas is developing as single
family residential and should continue to Rock Road as indi-
cated by the approval of the preliminary plat of Rockwood
Addition,

The uses originally proposed for the area along the west and to
the north of the Howard-Johneon motel and restaurant complex
have significantly been changed, FThe original plan listed
proposed uses such as laboratories, medical clinics, office
buildings, professional buildings and high rige apartwments,
The revized plan now lists as proposed uses automotive center
parta, sales and services; entertainment center; private club;
clinie offices and other compatible uses.

The revised plan also proposes commercial dovelopment along the
entire quarter mile from Douglas to Kellogy, The entire east
half of the guarter secticn is now desigrated for a shopping
center. Bince Douglas is no longer designated as a major street
in the Master Plan for Thorofares and will not be constructed to
major st¢veet standards, heavy volumes of traffic should not be
drawn through Eastborough to enter the shopping center from
Douglas, but should be encouraged to use Kellogg and Rock Road,
By orienting the shopping center facilities towaxrd Kellogg as
originally proposed, traffic would be encouraged to approach the
center by major streets.

e E

s e e s sa
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4. When the plan was originally approved, it was designed as a
mixed commercial-office-residential CUP. HNow, however, the
plan has been revised to essentially a commercial develop~
ment plan, The degree of change is indicated in the follow-
ing table which compares the acreage originally designated
for certain uses against the acreage now designated for
these uses,

Revigel Elan

Plan Originally
——Approved

BESIDENTIAL

Barcal # Paxcel &
RS-10 27,2 Rcres R5-3 4.61 Acres

RS 11 12,8 Acres RS~4 4.24 Acras
el 4 ES=6 1001 Acres
Total 40.0 Acres Total 18,86 Acres

NOFE: The original plan would allow a maximum of 60.4 acres of
residential developmant.

QEEICE

8.0 hcres
4.6 Acres
12.4 Acras
25,0 Acres

SHOPRING CENTER

Raxcel i
46.04 Acres RE-11 63,92 Acras

2.06 Acrea iR
48,10 Acres Yotal 68.92 Acres

Proposed Grosa

Fleoor Area 2,406,000 sg. £t, 3,602,000 sq. ft.

A st

g s i S
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Plan Originally
—Approved Ravisaed Rlan

RELATED REZAIL AND OFEICE [EEg

Earce) # Baxcel 3

Rs-1 5,12 Acres RS-1 4,99 Acres
RS-2 3.76 Acrea R5—2 25,83 Acres
RS-3 1.80 Acres RB~7 4.41 Acres
RS-4 4.30 Acres RS-8 3.98 Acres
RS-5 3.70 Acxes R3-9 4.60 Acres
RS-6 —4.00 Acres RS-10

Potal 22.68 Acres Total 45.58 hcres

5. There ars now two alternate plans for street alignment for
Parcals RS-3 and RS-4, Alternate #1 indicates a atreot along
the west side of the drainage channel from Douglas to Xellogg,
whereas Alternate #2 takes the street west and alcng the rear
of the residences of Zaptboreugh at the northwest corner of the
development plan, It would appsser that Alternate #2 would be
objectionable as it would encourage traffic adjacent to the
raax of the axisting remidences, creating doubla frontaga lots,
and generally have an adverse zffect on these properties by .
increagsed traffic noige. Although Alternate #1 is the prefarred
of the two soluticns, as it allows development to back up to
the Bastborough residences, it is the opinion of the staff that
an access point next adjacent to the bridge is not desirsble
bacauge of the ususnl associatad sight conflict. The plan as
originally approved still offers the supsrior solution both
functisnally and aeathetically,

The proposed uses listed under Parcel RS-3 are garden apartments -
patio, plural residences, duplexes, any other residential use,
luxury retivement units and care home. The uses parmitted in
this parcel should have a pemblance of compatibility with the
davelopment in Bastborough mnd, therefore, the propoged use
“any othsr residential use" is quite vague and should be either
further defined or xemoved. Also, the proposed use of a cata
home in parcel RE-3 does not scem to be as compatible ap garden
apartments or duplexes adjacent teo the high guality residences
of Eaptborough and the vecently constructed patio aparcments
north of Douglas. Tha care home propossd would seem te be more
appropriata in either Parcels RS-4 or R9-6.

It should now be re-emphasized that the granting of a full
quarter section of “LC" moning gecond only to the Cantral Busi-
nees Digtrict of Wichita, was not based on developing the entire
tract for commercial uses but was looked upon with favor
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bacause the Development Plan offered proper buffering
techniguese tp protect both existing and proposed residential
areas while atill offering to the developer the highest
dagree of flexibility. The office and residentisl buffer
has now been reduced by scue 45 scras on the revised plan,
The aran proposed for commercial development on the plan
approved in 1964 was approximataly 70 acres whereas there is
approxinately 115 acres proposed for commorcial davelopment
on the revised plan,

She Planning Commis . mminsiners could
have approved “BY and i along Douglas snd adjacent
to Easthorough and i he west but, ingtes
zoned the entire qu:rter section “LC" beceuae the

nit Plar appre.ed, along wii a “LC™ =

wae thought to be permanent

controls of residential ax

Recommendation

Aftar comparing the revised plan wi
in 1964, the Planning Department feels that the existing adopeed
plang are better than the re - inl as they seex to offexr

the best protecticn of agident ezs both torth and wast
while atill providing the applicani: 1 bility of development.

%he conpiderebie increase i 7 - and concentration of com-—
méreial uses is a major change i % g i for the devalopment
of this ares as pract v i north-~south erientation
of commercial uses r r than xi on Rellogy.

By eliminating the use :

uses adjecapt to existi

areas to the north and we
diminigh the value of sux
tharefore, rscommended that tha




DATE: January 20, 1966

Case No, DP-12 I Request: Revision of Development Plan

Location: Generally located on the north side of Kellogg between
Rock Road and Eastborough

Acres: 150

Land Use Zondng

Existing Motel, service station, vacant, *Lch
regstaurant
North Pativ apartments, single family "AR" & "RB"
and vacant
Bast Single family, swimming pool, “AA" & "LC"
club house
South Drive-in theater, motel, new and "Le®
used car agency
West Eastborough, single family, vacant "AR" & "Lc"

Platted or Unplatted _X

Historyt Cage Z-0350 - "AA" to "LC" - Deferred indefinitely at
applicant's request - October, 1961 /o-/7 -4/
= - "AA" to "LC" - MAPC Approved 10-4-62
BCC Deferred 1 week - 10-23-62
BCC Denied - 10-30-62
Cagse Z-0427 - "AA" to "LC" - CUP - MAPC Approved "BB" for
Lot 2, except south 380 feet thereof, Rockwood South
First Addition ., 20-\ 3 s
CUP was deferred 1-17-63 (475 -b
BCC approved Norfbhportion for "BB" 2-5-63
Case Z~0%35 - MAPC Approved 7-2-64
557 BCC Approved 7-21-64
De=1 MAPC Approved 7-21-64

Commants

There has been censiderablg history on this property since 1961,
Former requests for zone changes were either denied, deferred,
or approved only in part. Upon the approval of the amended cup
regulations, the applicant submitted an application for "LC"
goning for the entire ‘tract and also submitted a "development
Plan® and alternate proposal under the CUP regulations of tae
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Zoning Ordinance. Both were approved by the Planning Commis-
sion on July 2, 1964, (Case Z-0575 and Case DP-1}.

The applicant has now made several major revisions from the
original development plan and has filed a new CUP application
and has resubmitted a revised development plan and alternate
proposal as required under the CUP provisions set out in Sec-
tion 28.04.190 of the Zoning Ordinance, The Planning Depart-
ment has reviewed the proposed plan with the Traffic Engineer-
ing Division and the Flood Control Division of the Department
of Public Works, The Flood Control Divisionhhdd several
questions concerning flood control right-of-way and requested
that they be furnished a "finished grade profile" of the
stream. This request has been complied with. After making
certain recommended changes, the applicant submitted a deve-
lopment plan and land use summary which are attached to this
report. (Note: The Plan should be brought to the Planning
Commission meeting as copies are limited.) i

Basically, the entire plan has been reoriented. Instead of
the commercial development as earlier proposed along Kellogg
with residential and office buffers along Douglas and Bast-
borough, the new plan reorients commercial development adja-
cent to residential zoning to the north and Eastborough to the
west. The area north of Douglas is developing as single
family residential and should continue to Rock Road as indi-
cated by the approval of the preliminary plat of Rockwoed
Addition,

The uses originally proposed for the area along the west and to
the north of the Howard-Johnson motel and restaurant complex

have significantly been changed. The original plan listed
proposed uses such as laberatories, medical clinics, office
buildings, professional buildings and high rise apartments.

The revised plan now lists as proposed uses automotive center part
parts, sales and services; entertainment center; private club;
clinic offices and other compatible uses.,

The revised plan also proposes commercial development along the
entire quarter mile from Douglas to Kellogy, The entire east
half of the quarter section is now designated for a shopping
center. Since Douglas is no longer designated as a major street
in the Master Plan for Thorofares and will not be constructed to
major street standards, heavy volumes of traffic should not be
drawn through Eastborough to enter the shopping center from
Douglas, but should be encouraged to use Kellogg and Rock Road.
By orienting the shopping center facilities toward Kellogg as
originally proposed, traffic would be encouraged to approach the
center by major streets.,
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4. wWhen the plan was originally approved, it was designed as a
mixed commercial-office-residential cup. HNow, however, the
plan has bean revised to essentially a commercial develop—
ment plan, The degree of change is indicated in the follow-
ing ®able which compares the acreage originally designated
for certain uses against the now designated for
these uses.j

Plan Originally
—Appraved
RESIDENTIAL

27.2 Acxes > | 4.61 Acres
12.8 Acres : 3 4.24 Acyes
B RS~6 1001 Acxes
40,0 Acres Total 18,86 Acres

NOBE: The original plan would allow a maximum of 60,4 acres of

residential development.
-

QFFICE

8.0 Acres ; 1.64 Acres
4.6 Acres d

12.4 hcxes e
25,0 Acres 1.64 Acres
SHOPRING CENTER

46.04 pecres

2206 Agrea
48,10 Acres

2,406,000 sg. ft.




@) )
Page 4 - Case No. DP-12
January 20, 1966
1 Plan Originally
I 2 .l Ravised Plan
RELATED RETAIL AND OFFICE USES
Bazxcel Bargal #

R8-1 25,12 Acres RS-1 4,99 Acres
RS-2 3.76 Acres RS-2 25,83 Acres
RS-3 1.80 Acres RE-7 4.41 Acres
RE-4 4,30 Acres RE-8 3.98 Acres
RS-5 3.70 Acres RS-9 4,60 Acres
RE-6 —4.00 Acres RS-10 A2l Acres
1 Total 22,68 Acres Total 45.58 Acres

5. There are now two alternate plans for street alignment for

; parcels RS-3 and RS-4, Alternate #l indicates a street along
the west side of the drainage channel from Douglas te Kellegg,
whereas Alternate #2 takes the street west and along the rear
of the residences of Eastborough at the northwest corner of the
development plan, It would appear that Alternate #2 would be
cbjectionable as it would encourage traffic adjacent to the
rear of the existing residences, creating double frontage lots,
and generally have an adverse affect on these properties by
inereased traffic noise. Although Alternate #l1 is the preferred
of the two solutions, as it allows development to back up to
the Bastborough residences, it is the opinion of the staff that
an access point next adjacent to the bridge is not desirable
because of the usual associated sight conflict. The plan as
originally approved still offers the superior solution both
functionally and aesthetically.

6. The proposed uses listed under Parcel RS-3 are garden apartments -
patio, plural residences, duplexes, any other residential use,
luxury retirement units and care home. The uses permitted in
this parcel should have a semblance of compatibility with the
development in Bastborough and, therefore, the proposed use
“any other residential use' is quite vague and should be-either
further defined or removed, BAlso, the proposed use Of a care
home in Parcel RS-3 does not seem to be as compatible as garden
apartments or duplexes adjacent to the high quality residences
of Bastborough and the recently constructed patio apartments
north of Douglas. The care home proposed would se=m to be more
appropriste in either Parceles RS-4 or RS-6.

7. It should now be re-emphasized that the granting of a full
qguarter section of "LC" goning second only to the Central Busi-
ness District of Wichita, was not based on developing the entire
tract for commercial uses but was looked upon with favor
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because the Development Plan offered proper buffering
technigques to protect both existing and proposed residential
areas while still offering to the developer the highust
degree of flexibility, The office and residential buffer
has now been reduced by some 45 acres on the revised plan.
The area proposed for cial development on the plan
approved in 1964 was approximately 70 acres whereas thexe is
approximately 115 acres proposed for commercial development
on the revised plan,

The Planning Commission and Board of City Commissimers could
have approved "B" and "BB" zoning along Douglas and adjacent
to Bastborough and the "AA" zoning on the west but, instead,
zoned the entire guortor section "LC" because the Community
Unit Plan apgeoved, along with the "LC" zobing ,offered what
was thought to be permanent, adequate and proper buffering
controls of residential areas both existing and future.

Recommendation

After comparing the revised plan with the two plans approved
in 1964, the Planning Department feels that the existing adopted
plans are better than the revised proposal as they seem to offer
the best protection of the residential areas both north and west
while still providing the applicant flexibility of development.
The considerable increase in the amount and concentration of com—
mercial uses is a major change in the concepts for the develepment
of this area as practicularly related to the north-south orientation
of commercial uses rather than originally focused on Kellogg.

By eliminating the use buffer of medium and high density and office
uses adjacent to existing and proposed low density residential
areas to the north and west, it is felt that the revised plan will
diminish the value of surrounding residential properties. It is,
therefore, recommended that the revised plan not he approved.
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. WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
‘METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS JAN 10 1966

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will
consider the following item in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South
Main, Wichita, Kansas, at its meeting at 2:00 p.m. on JAN 20 1966
at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or attorney, if
you sc desire. -

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary

DP-12
“Lc" Communit i lan

(Alternate)

SE%, Section 19, Township 27, Range 2 East, Sedgwick County, Kansas;
except Rockwood South lst Addition and Rockwood South 2nd Addition.
11 cated o west side of Rock Road between Do as_and

Kellodg,

NOTE: It is the policy of the Planning Commission that any request for
a deferral of the hearing of this case shall be submitted to the Secretary,
C. Bickley Foster, 104 South Main, 7 days prior to the meeting. The Chair-
man and Secretary may grant such a request for deferral. Persons reguesting
deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing and mailing new notices.

T9-215
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SUMMARY DESC PTIO OF CITY OF WICHITA ZONING

"AA" - One-Family Dwelling District
Permits one-family dwellings, parks, schools, librari
‘nurseries, churches and home occupations.

2A% - Two-Family Dwelling District

Permits two-family dwellings and uses permitted in "AA",

- Four-Family Dwelling District

Permits three and four-family dwellings, and uses permitted in "AA"
and "A".

- Multiple-ramily Dwelling District

Permits multiple dwellings, off-street parking areas, apartments,
cemeteries, medical offices and uses permitted in

"BB" - Office District
Permits apothecaries, clinics, hospitals; medical, business and
professional offices; motels under certain conditions; and all
residential uses.

"LC" - Light Commercial District

Permits all purely retail business conducted within an enclo
building; service stations; all residential and office uses.

-~ Commercial strict
Permits all commercial uses and residential and office uses and
some fabrication uses.

- Central Business District :
Permits all commercial, office, wholesale, manufacturing and
residential uses. Prohibits those which constitute a hazard or
nuisance from smoke, dust, odor or fire danger. :

“E" - Light Industrial District

Permits all manufacturing activities which do not constitute a
hazard or a nuisance; and all office and commercial uses. Resi-
dential uses are prohibited

- Heavy Industrial District

Permits all office, commercial and manufacturing use Most
objectionable manufacturing uses are subject to conditional
approval. Residential uses are prohibited.

LG - Mobile Home District z
Permits mobile home parks and ussociated uses.




ROCK ROQA.:D

Improvement,Inoc.
Wichita, Kansas.

PO Box 2281

Mr. C. Bickley Foster

Director of Planning

Wi.nita Metropolitan Planning Commission
Wichita, Kansas .

Dear Mr. Foster:

We are forwarding herewith 12 copies of Community Unit Development Plan
(Second Alternate) revised of the original Rockwood South Community Unit Plan
as revised July 8, 1964 and approved by the Planning Commission.

Your attention is invited to the fact that this application is not a
Community Unit Plan zoning change request involving a reclassification of use
categories from residential to light commercial. Instead it is a reurrange-
ment of property uses within an approved community unit plarn.

We, of course, are familiar with the provisions of the ordinance re-
quiring notification of property owners within 1000 feet on a request for
community unit plan approval in conjunction with an application for change in
zoning from residential to light commercial. However, we did not feel that
such a notification requirement would apply to a request for approval of an
alternate use plan. Approval of such a change would appear to be well within
the scope of the staff and the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission within
only the minimum standard of notification.

This change does involve a rearrangement of uses, such as, enlargement
of shopping center from 61.9 acres as approved on alternate plan to 68.92
acres under revised plan. Enlarging a tract on Kellogg from 3.76 acres to
25.83 acres to accommodate an automotive comp that can not be accommodated
under the present C.U.P, arrangement. The change also permits us to make
better use of our garden apartment location by locating a street on the west
side of R.S. #3 (Alt.) and using the drainage way as a part of the garden
apartment complex. As such the change would actually only affect and involve
the YMCA property on the east and a few property owners in Eastborough.

We have furnished a certified copy of the property owners within 1000
feet and you will note that it is quite voluminous and seems to go far beyond
the limits of persons who would be affected by the proposed alternate plan
ct uses.




Mr. C. Bickley Foster December 27, 1965

Accordingly, we urge your consideration of our request to process this
appLication as request for alternate property uses under an already approved
zoning classification and commurity unit plan which can be processed under the
200 foot property owner requirement.

¥ours very truly,

/ el

: %L.Q__r

; Barl T. Graves
Assistant Secretary




SUMMARY - LAND USE
mmmmm(wm)

GROSS

-

TRACT TOTAL FLOOR
Ro. HEIGHT ACRES AREA SQ.FT.

%

plt—}

|

RS-1 2 stories k.99 130,476
RS-2 2 stories 25.83 675,192 35!

35

RS-3 2 stories k.61 120,000
(a1t.)

RS-% 2 stories 184,627 b.2h 90,TTh
RS-5 2 stories 71,300 1.64 42,780

35!

35
65'-35"
65°'-35"
65'-35"
65'-35"
65'-35"
300"

RS-6 10 stories 436,200 10.01 1,308,000
RS-7 2 stories 192,280 L.l 115,368
RS-8 2 stories 173,315 3.98 104,025

RS-9 2 stories 200,575 L.60 120,345

RS-10 2 stories TT,100 Lg'n 46,260

£388888g §8¢

RS-11 b stories 3,002,300 68.92 1,000,000

—

TOTAL 5,880,537 135.00 3,753,220

Total Gross Floor Area 3,753,220
SIGNS - To be permitted in set back areas controlled by developer




APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN
(PLANNED RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT)
FOR_PROPER' CAT! THIN THE LIMITS OF T
CITY OF WI%TA, KANSAS

This is an application for a Community Unit Plan - Planned Development.
The form must be completed and filed at the Planning Department, Room
402, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas, in accord-
ance with directions on the accompanying instruction sheet. AN INCOM-
PLETE APPLICATION CANNOT BE ACCEPTED.

I. Name of applicant or applicants and/or their agent or agents.

a. Applicant ___ Rock Road Improvement Inc.

Address 309 South Market Phone AM 2-1414

Agent ‘%‘1 ég ‘ m Zé,h‘ s
Address_J50) Sfof- PPale sria L & H‘Q@me

Applicant

Address Phone

Agent

Address

Applicant

Address

Agent

Address Phone

(Use separate sheet if necessary for names of additional applicants)

II.A The applicant hereby requests Community Unit Plan approval on

property zoned LC and legally described as Lot(s)

, Block(s)

Addition.

(If appropriate, metes and bounds description may be provided in
the space below or on an attached sheet.)
SE% Sec. 19, T.W.P 27. R.2. E. Sedgwick County

Except Rockwood South lst Add. and Rockwood South
2nd Add.

II.B There are 150 acres (round to nearest tenth) in the above
described property.

T9-330-3




III. This property is located at (address)
The general location is (use appropriate section)

a. at the _ corner of

and : or

on the North side of Kellogg (Ave.',

Street) between Rock Road (Ave., Street) and

Eastborough (Ave., Street).

I (we), the applicantl(a), acknowledge receipt of the instruction
sheet explaining the method of submitting this application. I

(we) realize that this application canlnot be processed unless it
is completely filled in and accompanied by a current abstractor's

certificate as required in the instruction sheet.

Inc

}Y/’éﬁké r g‘l""‘”’\
" Authorized Agent (if any) Authorized Agent (if any)

By

By ;
Authorized Agent (if any) RAuthorized Agent (if any)

QFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at
s (am,(BM) on .lﬂzazméu&?._/%f (Day, Month,
Year). It has been checked and found to be complete and accom-—

panied by required documents and the appropriate fee of

PE o i T iy e O

.

T9-330-4




December 14, 1965

Mr. Barl Graves
Wheeler, Kelly, Hagny
309 south Market
Wichita, Kansas

Subject: DP-1)- Revised Planning Commercial
Development Under the Community Unit Plan
Provisions of the Zoning Ordinance
Dear Mr. Graves:

We have reviewed the revised preliminary development plan and
the alternate street alignment in Parcel RS-3, which you sub-

mitted to this office relative to community unit plan develop-
ment for Rockwood South Addition, with members of the Flood
Control Division and the Traffic Engineering Division of the
Department of Public Works. Following are some of the comments
made by this office and some of the other departments with
which this matter was discussed.

We also have analyzed this revised development plan with two
previously approved plans and find several things that should
be clarified, both on the plan itself and the attached supple-
mental sheets,

It appears, after reviewing the plans, that the major change is
in the proposed shopping center parcel itself. This designated
area has increased from 46 acres to 68 acres, with an increased
anticipated gross floor area from 2,406,000 aquare feet to
3,602,000 square feet. If this area is now permitted to extend
to Douglas, it may be necessary to provide greater screening
provisions than the minimum 10-foot planting area as required
in the Community Unit Plan Regulations. Alsc, since Douglas

i not a major sireet, certain access controls may be desi-able.




December 14, 1965

On the west property line the plan fails to indicate the 5 to
8-foot wall as required and approved on the original plans.
Parcels 4, 6 and 11 indicate that a 10-foot planting strip will
be provided along Douglas and Rock Roar’; however, Parcel 3 does
not indicate such provision, The development plan should indi-
cate the 10-foot planting strip adjacent to Douglas and Rock %
Road, as well as the information being provided on the attached
supplemental sheets.

Sians

) \éh required when the first plan was adopted, advertiasing aigns
O ' jnstead of institutional signs shall be indicated both on the
plan and the general information eheet, and a maximum sign

height of 30 feet shall also be indicated.

Bxoposed Uses

On each of the parcels you have indicated the required proposed
use list. The areas now indicated for residential use have sub-
\ stantially been reduced. In our opinion, the uses listed in

| additior to the garden apartments or patio parlor residences
' / for Parcel 4 are neither compatible nor desirable with the uses
") proposed in Parcels 3 or 6 or along Douglas Avenue. We feel

/ the uses along Douglas should be in character with those uses

| to the north and would recommend that you give further consid-
J eration for the uses proposed in this area. The private club

| proposed in Parcel RS-6 should discouraged unless developed
\within the high rise apartment.

Drainage and Street Right-Of-Way

The Flood Control Division points out that the 42-foot right-
of-way on the west side of the drainage channel is insufficient.
They also expressed surprise that the original plans had been
approved with only the 42-foot right-of-way; however, since the

O'-area has not been platted, adequate width for street right-of-
way will have to be indicated on the plat. We suggest that the
revised plan indicate at least 50 feet of street right-of-way
on the west side of the drainage channel.

The Flood Control Division alsc requests that they be furnished
a "finished grade profile"” of the stream. Please contact the
Flood Control Division relative to this request.




December 14, 1965

Txaffic on Rock Road

As pointed out in earlier correspondence, and as a condition
of approval, at the time of platting their shall be indicated
an additional 20 feet of half-street right-of-way for Rock Road.

Enclosed for your files is a marked copy of the submitted plan
reflecting onr comments. It is necessary that you submit 12
copies of the revised plan to this office so that the plan may
be forwarded to the Planning Commission prior to the public
hearing. Also enclosed are two copies of the application for
community unit plan approval. The listed closing date for the
Planning Commission meeting of January 20, 1966, is December 22,
1965,

These are most of the problems which we can foresee at this time
as related to the various segments of the submitted plan. I
hope this information will be of benefit to you in making changes
on the development plan.

1f, after you have reviewed the comments which we have made, you
have any questions, we would be glad to discuss these matters
at your convenience.

Bincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
8enior Planner

JHG1bgs
Enclosuxe
cc: Rock Road Improvement Inc.

309 South Market
Wichita, Kansas
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COMMUNITY UNIT FLAN FOR ROCKWOOD SOUTH

PARCEL "R.S." - 1

Total Net Area - 4.99 AC or i 217,460 sq. ft.
Maximum Coverage by Buildings ! 30 percent
Building Set Back from Kell 63 feet
Building Set Back from West 3 Section Line 35 feet
Maximum Height | 2 stories
Maximum Curb Cuts to Kellogg Drive ! b
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning i i
Gross Floor Area Permitted ! 130,476 sq. ft.
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Howard Johnson Motor Hotel,

Private Club, Restaurant,

Service Station

Developed as Shown

Platted as Lot 1 and Lot 2

h PL ;
A\ am"‘.”mi’i;.“‘;‘:m"?:m in get back area (/'fax.'.....u Heig bt 30_)

PARCEL "R.S." - 2

Total Net Area - 25.83 AC or 1,125,320 8q. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Building Set Back from Kellogg Drive 65 feet
Building Set Back from Armour Drive 35 feet
Building Set Back from Property Lines 35 feet
Maximum Helght 2 stories
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Automo’ive Center - Parts, Sales, Service -
Entertainment Center - Bowling Alley - Theater -
; Restaurant - Private Club- Clinic Offices-
| Other Compatible Uses .
4 Maximum ‘b Cuts to Kellogg Drive 2
t1= o SIGNS - Signs itted in set back are
| Gross Yloor Area @i am Haight B0’ 675,192 sq. ft.

AW - g Selid Wall afuJ WUesd Fi"qwrl}- line

PARCEL "R.S." - 3 (AL )

Total Net Area - 4.6l AC or 200,000 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings g 30 percent
Building Set Back Lines From All Streets 35 feet
Maximum Height of Buildings 2 stories
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Garden Apartments - Patio Plural Residences - Duplexes -

Any Other Residential Use - Luxury Retirement Units -

\ Care Home

SIGNS - 8isns pegmitted in ect ﬁack area
Gross Floor Area ! an v t-‘,l\* 30 120,000 8q. ft.

G'fo' P’.u4:'é)$4';’ on nuc’,.‘ Am"‘r‘ o€
/< mt.hhus Shrabs ané/,, Z_".Vcranons_

7’{ M{ o J_-:S"SJI-'J wall :/oud Wes + Pﬂrcr# /"'H




PARCEL "R.S." - 4
Total Net Area - 4.24 AC or

Building Set Back From All Property Lines
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Garden Apartments, Patioc Plural Residences -

Rkl T TG PP rer——tabraorbes -
Ghanedonpiiibitelioen:tintermire-thefoyivg
10 foot Planter Strip on Douglas Avenue of Decid.i.m
Shrubs and/or Evergreens
10 Foot Planter ltrip on South Property Line of
{dious g and/or E\rerg-eem

Gross Floor Area : . : 90,TTh 8q. ft.

Total Net Area - 1.64 AC or 71,300 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height / 2 stories
Building Set Back From All Property Lines 35 feet
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Medical Clinic - Professional Buildings -

Private Club - General Office Building -

Restaurant - Clinic - Other Compatible

Uses Under L. C. Zoning

o /- SIGNS -Mﬁn‘hﬁas;m rmitted in set back area

Gross Floor Area Mok m wn "!-'ll 30') 42,780 sq. ft.

PARCEL "R.S." - 6

Total Net Area - 10.01 AC or 436,200 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 10 stories
or 125 feet

Building Set Back From All Property Lines 35 feet
Except Armour Drive which shall be 65 feet
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Hi-Rise Apartmnf.a Garden Apartments

G [ Private Club o-s/ (€ Deve lo,-oJ ina A,l\ Rae Aﬁw‘wu

0 KSIGNS - & & “
10 Foot Planter Strip along !'Iurt.h Prbpem Line 01' Decid:l.oua
Shrubs end/or Evergreens
Paved 15 foot curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on South
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area 1,308, 000 sq. ft.




Building Set Back Lines From Property Line
Building Set Back Lines - Armour Drive
Maximum Height
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Art Museum - Entertainment Center -
Professional Buildings - Private Club - Restaurant
Medical Clinie - Super Market - Theater - Skating Rink
Automotive Center
Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

Ofs1ons - Aeouking s1cm0 pernitted 1n st vack ares (Morineum Heigled 30)

aved 15 foot curb and guttered fire lane easement on Korth
and South Property Line

PARCEL "R.S." - 8

Total Net Area - 3.98 AC or 173,375 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 stories
Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from all Property

Lines - 65 feet from Armour Drive
Parking Ratio as Required by L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Super Market - Furniture - Floor Covering -

Professional Building - Restaurant - Appliance -

Accessory Stores - Private Club - Medical Clinie -

Service Stores - Theater - Skating Rink - Automotive Center -

Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

Paved 15 Foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on North
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area 104,025 sq. ft.

ki 'S: ne - A’J fl’. .n m-H'QJ in T‘
L L&{ n " i a (/’ -mu-s He.,h—l ‘0)

PARCEL "R.S." - 9

Total Net Area - L.6 AC or 200,575 8q. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Max!cum Height 2 stories
Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from All Property Lines -

65 feet from Armour Drive
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

House and Garden Appliance Center

Gardsn Supplies - Retail Hardware

Lumber and Paint Store - Automotive Supplies -

Service Stores - Restaurant - Private Club - Skating Rink -

Theater - Medical Clinic - Professional Building

O[ SIGNS -m Signs Permitted in set back areas (‘Mﬂ-um "" ’H “)
Paved 15 foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on South
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area 3 120,345 sq. ft.




PARCEL "R.5." - 10

Total Net Area - 1.77 AC or
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings
Maximum Height
Building Set Back Lines - 65 feet from Armour
Building Set Back Lines - 65 feet from Kellogg Drive
Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from East & North
Property Lines
Paved 15 foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement nluns North Property
Line to City Standard
Curb Cut to Kellogg Drive 5% 1
Parking Ratio as Required under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Drive-in Bank - Restaurant - Private Club -
Automotive Center - Service Station -
Other Cmtlble Uses Under L. C. Zoning

Signs tted in set back areas
/?1 i ose ane ﬂl.,l«l- %o) 46,260 sq. ft.

PARCEL "R.8." - 11

Total Net Area - 68.92 AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Maximum Height

Building Set Back Lines - 300 feet from all Streets and
Property Lines

10 foot Planter Strip for Screen along East and North
Property Line (Decidious Shrubs and/or Evergreens)
excepting Drive Entrances

Maximum Curb Cuts to Kellogg Drive

Maximum Curb Cuts to Rock Road

Maximum Curb Cuts to Douglas

Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning

Usee Permitted Under L. C. Zoning

Proposed Uses:
Shopping Center

“\ s10Ns - Signs pe?‘x‘?ea in Set Back Areas

Gross Floor Area

P 0t wing t.bhnl-%a' 3,602,760 sq. ft.
Net Grcss Leasesble Area

,000,000 8q. ft.




PARCEL "R.8." - 1

Total Net Area - 4.99 AC or ! {
Maximum Coverage by Buildings | 30 percent
Building Set Back from Ke { 63 feet
Building Set Back from West 3 Section Line 35 feet
Maximum Height 3 2 stories
Maximum Curb Cuts to Kellogg Drive | 3
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Gross Floor Area Permitted 130,476 sq. ft.
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning |
Proposed Uses:

Howard Johnson Motor Hotel,

Private Club, Restaurant,

Service Station

Developed as Shown

Platted ss Lot 1 and Lot 2
* Rockwood South First Addition
SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area

PARCEL "R.S." - 2

Total Net Area - 25.83 AC or 1,125,320 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Building Set Back from Kellogg Drive 65 feet
Building Set Back from Armour Drive £ 35 feet
Building Set Back from Property Lines 35 feet
Maximm Height 2 stories
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Automotive Center - Parts, Sales, Service -

Entertainment Center - Bowling Alley - Theater -

Hestaurant - Private Club- Clinic Offices-
Other Compatible Uses ¢ :

Maximum Curb Cuts to Kellogg Drive 2

- SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area 3

Gross Floor Area 675,192 sq. ft.

PARCEL "R.S." - 3 !Altemte)

Total Net Area - 4.6l AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Building Set Back Lines From All Streets

Maximum Height of Buildings

Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning

Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning

Proposed Uses:
Garden Apartments - Patio Plural Residences - Duplexes -
Any Other Residentisl Use - Luwxury Retirement Units -
Care Home

SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area

Gross Floor Area 120,000 8q. ft.




PARCEL "R.5." - b

Total Net Area - 4.24 AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Maximum Height

Building Set Back From All Property Lines

Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning

Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning

Proposed Uses:
Garden Apartments, Patioc Plural Residences -
Entertainment Center - Bowling Alley - Theater -
Private Club - Clinic - Offices - Laboratories -
Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

10 foot Planter Strip on Douglas Avenue of Decidious
Shrubs and/or Evergreens
10 Foot Planter Strip on South Property Line of
Decidious Shrubs and/or Evergreens
SIGNS - Institutionsl Signs permitted in set back area
Gross Floor Area 90,TTh 8q. ft.

.

PARCEL "R.8." - 5

Total Net Area - 1.64 AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Maximum Height

Building Set Back From All Property Lines

Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning

Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning

Propesed Uses:
Medical Clinic - Professional Buildings -
Private Club - General Office Building -
Restaurant - Clinis - Other Compatible
Uses Under L. C. Zoning

SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area
Gross Floor Area

PARCEL "R.S." - 6

Total Net Area - 10.01 AC or 436,200 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 5 10 stories
5 or 125 feet

Building Set Back From All Property Lines 35 feet
Except Armour Drive which shall be 65 feet
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Hi-Rise Apartments - Garden Apartments

Private Club

SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area
10 Foot Planter Strip along North Property Line of Decidious
Shrubs and/cr Evergreens
Paved 15 foot curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on South
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area 1,308, 000 Bq. ft.




PARCEL "R.S." - T

Total Net Area - L.hl AC or 192,260 sq. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Building Set Back Lines From Property Line 35 feet
Building Set Back Lines - Armour Drive 65 feet
Maximum Height 2 stories
Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Art Museum - Entertainment Center -

Professional Buildings - Private Club - Restaurant

Medical Clinic - Super Market - Theater - Skating Rink

Automotive Center

Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in set back area
Paved 15 foot curb and guttered fire lane easement on North
and South Property Line

7 PARCHL "R.8." - 8

Total Net Area - 3.98 AC or 173,375 8q. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 stories
Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from all Property

Lines - 65 feet from Armour Drive
Parking Ratio as Required by L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

Super Market - Furniture - Floor Covering -

Professional Building - Restaurant - Appliance -

Accessory Stores - Private Club - Medical Clinic =

Service Stores - Theater - Skating Rink - Automotive Center -

Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

Paved 15 Foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on Korth
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area 104,025 8q. ft.

PARCEL "R.S." - 9

Total Net Area - 4.6 AC or 200,575 8q. ft.
Maximum Land Coverage by Buildinge 30 percent
Maximum Height 2 stories
Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from All Property Lines =

65 feet from Armour Drive
Parking Ratic as Required Under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:

House snd Garden Appliance Center

Garden Supplies - Retall Hardware

Lumber and Paint Store - Automotive Supplies -

Service Stores - Restaurant - Private Club - Skating Rink -

Theater - Medical Clinic - Professional Puilding

SIGNS - Institutional Signs Permitted in set back areas
Paved 15 foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement on South
Property Line to City Standards
Gross Floor Area ; 120,345 8q. ft.




PARCEL "R.8." - 10

Total Net Area - 1.77 AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Maximum Height ;

Building Set Back Lines - 65 feet from Armour

Building Set Back Lines - 65 feet from Kellogg Drive

Building Set Back Lines - 35 feet from East & North
Property Lines

Paved 15 foot Curb and Guttered Fire Lane Easement along North Property

Line to City Standard
Curb Cut to Kellogg Drive
Parking Ratio as Required under L. C. Zoning
Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning
Proposed Uses:
Drive-in Bank - Restaurant - Private Club -
Automotive Center - Service Station -
Other Compatible Uses Under L. C. Zoning

SIGNS - Institutionsl Signs permitted in set back areas
Gross Floor Area

PARCEL "R.S." - 11

Total Net Area - 68.92 AC or

Maximum Land Coverage by Buildings

Maximum Height

Building Set Back Lines - 300 feet from all Streets and
Property Lines 5

10 foot Planter Strip for Screen along East and North
Property Line (Decidious Shrubs and/or Evergreens)
excepting Drive Entrances

Maximum Curb Cuts to Kellogg Drive

Maximum Curb Cuts to Rock Road

Maximum Curb Cuts to Douglas

Parking Ratio as Required Under L. C. Zoning

Uses Permitted Under L. C. Zoning

Proposed Uses:
Shopping Center

SIGNS - Institutional Signs permitted in Set Back Areas
Gross Floor Area
Net Gross Leaseable Area

545,

3,002,300 sq. ft.

3,602,760 sq. ft.
1,000,000 8q. ft.
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OWNERSHIP LIST

SE% Sec. 19-27-2 E
exc Beg 465' N of
SW/c SE¥ 19, E 58"
N 165', W 58", S
165' to beg. & Exc.
Rockwood South
First Add. & Exc.
Rockwood South
Second Add.

Beg 8' E & 465' N of
SW/c SE} 19-27-2 E, E
50', N 100", W 50',

S 100' to beg.

Beg 465' N of SW/c SE%
Sec. 19-27-2 E, E 8',
N 100', E 50', N 65',
W 58', to W line SE%,
S 165' to beg.
Lot Block
Rockwood South First Addition

1

2

Rockwood South Second Add.
1

Bonnie Brae Addition

1 1

Rock Road Improvement, Inc.
)()(309 South Market

‘/- 51/Kznsas fag & Electric Company
; 120 East First St.

Rock Road Improvement Inc.
309 S. Market

)

,’ Phillips Petroleum Co.
225 N. Waco

/ Nathan Schefer 2
Bess Schefer goo
JX V’Evangelical Covenant Church
1700 S. Oliver

léulliam R. WOlfbetg
Joan B. Wolfberg
8014 Lynwood Blvd.

w{

v X /Rex F. Guidas
Patricai Ann Guidas
3431 Kinkaid Ct.

V)K/Joseph T. 0'Neal
Sandra Lee 0'Neal
8026 Lynwood Blvd.

“/Geotge Peters
Amelia Peters
6601 E l4th St.




SIS 1 s

Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

7 1 -/He:bl:t D. Bruce -
Carol A. Bruce
8108 Lynwood

1/Ha::us Brutus Baker ~
Marie D, taker :
145 Lochinvar

/otis Hadley .
Rowena Hadley
139 Lochinvar

/Marion M. Corson‘
Stella J. Corson
133 Lochinvar

yéeorge P. Hammond
Lois L. Hammond
127 Lochinvar

/Lester F. Penzler
Jo Anne Penzler
121 Lochinvar

VAlfred F. Angulo
Mary Agnes Angulo
115 Lochinvar

/Cluenca M, Carrall I
Dolores B. Carrall
107 Lochinvar

l/phuip Matkoff
Sylvia Matkoff
101 Lochinvar

Beg 356' S of NE/c Lot 16, 'X/Ynung Men's Christian Associatiom
Block 1, Bonnie Brae Add., /402 N, Market

W 100', W with angle to Left

45° 126.2' to point 300' E

of W 1ine Lot 16, th § 320"

to S line of Lot, th E 359'

to SE/c Lot 16, th NW along

E line 349' to pob.

Lot 16, Except above Desc. J;X/Buuders, Inc. -~
1000 Park Lane, Suite 301
v

,\f. /Iohn D. Dye 7
Dorothy V. Dye
8002 Morningside

\J x ‘/Donald W. Anderson -
'~ Patricia B, Anderson
8008 Morningside




et

Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

3 2 /~~#John H. Johntz
Veenetia B. Johntz
8014 Morningside

/ /A Max Hatfield
“\ Helen A. Hatfield
8020 Morningside

{{o1ive Ann Beech -
48 Mission'Road

‘/J. W. Metz Lumber Company -
401 N. Main

/Grover M, Fisher .
Nondis Fisher
8108 Morningside

/nobert J. Roush -
Lenelle Roush
8114 Morningside

V{uyuard C. Kitchen -
Lauretta Kitchen
8120 Morningside

/H. Allen Graham ~
Eloise T. Graham
8126 Morningside

/James H. Morrison
Norma Jean Morrison
8132 Morningside

/Reith Russell Jr. -
Frieda Russell
157 Lochinvar

/Jamas D. Corrigan
Hilaria Corrigan
151 Lochinvar

“Milliam A. Turpen
8121 Lynwood

Jcla:ence 0. Carlgren '
Wanda L. Carlgren
8115 Lynwood

\/James D. Pagel
Georgia M. Pagel
8107 Lynwood

V{Zlvadnr E. Ritter
Jacqueline M. Ritter
8101 Lynwood




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block
19 2

w 90' &4

EB8' 4&
All of 5

Property Owner

/XjElbert H. Land
Peggy F. Land
8027 Lynwood

v X./Jama Rudolph Otwell
Elaine E. Otwell
8021 Lynwood

‘}X/Ray M. Myer
Elizabeth Jane Myer
8015 Lynwood

J)(x/chlrles C. Forsyth
G. Lillian Forsyth
8007 Lynwood

| 2sterl A, Smith
Genevieve L. Smith
8001 Lynwood

v A ¥ Bobby Joha Nelson
© James L. Nelson
8002 Mockingbird

P

"7‘{ /;H.llhm A, Skinner -
Elizabeth M. Skinner
3209 E. Murdock

| )(-/Auen W. Buzzi .
Margaret Francis Buzzi
8014 Mockingbird

VGeorga Peters
{
6601 E. 1l4th St.

J K/Eugene Keith Thomas 5
Lorene A. Thomas
8026 Mockingbird

l/A. V. Harter v
Gwen B. Harter
8102 Mockingbird

/Edward Wayne Weeks v/
Mary Margaret Weeks
8108 Mockingbird

VDale H. Kendall .’
Doris H. Kendall
2109 E. Kellogg

'/!-l. B. Moricone /
Ardevina Moricone
8120 Mockingbird

J/Clifford L. Malone /
Eleanor A. Malone
8126 Mockingbird




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

11 3 Allan H. Poe /
Pauline K. Poe
Address Unknown
Sto adddrtoo L&
James H. Childefs v/
Gertrude M. Childers
8121 Morningside

'/cliff K. Titus /
Lela Titus
8115 Morningside

/Otllnd J. Peterka /
Jean E. Peterka
8107 Morningside

Warren S. Armond
Rita G. Armond

Address Upknown

i Kenneth Lee Mason
Lois D. Masen o
Add:ess U lmqun
7t e Yo
JX /J‘ames B. Ri.chcrds, Jr. »
: June E. Dixon Richards
8021 Morningside

J)(‘/Edwaxd G. Leonard /
Lavone A. Leonard
8015 Morningside

J K/Marlyn L. Matz
Vera L. Matz

5909 e/—)%m%youﬂv s diives
JﬂGem Leonard Gray

Phyllis Grace Gray ,
8001 Morningside

B/ Builders, Imc.
‘ﬁ 1000 Park Lane

,{’}( /John Harper L
D. Jean leper

/? ﬁftu—é
James H. Fraser

Bonnie Lou Fraser 7
8014 Willowbrook

J)Qv/ltobert 0. wall ./
Dorothy D. Wall
2849 Fairmount

'/Vernon G. Bonar
Aon H. Bonar
8102 Willowbrook




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block

6 4

X

[,XJJorgen J.ulﬁrgenun

v X

v

/
4Nhrmtd B. Fairchild

X
i

Property Owner
t!l'exnme D. Holt %
Yvonne I. Holt
8108 Willowbrook

Paul E. Baker
Dorothy I. Baker ./
Address Unknown
e addicosn’ L
/Daniel L. Goldséhmide
Lois P, Goldschmidt |/
8120 Willowbrook °

I/Vi.:gﬂ L. Shaw i/
Norma J, Shaw
8126 Willowbrook

Ainyuard Klein
Jacqueline Klein
8127 Mockingbird

v

‘/H. M. Pack
Miriam C. Pack
8121 Mockingbird

/Kenneth L. Epley
Bonnie M. Epley
8115 Mockingbird

/

7

V/Ronald E. Stevens
Mildred L. Stevens
8107 Mockingbird

/c. W. Womack, Jr.
Coral Ann Womack
8101 Mockingbird

/

74

Margaret E. Jorgensen
8021 Mockingbird

avid D. Unruh
Millicent B. Unruh /
8015 Mockingbird

VCharles R. Killion
Jean R. Killion
8007 Mockingbird

/

/

Okla M. Fairchild
8001 Mockingbird
\/:rhamas J. Curry o/
Elsie Jean Curry
8002 Peach Tree

‘/W. P, McMillan
Martha E. McMillan
8008 Peach Tree




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

3 5 J XVcene G. Arnold
Dorothy S. Arnold o/
8014 Peach Tree

Claude M. Crabtree ./
Audrey M . Crabtree
8020 Peach Tree

;/CO:win E. Bare
Leone S. Bare 7
8102 Peach Tree

Jwilliam Levitt
8108 Peach Tree

/R. William Rapp A
Betty Ann Rapp
8114 Peach Tree

\/ﬁomthy B. Keeler
Robert W. Ketler

LR 7R ne
Z/A0

VE. D. Patterson /
Eva Goss Patterson
8126 Peach Tree

/Richard L. Hilton
Jacqueline C. Hilton
8127 Willowbrook

Vdilliam Walter Garmer v
Catherine Marie Garner
8121 Willowbrook

'/Bill E. Cohlmia

Nancy L2e Cohlmia J
8115 Willowbrook

J. F. Kemper e
/ Olive E. Kemper

: %‘f;‘“ EuEnown it
o

V:Toseph F. Moos
Doris R. Moos
8101 Willowbrook

'l)(/.uvie M. McClasky /
Lois F. McClasky
8021 Willowbrook

J)(";)ou.ald C. Davidson /

Marilyn L. Davidson
8015 Willowbrook

)(.‘/Gary K, Edminster I/
Barbara J. Edminster
8007 Willowbrook




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

18 5 * Robert A, McMillan
\ Carol L. McMillan
' Address Unknown
o
+/Lambert Lawrence Honton
Marie J. Honton
8021 Peach Tree

]/ihlph L. Bowman it
Margaret J. Bowman
8101 Peach Tree

Walter O, Ward, Sr.
){ Catherine Nadine Ward /

Address Unknown

o MW
/Wilbur L. Lars
8115 Peach Tree A
James R. Johnson
Doris Johnson /

| Address Unknown
G20 addicos focsiol

/Forrest G, Reynolds
8127 Peach Tree

JLuther L. Gartin
Lily T. Gartin
102 Lochinvar

J/Alfred 3. Misak - /
Ruth M, Misak
108 Lochinvar

1/John E. Siefkes ./
Jan G. Siefkes

F/ .
is J. Fugit 5

LaVon K. Fugit

120 Lochinvar

L/B:I.ll. J. Hawks ./
Mary Alice Hawks
2216 S. Ridgewood

/Harold W. Volkman
Velma K. Volkman
132 Lochinvar

VCecil J. lagerquist /
Lavone M, Lagerquist
138 Lochinvar

‘épal Nixon -

-Address, Unl
cos aﬁtat%fo

Rich&ed’n. ward
Agnes B, Ward B

SELNE due,




Bonnie Brae Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

15 14 L/‘nba!t M. Barry
Eva V. Barry -
139 Bonnie Brae

'/Jne J. Colliatie, Jr. A
Billie Rae Colliat
1034 Kevin :

I/Thomn E. Macomber _-
Marcia C. Macomber

Address_tinknown

127 Berzrcer "Sac
Noble L. Morton, Jr.
Harriette J. Morton
Address Unknown

Fto adeliewar
VJames L. Solomorf Ve
Ahlene G. Solomon

115 Bonnie Brae -

‘/James M. Adams /
Mary Ann Adams
107 Bonnie Brae

|/R. W. Womer
120 Lynwood Blvd.

/Howard N, Tucker
Winifred A. Tuckerl/
102 Bonnie Brae

JAllen Terrell
Grave V. Terrell
108 Bonnie Brae

/ Wallace M. Helfinger bt
Address Unknown
S Ao Yot
VI. E. Gillett
Fern E. Gillett
120 Bonnie Brae

Clemons

1 *\(’ Irwin Kallwman R
Address Unknown
Fe aele 443:49 et
2, 3, 4, 5, J x:!ﬂ-‘:ad D. Clemons
6 and 7 Y 7"% Nona C. Clemons /
60 Stratford Road

Ruth

7 & all of 8, '/Hanna B. Ruth
exc W 100° 8210 E. Kellogg

W 100' Lot 8 1/ Morco, Inc.
Address Unknown
PO crellAhe aw 54:‘44:1:9("




All of Replat of Leoffer Addition

Keys Addition
. 7

# Chrysler Motors Corporation +/

2000 Power & Light Bldg.
K. C. Mo.

v
Eugene M. Toler - 1810 N. Edgemoor
omer P, Toler - 1815 Jackson .”

Freda A. Toler

{ Homer P. Toler

6 ex S 36.1' &
7 ex N 41.1'

7 N 41.1" &
8 ex N 55'

8 N 55"

1815 Jackson

‘éonald P. Lyon iV
Elizabeth Ann Lyon
520 Whittier

Frank W. Buchholz Jr.

Meriam Jane Buchholz [/
No Address Available

20 acl oo Yoiern A
‘/Francis Eugene Mortoe

Bonnie J. Monroe v

537 Calhoun

/William Stockdale .~
Bertha Stockdale
531 Calhoun

,/Paul A, Slicker J
Roxy Ellen Slicker
519 Calhoun

J/Gene Calvin Hancock Sr.
Gladys Hancock

i:399-5‘/ ﬁ “ﬁm«fam?

e

2 Paul A. Slicker v
v ﬁ( R. Ellen Slicker

Key's Second Addition

1
2 w37’
3 W37

2 ex W 37'

3 ex W 37'

Replat of Block 1, Kellogp Crest
1,2&3 5

V

519 Calhoun

VElizabeth Horning _~
Opal Ramsdall

AR

""Raymond Leon Szymanski
Dolores Leona Szymanski
549 Calhoun :

Alan Eshbaugh
Shirley Eshbaugh
555 Calhoun

7
14. T. Wiedeman, Trust =~
1515 W 6th

ElDorado, Kansas

B NI o g A Sl 2




Kellogg Crest Addition

All of Block 2

Eastridge 1lth Addition

155210803 1

5 Ex S 4'

584" &all 6

7 &8N 2,5

X K. T. Wiedemann

X

c/o Gladys Wiedemann

1515 W 6th
ElDorado, Kansas

Edith Rimel Smolt

Address lnknown

\/Al.fred A, Farl
Nancy Farha l/
554 Longfellow

Edith Rimel Smolt .~
Address Unknown

fLarry G. Elliott
Jean B. Elliott
553 Longfellow

./ Koakish W. Cleaton 1/
Glenysse M. Cleaton
7604 E. Orme

\/Rnbert S. Lightner v
26 Cypress

rnest H. Jackson V.
Helen J. Jackson
631 S. Mission

Carter Hart Jr. o
Mozelle W. Hart

No Address Available
Vo addicoa’

/Robert E. Pitt
Bettye A. Pittman /
7515 E. Orme

Jerry Weldon Steward ,/
Joyce M. Steward

No Address Available

e addicoo el
Sammy Harry Kou: Vo
Jacqueline M. Kouri

603 Longfellow

'/Owin E. Artas o
Edith M. Artas
609 Longfellow

"/liobert. Albers /
Mildred G. Albers
615 Longfellow




Eastridge 1lth Addition

8 ex N 2.5" 4 {Gerald Clayton Sheets  ~
Betty J. Sheets
7610 E. Indianapolis

9 ex W 0.75" JHugh H. Amick A
LaRita K. Amick
7604 E, Indianapolis

9 W 0.75' & all 10 #/Doyle E. Meade o
Jeanne S. Meade
7516 E. Indianapolis

Véam Heinze v
Taura A. Heinze
7510 E. Indianapolis

l/Sam A. Lessley /
Mildred J. Lessley
7504 E. Indianapolis

,/'H:Llliam H. Bryant l/
Betty Jean Bryant
2921 Clover

Meyer Evan Nelson
/ Vanita I. Nelson v

No Address Available
Zte W%W’Lf(‘
o Lawrence G. Day

F. Arlene Day
614 Longfellow

b’Rubert E. Haynes ./
Margaret M. Haynes
622 Longfellow

JLaWrence S. Paul ,/
Patsy K. Paul
7714 E. Indianapolis

\/ Joseph Mizenko /
Mozelle Mizenko
7720 E. Indianapolis

/Mxine Lybrand Realty Inc. v
414 Pattie

‘/Gerald Thomas Bowen v
Carol Jane Bowen
7808 E. Indianpolis

JCleve C. Holland Jr. A
Marion Holland
7814 E. Indianapolis

\/Rubert: A. Barnes _/
Phyllis Ann Barnes
228 S. Kansas apt 6




Eastridge 1llth Addition

11 5 ‘/Ambrose D. Allison v/
Jacqueline Allison
N :
IR g )
/Kenneth M. Hunstad S
Janet J. Hunstad

7908 E. Indianapolis

JSteve Robert Shedd -~
Polly Ann Shedd
948 S. Edgemoor Dr.

JJames Russell Harris
Ruth R. Harris g i
7920 E. Indianapolis




Eastridge Sixth Addition

Lot

4 ‘./Ceci.l I, Fatarson U
Betty R, Peterson
620 Whittier

YCharles T. Eads ¥
Gertrude J. Eads
6407 Rockwood Road

l/Roher: S. Montgomery III !/
Marion L. Montgomery
632 Whittier

\/ George William Rhodes /
Pauline F. Rhodes
638 Whittier

';‘ean L. Gash ~
Nadine Gash
639 Calhoun Drive

/

VOscar L. Elkins s
Marie M. Elkins

1011 S. Topeka

Wirgil Kelly
Sylvia L. Kelly
627 Calhoun Drive

\/Juhn P. Redman ‘r
Leora K. Redman
621 Calhoun Drive

I/Kinley Leon Landers l
Lela Mae Landers
615 Calhoun Drive

x"larjory L. Downey J
607 Calhoun Drive

‘J'nurt J. Truster, Jr. /

608 Drury Lane
- Botkin d/b/a B § T Company v

1702 Greenfield
Eastridge 8th Addition

1 J}é};gme W. Lightner o

41 Castle

AV'Manford Allen Garner l/
Velma Maxine Garner
241 S, Battin

\/Ri.chnrd Lee Wheeler ./
Carolyn Lee Wheeler

Séle s 222 Mﬁd&
{Thomas Forster L
Marcella M, Forster

1833 S, Ridgewood

\/Elmer Hickel
554 Calhoun Drive




Eastridge Sixth Addition
Lot Block

1 exc. W 16° A / Kenneth D. Burke ¢
Patricia A. Burke
602 Governeour Road

Carmen G. Wolf
l/Ruth M. Wolf v
608 Governeour Road

/Charlas W. Mullen /
Norma Lee Mullen
614 Governeour Road

\mees 0. Pelzel l/

Valeria Pelzel
620 Governeour Road

t’CharIes W. London /
Vera A, London
626 Governeour Road

‘/Nichita Heights Lumber Company o
5435 North Broadway

V Administrator of Veterans Affairs v
5500 East Kellogg

/Bill H. Otten /
Betty L. Otten
7322 Clay

l/(Jlen Allison
Thomas C. Allison
633 Whittier

V Frank J. Schneller A
Margaret Schneller
627 Whittier

/Bobby D. Price
Evelyn M. Price
621 Whittier

/Jack S. Sample /
Wilma A. Sample
615 Whittier

1/Frank L. Seten ¥
Vivian Seten
602 Whittier

Walter L. Johnson, Jr. v
Lorene B. Johnson
601 Whittier

Vivian Seten

Frank L. Seten v/
K 602 Whittier

-/Jean E. Klinger ./
608 Whittier

Lee G. Graddy J
Johnie M. Graddy
614 Whittier




Eastridge 8th Addition

Lot

Beg. SE cor Lot 6,

NW along front line of

6 & 7, 75.5 ft to point
15.5 ft NW of SE cor Lot
7; SW to point on rear
line Lot 6, 29 ft N of
SKW cor Lot 6, S along
rear line Lot 6, 29 ft;
Ely along S line Lot 6 to
beg.

Beg. 15.5 ft NW of SE ¥
cor Lot 7, NWly along front
line Lots 7 § 8, 65.5 ft
to point 14 ft NW of SE
cor Lot 8, SW to point

on rear line Lot 7, 41

ft N of SW cor Lot 7,

SE 41 ft to SW cor Lot

7, S along rear line Lot

6, 31 ft; N to beg.

Beg. on front line Lot
8, being 14 ft NW of

SE cor Lot 8, th NW
along front line Lots

8 § 9, 61.5 ft to point
11.5 ft. NW of SE cor
Lot 9, thence SW to
point on rear line lot
8, being 11,37 £t § of
NW cor Lot 8, th S 71,37
ft to point on rear line
Lot 7, 20.87 ft S of NW
cor Lot 7, th NE to beg.

Beg 11.5 ft NW of SE
cor Lot 9, NW alonmg
front line to NE cor Lot
9, Wly 89.09 ft to NW
cor Lot 9, S along rear
line Lot 8 § 9, 85.82 ft
to point 11,37 ft S of
NW cor Lot 9, NE to
beg.

1

Sylvester J. Belisle
Helen L. Belisle
Address unknown

Ruth E, Reid

Address unknown
F10 addicas’ ﬁa;«m&

X J. Stuart Reid

/Beorge H. Wheeler 57
Erdine Wheeler E

&Y/ E %MJ

|/Leon Calton
Anna Maye Calton
535 Armour Drive

Viillian 3. David /.
1531 N. Battin

"41. James Heidebrecht
Bonn'e Lou Heidebrecht
7309 E. Orme

\,Chester C. Ramsey
Betty J. Ramsey
604 E. 67th North

VRobert D, Mickelsan ./
Betty L. Mickelson
7321 E. Orme

\/Dean A, Case J
Ramona L. Case
7327 E. Orme




Eastridge 8th Addition
Lot

6 ‘/Helun Y. White «
Otis White
609 S, Armour Drive

/ Lawrence E. Lybarger o
Hlelen L. Lybarger
2214 S. Rutan

!/Sidney L. Foulston, Jr.
Ruth Helen Foulston /
625 Armour Drive

Viobert Lee Vernon 5
Roberta Vernon
636 Calhoun Drive

\/F].oyd W. West ‘/
Maxine L. West
7509 E. Indianapolis

Varchie L. Meaza’ 772saite
Cecilia R, Mears <

Ads

TS5
/William G. Underwood

7321 Indianapolis

i/(:lenn A. Brown
Inez A. Brown vl
7327 Indianapolis

/CIift.nn C. Eldridge
Barbara A. Eldridge
7335 E. Indianapolis

8 exc. S 6.5' {Ferdinand Sauer /
Virginia L. Sauer
7341 E. Indianapolis

A1l Eugene W. Lightner ./
7( 6441 Castle

Beg NE cor NE 4
30-27-2E W 705

ft; S 827 ft; E 705 )
ft; N to beg + T. Wiedemann Estate
* Box 285

Eldorado, Kansas

Beg B27 ft S of NE cor

NE 4 30-27-2E W 165 ft;

S 50 ft; E 165 ft; N 3 /
to beg /{K. T. Wiedemann Estate

2/




‘Eastborough 2nd Additfon

10exc. Beg. F L/Bdward X. Crawley l/
NW cor, SE 5' Margaret H. Crawley
SW 60' NW 5' #5 Park Ave

NE 60' to beg,

1 Y James C.kllen V.
Carol A, Allen
3418 Crystal

\/Dwight S. Wallace
Josephine A. Wallace
#9 Park Ave.

V{yndon Gamelson
Georgia Gamelson
#1 Stratford

J/Falon s, Hocutt o
Marcella R. Hocutt
#33 Stratford

/(vlilliam D. Jochems Jr.
Marian Pauline Jochems
# 12 Brookfield

6 & SEly /George H. Vandenberg , -
3o Et,ofi ] Maxine A, Vandenberg
#27 Huntington

7 exc. SEly 7' /M. W. Hellar oL
& S 75ft of 8 #6 Brookfield

1 J Velma H. Hass .~
#42 Stratford

‘/Velma Varner Dockum
#40 Stratford

1/3111 B. Spencer
Wanda M. Spencer
#38 Stratford

\/Hervey R. Hodson ./
Mozella Hodson
#36 Stratford

/David H. Brasted
Sarah T. Brasted
#34 Stratford

JRobert A, Boucher v/
Catherine L, Boucher
#32 Stratford

7 exc. § 20' ‘/Ivan M. West o

Helen L. West
44 Stratford

Eastborough Estates Co.
V2% SV S




Eastborough 2nd Addition

1 J ¥F. Vesley Park “
Ruth Marie Park
# 6 Park Ave

Frank L, Dunn ,/
Kate Dunn
no address available

l/g}z.(;abeth 01.':2

Roy Thomas Orr
#32 Park Ave.
}éeorge B, Powers v
#30 Park Ave.

\/H. M, Van Auken /
Norma A. Van Auken
#9 High Drive.

'-/Brace A. Helfrich 7
Stella C. Helfrich
#15 High Drive

J ﬁ{argarel: K. Jackman
_#20 Huntington
L/George D. France ./
Billie M. France
#18 Huntington

‘/ Herbert A, Jones e
Virginia Maxine Jones
#16 Huntington

/T. Earl Schaefer
Catherine R. Schaefer
#13 Huntington

/L.L. Haltom <
Patricia Haltom
#15 Huntington

/Perry A. Thayer
Ruth Anne Thayer
#17 Huntington

Raymond R. Swanston
Etta J. Swanston
#19 Huntington

J George C. Croston Jr.
Dorothy B. Croston
#21 Huntington

7 & W 10' of 8 {/Kate S. McKay .~
#23 Huntington




Eastborough 2nd Addition
8 exc. W 10' K { arshall W. Crotts .~
& W 15' of 9 Mary L. Crotts

#25 Huntington

9 exc, W 15' George H. Vandenberg
Maxine A. Vandenberg
#27 Huntington
all Block L Jobn J. Helfrich  +~
\] Patricia C. Helfrich
#46 Stratford
Tract in NWY Sec., 20-27-2E beg. 550ft. /A AHome Mission Board of
E of SW corner NW%, thence N parl., with Southern Baptist Convention
W line sd.% sec. 275 ft th, E parl. with Joco'Z P ﬁﬁdﬁ
S line Sd.% Sec. 270 ft, S 275 ft, W
270 ft, to beg.
e
SWY% NW% Sec. 20-27-2E except the above '{Iohn S. Wertz, Helen Vickers ;
property in the name of the Home Springer, George Stallwitz,
Mission Board of the Southern Baptist J. A, Vickers, Robert F. Vickers,
Convention. Co-Trustees of Vickers Testamentary,

Trust
e hita %%@f
Beg on S line of US 54 Case Al7549 /John H. Powers .~
150 ft. E of extended E line of Mission Ellen M. Powers
Rd.Eastborough 3rd, S 280ft E parl to 3027 E. Kinkaid
Kellogg St. 150ft N 280 ft W 150 ft
to beg all in NWY Sec. 30-27-2E

Beg. at a point on S line of Kellogg I"IW. C. King y/
914,5' W & approx. 64.10ft S of NE cor. 4001 Hammond
NW)% Sec. 30-27-2E, W along S line of

Kellogg St. 250 ft. S parl, to E

1line of sd. NW% 280 ft. E parl. to

Kellogg St. 250 ft, N 280 ft. to beg.

East ,Mission Add.

1502 83 i/Evangelical Luthern Church 4
of the Reformation Inc.
6909 E. Kellogg

Ripstra Add.

1 J J, G. Ripstra Trustee '~
ipstra Trust Fund #3
61 Stratford

Bridwell ‘Add.

i AR R | Vs / Chester F, Farrow
Fred M. Bauslaugh
Union Center Bldg.

Eastridge Addition

E 60 ft. 8 1 ‘/King Music Co.Inc. VY
6811 E. Kellogg




Eastridge Addition

W 65t of 1 10 YBartina Warner Beschka *

Joe E. Beschka
6902 E. Orme

E 19ft of 1 & George E. Meade l/
W 41 ft of 2 Cora G. Meade
address unknown
addieac

S0 M
E 39ft of 2 & Evangelical Litheran Church of ¢~
W 21 ft of 3 Reformation Inc.

6909 E. Kellogg

E 59ft. 0f 3 &= " J/B. 3. Schroeder o
W1lftofd Alice C, Schroeder
6306 E. 1lth

E 56ft of W 57 ft /James L. Harvey
of 4 ! Patricia J. Harvey
7316 E. Gilbert

E 23ft of 4 & VE. J. Squire ./
W33 ft of 5 Corinne B. Squire
6932 Orme
v

E 47 ft of 5 & YAmber Dial
W 9 ft of 6 Louise Dial
1127 Waverly

E 56£t of W 65 ft /John A. Menoher

of 6 u Faye S. Menoher
400 Slade
Haysville,Ks

5 ft. of 6 & \/ Lloyd W. Shenk ./
ft of 7 address unknown

1

41

39 ft of 7 & TR Durr:l.ngtz“ :a/‘!
17

ft of 8 Wanda L. Durrington
2261 McAdam

E
W
E
w

E 56 ft of W 73 ft /
of 8 n Y Mildred Jane Mills -

/J#f“?. Tk oS
E 7ft of B & harles Irvin Wills «~
W 49 ft of 9 \} Joann wills

5605 Armstrong

31 ft of 9 & /y/Wnodrow E. James .~
25 ft of 10 Jeanette M. James
8112 E, Zimmerly

E

W

10 exc. W 25 fr. " Joyce E. Martin
1510-A N, Waco

Eastridge 5th Addition

1 7 \/Roberl: H. Hi11 Y

Lynda S, Hill
6933 E. Orme




Eastridge 5th Addition

2 1 /Hatvin T. Mapes b
Vivian V, Mapes
6939 E. Orme

Carla M, Murphy , 7
address unknown
e addriias

A
/E. L. Clithero ¢
Lillian C. Clithero
4072 Harding

/J. A. Hendrickson e
Jay S. Hendrickson
4 Sequoia

\/Watten W. Cochran
Freda J. Cochran
7025 E. Orme

JKeith L. De Camp
Murnita A, De Camp
7031 E, Orme

J/William Robert O'Donnell
Dorothy J. O'Donnell
7037 E. Orme

JWalton L. Gordon L
Lucille Ellis Gordon
311 8. Rita

\/I-‘ern G. Graham .~
Lucille Graham
7038 E. Gilbert

‘lclarence E. Peterson
Patrciia A, Peterson
7020 E. Orme

‘/Forresl: J. Reynolds o
Ann Reynolds

1345 Fairmount
\/Everett H., Ackerman o
M. Ladene Ackerman

7020 E. Gilbert
Juitton C. Maxey v
Esther J. Maxey

1032 N. Edgemoor

J.John H Warren o
Eileen Elizabeth Warren
7008 E., Gilbert

'/Dunald Lee Mendenhall
Jacqueline Mendenhall
7002 E. Gilbert




Eastridge 5th Addition

1 2

and S 1.5 ft.
14

exc. S 1,5ft.

{ Myrtle Browning #
502 S. Mission

J Oscar Hollingsworth -
Flossie Hollingsworth
611 Mission

/Harjo:ie G. Randall .~
514 S, Mission
l/.]‘ames Henry Diggs ~
Densel F. Diggs
1214 S, Christine

JRidgewnod Developement Inc. v
1905 Southwest Blvd.

JMarion A. Fresen
Linda L. Fresen
511 Drury

/Archie R, Hanneman -
Mary Margaret Hanneman
2005 Célumbine

/ George 1. Rorabough -
Martha Rorabough
503 Drury

L/J. S. Gleeson Jr. Adm, of —
Veterans Affairs
5500 E. Kellogg

/ David W. Walker «~
Aon L, Walker
615 Drury

/Jerald D. Godsey -
Ileene A. Godsey
7013 E. Gilbert

JLouise E. Snow
7019 E. Gilbert

/Ronald D, Chippeaux -
Wilma J. Chippeaux
7025 E. Gilbert

JDonald D. ziegler
Karyn C. Ziegler
7031 E. Gilbert

/Ernest F. Matlock *~
June Matlock
7037 E. Gilbert

‘/Callahan Guarantee Title Co. ]'.ncb.‘
1118 Wichita Plaza Bldg.

\/George W. Wallace 5@/ “oh éﬂd

Joan J, Wallace




OWNERSHIP LIST

Eastborough 2nd Addition
Lot Block Property Owner

11 TR ]/Hyrt:le A_ Sarten -
14 Douglas Avenue

12 V{h’.lbur E. Walker .
Bernice H. Walker
16 Douglas Avenue

" " i

/Hugh S. Edgertonv
22 Laurel Drive

/Vtrgi.l L. Moody .~
Nola Moody
22 Douglas Avenue

v Joseph F. Mergen -’
Nora M. Mergen

24 Douglas

,/></B. N. Haselwood ~
Dollie D. Haselwood
26 Douglas

v

18 )QMaryruse N. Bauslaugh »~
28 Douglas

Eastborough 3rd Addition

al "WMG" Olive Ann Beech
48 Mission Road

W 155" of Lot 2 /Margaret Ross .
Carl Ross
13 Douglas

E 81.74' of Lot 2
& W 78.74' of
Lot 3 /Cora Armstrong
15 Douglas Avenue

E 158" of Lot 3 \/x'/prank R. Solomon
17 Douglas Avenue

jK/Walter: S¢nimmel <
Kathryn E. Schimmel
19 Douglas Avenue

Olive Ann Beech
48 Mission Road

W 115' of Lot 6 Robert K, Howse ./

Virginia D. Howse
4 English Avenue




Eastborough 3rd Addition

Lot Block Property Owner
6 except W 115" "G yRobert L. Burns /
Frances E. Burns
6 English Avenue

W 158' of Lot 7 ‘/Norman P. Bate Company, Inc.
\#10 English Avenue

E 78.74"' of Lot 7

&W 79.26' of ‘/ o

Lot 8 ‘/X Theo A. Hiebert
Kathryn S. Hiebert
12 English Agenue

E 157.48' of Lot 8 Jf\‘/Luis A, Casadn
Vera J. Casado
14 English Avenue

v Austin B. Craig
Mildred E. Craig
56 Stratford Road South

JX\/wnliam S. Lowry
Helen E. Lowty
58 Stratford Road South

/ Xﬁona Clemens
60 Stratford Road South

Vv Edward G. Fahnestock
Frenees—Fahnestoek
62 Stratford Road South
JKJGeorge R. Temple ./

“Elizabeth Temple
64 Stratford Road South

J&'Ralp‘n S. Lightner v
66 Sgratford Road South

‘/ Robert M. Smith, Sr.”
Florence L. Smith
8 Stratford Road South

V WGeorge A. 2ngle /
eba L. /ngle
70 Stratford Road South

/Alfred James III .~
Elizabeth F. James
50 Mission Road

SorilAg b Lyph
Elizabeth Deal Lyon
3 English Avenue




Eastborough 3rd Addition

Block Property Owner

A10 /C. H. Steve Jordan .~
Evelyn E. Jordan
5 English Avenue

/R, Byrne Vickers +*
Rebecca A. Vickers
7 English Avenue

'/Laura Jane Shawver .
Shawver Land Co. Inc.
9 English Avenue

‘/>(/0. A. Powell +
Cora M. Powell
11 English Avenue

J ‘\_{/Mabel E. Boettger «~
# “Frank A. Boettger
13 English Avenue

J%Tom Palmer v
15 English Avenue

JDwight J. Wilson “
Lola Ann Wilson
52 Mission Road

‘/George W. Huston «
Elizabeth N. Huston
18 Lynwood Blvd.

VElizabeth E. Carey
20 Lynwood Blvd.
'-/R:l'.ve Lind McCaul .-
22 Lynwood Blvd.

V/Donald J. Robinson
Agnes M. Robinson
24 Lynwood Blvd.

/ VEdward F. Arn -~
Marcella Arn
26 Lynwood Blvd.
%ﬁ. G. Ripgt—a 7
* 1 Stratford Road South

J

/Zoe. J. Hollabaugh
Mary L. Hollabaugh
11 Lynwood Blvd,

/Nadyne M. Hershberger
13 Lynwood Blvd.




Eastborough 3rd Addition

Lot Block
3 "T“

9 and 10

11 and 12

W% of Lot 2

E% of Lot 2 &
All of Lot 3

Property Owner
JJay K. Wisdom
Isabel F. Wisdom
15 Lynwood Blvd.

/Lester Peterson ,/
Joan I, Peterson
17 Lynwood Blvd.

/{Amos C. Small
¥ 19 Lynwood Blvd.

v Paul W. Fleeger
‘Nedra Evans Fleeger
21 Lynwood Blvd.
Harold D. Mercer o
Ruth E. Mercer
23 Lynwood Blvd.

VHerman A. Osment
Louise L. Osment
56 Missicn Road

/ Jeff H. King
Mildred C. King
9 Willowbrock Road

/Dyane L. Wallace ¢
Velma L.Wallace
5 Willowbrook Road

Dean Allison
Jacqueline K. Allison
1 Willowbrook Road

0<‘/Jack W. Graves «

Mary Jane Graves
72 Stratford Road South

J X/()lyve M. Knorr .~
74 Stratford Road South

/ Jeff H. King, Jr.v
Marian Nadine King
58 Mission Road

J. HL Kingy Jr.ec
58 Mission Road

fRnbert S. Wise
Mary F. Wise
4 Willowbrook Road

J.}une H. Mayer V
60 Mission Road




Eastborough 3rd Addition
Lot Block Addition

5 gl William T. West .-
Regina M. West
3 Drury Lane

)(Jean V. Christie
(address unknown)

o WW
/Orville A. Sheffer .~

62 Mission Road

I/Persian N. Nacheff
7 Drury Lane

¢ Merle Knott VA
Eleanor Knott
64 Mission Road

/Earl E. Lesher v
Barbara E. Lesher
9 Drury Lane

1 exc § 15' J)(/Robert F. White ./
Mary H, White
2 Drury Lane

5 15" of Tot 1 &

All of Lot & \/Xl/Mid Kansas Fed'l Savings & Lodn
230 South Market

J .‘/Carl F. Cannon v~
Mary L. Cannon
‘6 Drury Lane

S. A, Yarnell v
Irene Yarnell
* 8 Drury Lane

10 and N% of vacated

Morgan Lane J Oliver E. Witterman ¢
Constance Witterman
10 Drury Lane

J #David v. Walter, Jr. «
Irene Walter
" 66 Mission Road

| #/F. E. Kappelman -~
. Dorothy L. Kappelman
11 Drury Lane
J |/f-larold Mellor

Martha A. Mellor
68 Mission Road




Eastborough 3rd Additicn

4&5 AZ JHarry M. Klenda *
Frances M. Klenda
#13 Drury Lane

/James F. Ralstin o/
Betty Perdew Ralstin
#70 Mission Rd.

/Roberl: H. Lavrence
Eunice Ruth Lawrence
354 N, Westfield

8 exc, 5 25 ft. /V:anent L. Scott .
Rea M, Scott
# 72 Mission Rd.

S 25 ft of 8 &
S 25 ft of 9 City of Eastborough -

9 exc S. 25 ft Clifford H. Pugh. ~
Mary W. Pugh
# 19 Drury Lane

1 & Sk Vac. John: H, Alldritt v/
Morgan Lane " Evelyn L. Alldritt
~ #12 Drury Lane

J R. Reed Hatfield
" Dollie D. Hatfield
#14 Drury Lane

At /[-/3-¢6 ](F;/Frank L. Dunn

ne
Arthur J. Struble .~
¥.. Mary P. Struble
6522 Beachy

9 exc S 25 ft \I)f/Rexwoud R. Robertson ./
£ Ruth Mary Robertson
# 20 Drury Lane

S 25ft of 9 Ve f}/ City of Eastborough i

5 /Thomas H. Allan
Alice D. Allan
#12 Mission Rd.

6 exc. 5 10ft v 0liver H., Spencer o
Fanny B. Spencer
# 71 Mission Rd.

S 10ft of 6 & /Luella L. Malone 4
all 7 # 73 Mission Rd.

8 /cail Fields 7
Elizabeth Fields
402 N, Clifton

t/L. J. Pracht Jr.”
Mary B. Pracht # 77 Mission Rd.




Eastborough 3rd Addition

10 Y ,/ Forrest S. Woodside Jr, ./
Shirley A. Woodside
6503 Claytonia

E 135 fr. 11 / Kirk M. Ward
Jean S, Ward
222 N. Fountain

12 /Lance I. Coffey”
# 83 Mission Rd.

13 exc 5 25 ft / Clarence H. Dirks
Ruth O, Dirks
8207 Willowbrook Rd.

o

§ 25 ft of 13 Xcity of Eastborough A

Beg at SE corner SW4 of Sec. 19-27-2E /4/Philip F. Farha v
N 80 rds. W 20 rds. S 80 rds. E 20 rds. Gloria E. Farbha
to beg exc, Part of Hwy. 557 N. Armour




N 360" of Wk NW% of / E. M. Brady
Sec. 29-27-2E Nellie Brady
26 Lakeside Blvd.

stmoor Addition
Lot

1 to 11 inel. J/\/ /Levitt Jewelzy Co., Inc. .
ex N 360' of 222 E. Douglas
Wk NWy 29-27-2E

Patricia Joy Neher
No Address Available
o ceddieow #

1 X M. I. Neher Jr.

v Larry Lee M Fee
Nina J. McKee
8007 E. Orme

/James H. Baugh
Lottie Ellen Baugh
8013 E. Orme

{/Herbert Berger -
Lila Lee Berger
8019 E. Orme

/William S. Worford <

Floy L. Worfor
035 oot (ﬂiau-/
/William H. Smith _-

Kathleen L. Smith
8031 E. Orme

/Donald F. Peterson sr.”
Mary K. Peterson
8037 E. Orme

/Robert H. Collins ~
Ella Rue Collins
8043 E. Orme

VvBi1l Ray Evans o
Dorothy Evans
8049 E. Orme

|/ Orville David Oldham Jr.
Willene Oldham
8055 E. Orme

/Joseph P. Conley ./
Peggy J. Conley
8044 E, Indianapolis

{/ Board of Trustees, Presbytery 4
\ of Wichita,

Sozs




1 ex N 360' W
NW) 29-27=2E

26&3 1t
The E 1100' of NE%} 19-27-2E
except Rockwood 2nd Add &
Rockwood 5th Addition
Rockwood 3rd Addition

6

9 W 20' &
10 W 20' N 9.8’

10 ex W 20'

et

./ Joseph A. Sevart +
Mary L. Sevart
8032 E. Indianapolis

/Bobby J. Thomas .
Delores J. Thomas
8026 E. Indianapolis

/William R, Calhoun .~
Joean Calhoun
8020 E. Indianapolis

/lohn E. Huston
Marilyn J. Huston
8014 E. Indianapolis

/Robert D. Greene +
Evelyn Greene
8008 E. Indianapolis

/Roy D. Flock
Nancy J. Flock
8002 E. Indianapolis

Levitt Jewelry Co. Inc.”
222 E. Douglas

Rock Road Improvement Inc.~
309 S. Market

/Henry H. Farrar ~
Barbara L. Farrar
221 Armour

/Jesse A. LaDow 7
Bonnie Jean LaDow
211 N. Armour

/i-'red E. Fruhauf 7
Neoma Sue Fruhauf
201 N. Armour

‘/Paul E. Oppenheimer /
Catherine Oppenheimer
155 Armour

\/ Bill B. Spencer -
Wanda M. Spencer
38 Stratford

\/ Clyde Niernberger ./

Ruth E. Niernberger
145 Armour




ROCKWOOD 3rd Addition

10 W 20' 5 80.2' & Robert B. Dockum
‘11 W 20' N 19.8' 40 Stratford

11 ex W 20" N 19.8' RockRoad Improvement Inc,:”
& all 12, 13, 14 X X 309 S. Market

6

7 ‘/Roherl: D. Gensch
Lois Gensch
2551 N, Belmont

/(vlill:l.am P. Veatch
Virginia M. Veatch
1046 Stratford

VHarold V. Bauer ~
Betty Jo Bauer
1112 N. Armour

11 /James D. Cavanaugh /
Dorothy A. Cavanau,
8057 erar il

12 /Scott Const. Co. Inc. /
Insurance Bldg.

13 Rock Road Improvement Inc.”
309 S. Market

all 15 Audrey Crabtree
8020 Peach Tree
Robert C. White
Angelene B. White

8001 Willowbrook

14 E 10' mol & ?(K{Claude M. Crabtree v

Rock Road Improvement Inc. 5
309 S. Market

Scott Const. Co. Inc. ,
Insurance Bldg.

/&aml& W. Widley ~

lsie M. Wigley
135 Rutland

I/Collial:ie Const. Co. Inc.-
1034 Kevin

./W. Nolan Artz ~
H. Irene Scimeca Artz
2269 N. Bluff

|/Lawreuce F. Grey ./
Virginia Gray
1727 N. 01d Manor

\.’Hausemn Homes Inc.'j
1321 S. Hydraulic




Rockwood 3rd Addition

23 »/ L. J. Lawson v
Fernande Y. Lawson

No Address Available

Sre Métm 2o
24 /C. L. Sandberg .5

229 Rutland

Rockwood 4th Addition

Van Buskirk Inc. .,
4700 E. English
/Norris H. Madden
Doris W. Madden

7316 Pagent

Van Buskirk Inc, 7
N 4700 E. English

Wm. P. Veatch Co. Inc./
1046 Stratford

VN /Dale F. Steen
Barbara A. Steen
2701 Gentry Drive

/%Y John D. Gebert
Y ¥\ 3tephanie D. Gebert
122 Rutland

B. A, Staats /
Evelyn Staats
No Address Available
o’
/Bill G. Dean ¢
Beverly A. Dean
329 Rutland

‘/Frauk A. Addis /
Lorena M, Addis
6213 E. 10th

/Thamas William Henley .
Helen Jayne Henley
7310 Pagent Lane

Van Buskirk Inc. ./
X 4700 E. English

1

o,
H. A. VanBuskirk '
4700 E. English

l/ Fred F. Roberts
Shirley L. Roberts
8231 W. Murdock




ood 4th Addition

13, 14, 15, 16,
17, 18

19

20, 21, 22
23 & 24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

Rock Road Improvement Inc. -
309 S. Market

o7 /Hubert B. Hughey .-
Barbara E. Hughey
534 N. Roosevelt
. =,
Rock Road Improvement Inc.
% 309 §. Market

/ /D, L. Van Buskirk <
6405 E. Kellogg

/ Olander Const. Co. /
314 Rutland

Rock Road Improvement Inc.
309 S. Market

an Buskirk & Huff Const. Co. .
4700 E. English

Hauserman Homes Inc, -
x 1321 S. Hydraulic

Rock Road Improvement Inc, -~
309 S. Market

Hauserman Homes Inc.
1321 S. Hydraulic

-
Rock Road Improvement Inc.
309 S. Market

Wm. P. Veatch Co. Inc./
v 1046 Stratford

/ x-/ Raymond S. Baldwin
Constance J, Baldwin

GCoo ;%e.é,a&;u@g A, M,J&
H. A, Van Buskirk -
4700 E. English

/Warren E. Meyer ~
Dorothy P. Meyer
409 8. Tountaln

Colliati.e Const Co. Inc.
1034 Kevin

Rock Road Improvement Inc.”
309 S. Market

/x Hauserman Homes Inc.
X 1321 S. Hydraulic




Rockwood 4th Addition

3

Rockwood 5th Addition

1, 2, 3, 4
5, 6, 7

8

9 to 20 inclusive

3 to 12 inclusive

1 to 5 inclusive

Hauserman Homes Inc. .
)(){ 1321 S. Hydraulic
Colliatie Const. Co. Inc, ~
VR N 103 Rt

s/ Rock Road Improvement Inc.”
}(}ﬁ 309 §. Market

Jx /Steven T. Loranth -
Irene Loranth
119 N. Terrace

ﬁ Rock Road Improvement Inc.

Colliatie Const. Co. Inc, -~
)( 1034 Kevin

Rock Road Improvement Inc.”
\( 309 S, Market

. Rock Road Improvement Inc.”
309 S. Market

/ ' Russell W, Campbell
Elizabeth Ann Campbell
6319 E. Orme

Rock Road Improvement Inc,”
X X309 5. Market

s ‘7242"1']?
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We hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and
correct List of Property Owners within a one thousand foot radius of
the Southeast Quarter of Section 19, Township 27 South, Range 2 East
of the 6th P. M., Sedgwick County, Kansas, as shown by the records in
the Office of the Register of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, on

this the 17th day of December, 1965 at 7:00 o'clock A. M.

THE SECURITY -AB: CT AND TITLE COMPANY, INC.

o o
By = 2L

Vice President

Order No. 131530




