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Map No. 5349 Z-

Sec. 7 DATA SHEET SCZ- (FILE *1

Twp. 27 (ZONING & CONDITIONAL USE) CU- DP-23 AMEND
Range 1E Filed 9-9-75

r

APPLICATION DATA: From to

1. Applicant : Mari na Take nrive. Tnc.
Address 7701 R Kelloaa.Suite 575.Wichita 67207 Phone 685-4300

2. Agent: vinrent T, Roaart. Chartered
Address 444 N Market.Wichita. 67202 Phone 263-6291

3. General Location: .aL.fha_amlfhwest corner of 21st street and Amidon
Address

4. Proposed Use:

AREA DATA:

1. Acres: 2.2

0490 ft. by,AA" ft.
"AA" A'2. Adjoining Zoning: E S W N

Land Use: East South3.
> 44*f West North

Sketch Plan Land Use is for:

5. Present Land Use is for:

6. Area (is) (is not) platted.

fR;
PHOTO DATA:

Taken by Date Time

9
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Map No. 5349 Z-

Sec. 7 DATA SHEET SCZ- ( File #7 )

Twp, 27 (ZONING & CONDITIONAL USE) CU- DP-23 AMENDMENT

Filed 9-9-75Range 1E

APPLICATION DATA: From to

1. Applicant: Marina Lake Drive, Inc.
Address 7701 E.Kelloqq.Suite 575,Wichita 67207 Phone 685-4300

2. Agent: Vincent L. Bogart, Chartered
Address 444 N.Market.Wichita 67202 Phone 263-6291

3. General Location: at the southwest corner of 2 lst street and Amidon.
Address

4. Proposed Use:

AREA DATA:

1. Acres: 7 9 ft. by ft-)

2. Adj oining Zoning: E "Tr" S "AA" W "AA" N "AA"-"A"

bf 3. Land Use: East South

% West North

4. Sketch Plan Land Use is for:

5. Present Land Use is for:

6. Area (is) (is not) platted.

PROCEDURE DATA:

1. Zoning Committee by

2. MAPC Meeting:

Date Action

ln-Q-7G

1/- 8-75 W#th

3. Governing Body (Bd. City Commiss ioners - Bd.--county-commissioners)

Date Action Resolution

/1.-9-73'

NOTES:

44:
?49%4

CASE FILET9-214-1
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City Manager's Agenda Item page

RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING AND CUP AMENDMENT

CASE NO, Z-1739 & DP-23 CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 10-9-75

REQUEST FOR: Change from "B" to "LC" and approval of
Community Unit P lan Amendment

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) :

To utilize the land in accordance with the best and most
advantageous use.

South side of 21st Street between
GENERAL LOCATION:

Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended
from the north 7,

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Z-1739 - Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition.
DP-23 - Government Lot 1, in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, Rl E,

except that part of said Government Lot 1 which has been
dedicated for public streets.

APPLICANT: Marina Lake Drive, Inc.

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT: Vincent Bogart, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY:

Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger, representing the Two Rivers Neighbor-
hood Association, spoke in opposition, and Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bull-
inger, spoke in opposition

SURROUNDING ZONING: North is "AA" and "A"; east is "LC" ;
south and west is "AA

parking; south and west is lake area.

- PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

That these applications be approved. Gragg moved, Savina seconded
and it carried by a vote of 4 in favor (Gragg, Savina, Collier
and Hennessy) and 2 opposed (Porter and Kamen) . Chairman Bayouth
abstalned from voting, and Taylor and Goebel were absent.

ACTION 1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the Metro-
politan Area P lanning Commission, place the ordinance effectuating
the zone change on first reading; or

2. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission for reconsideration. The City Commission states the fol-
lowing reasons for its action:

L
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'A

Mr. Everett C. Fettis
Attorney
120 South Market - Suite 504
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Fettis:

This will acknowledge your letter of March 12, 1979, concerning the MarinaLakes CUP (DP-23).

1

We are disappointed that in the fifty days s ince Mr. Mobley's January 25, 1979,letter, little or no substantive progress has been made to correct thedeficiencies in this development. In our February 14, 1979, letter to youit was clearly stated that no further extensions of time would be granted bythis office. Accordingly, your request for an additional thirty (30) days isnot granted.

As you know, the condition of your client's property and that of the adjacentowners represent an eyesore to the neighborhood and the members of CitizenParticipation Council "M" desire very much to seek an accommodation that willcorrect tte problems. Accordingly, this office will hold action on this matterin abeyance until no later than Friday, March 23, 1979, provided you initiateimniediate action to meet and confer with CPO Council "M" to review the statusof the problems with them and your plans and timetable for corrective action.
CPO Council 'IM" is scheduled to meet at 7:00 p.m - Wednesday, March 21, 1979,in the Trinity Presbyterian Church, 2258 Marigold. You will need to contactMs, Sarah Gilbert, 268-4516, by no later than 12:00 noon, Thursday, March 15,1979, in order to have this matter placed as an item on the Council "M" agendafor March 21,

We will await the results of your meeting with the Council and will takefurther action based on the outcome of that meeting. If the Council will supportyou in a request for an extension of tle,lie will concur.

(f.pcerell
E, H, Denton
City Manager=29*Ft.t. 1«*-Al DID/tpd

cc: Sam Mobley, Building Code AdministratorSarah Gilbert, CPO Administrative AideH. R. Kuhn, Attorney •Robert A. Lai<in, Director of Planning/
Ill,imimtai
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23
DpTHE CITY OF WICIIITA

i
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
CENTRAL INSPECTION DIVISION
Crrf HALL -- SEVENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA KANSAS 67202

December .2, 19/8

Clear Lakes Inc.

% Hill, Mason & Gilchrist
810 W. Douglas
Wichita, KS 67203

Re: DP-23 Marina Lake Development
Dear Sir:

On October 31, 1978, this Department requested that the Legal Depart-ment file injunctive actions against the owners of properties within
subject Community Unit Plan for flagrant violations of the Codes ofthe City of Wichita.

You, as owners of the unplatted lake area, were included in the
request due to the unauthorized fill in process at the north end
of the lake. To be specific, this is a violation of the maximum
fill line identified on the approved CUP and Chapter 70 of theUniform Building Code.

Since October 31, 1978, there have been indications that you intend
to bring your portion of the area into compliance. Fill work was
suspended upon posting of notice to cease, and this office was
contacted by your retained engineering firm for further direction
in obtaining compliance with the grading and fill provisions oft:he code.

We are also aware that it is your desire to request amendment to the
subject rUP thru the proper channels. Thus, if good faith is exhibited,

SUPERINTENDENT OF CENTRAL INSPECTION -208-4460
HOUS]NO _ 288/481

BUILDING & CONSTRUCTION .... 20&4461BUILDING CODE ENGINEER
ZONING .._263-4479 PLUMBING & MECHANICAL __..208·4476PLAN EXAMINATION
SIGNS --206·4475 ELECTRICAL & ELEVATOR -268-4471
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TIlE CITY OF WIITA
Page: 2

Re: DP-23 Marina Lake Development
December 12, 1978

and progress is made in correcting the violations, this Department
would not want to be responsible for any action that would deter a
possible approval of an amended CUP.

This Department is requesting the Law Department to forbear any
action at this time pending the progress of the formal filing of an
amendment to the CUP and submission of engineering reports on the
existing fill.

If there are any questions regarding this matter, please call the 9

undersigned.

Sincerely,

Sam
Buildihg Code Administrator/

SIM:kda

ec: Bob Finch, Deputy City Manager
John Dekker, Director of Law
Don Anderson, Director of Economic Development

/Bob Lakin, Director of Planning
Hub Kuhn, Attorney-at-Law

424 '
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June 30, 1976

Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

- Approval of Landscape Plan associated with Parcel 5
of Marina Lakes, C.U.P.

As you may te aware, the Board of City Commissioners on June 29,
1976, approved a landscape plan associated with Parcel No. 5 of
the Marina Lakes C.U.P. (DP-23). A copy of the same is attached

for your reference. This landiscane plan was reouired prior to
the iss,1.ance of building permits as a condition of anproval of
a previously requested amendment to the C.U.P. anproved by the
Board of City Commissioners on December 9, 1975. In their action
on December 9, 1975, tha Board of City Commissioners also took
action to amend the text of the original C.U.P. as follows:

"1. Under Parcel 5 proposted uses shall be changed to
read as follows:

€29.1.4

Light Commercial uses, except new or used car
agencies, recreational vehicles and mobile home
sales agencies, filling stations,.teenage clubs,
s!:ating rinks, public garageA, businesses oriented
exclusively to the autor,chile tire, battery and
accessorieg, and excent further those businesses
normally referred to as fast food franchise sales
businesses.

==03&1 -

2. Provide that the number of buildings in Parcel 5 .9 shall not exceed one.

3. The applicant shall provide clear, legible Copies
of the CUP, with the text of the narcels and
General Provisions information being in proper order.

4. General Provision No. 2 shall be amended to

provide a waiver of the screening and land-
scaping requirements on the south and west
lines of Parcel 5.

5. A landscape plan for the south and west boundaries
and an area 10 feet in width along 2lst Street for
rarcel 5 shall he submitted to the PlanninG Depart-
ment for their review and to be forward,d to the
Board of City Commissioners for their approv.al,
prior to the issuance of any building permits, and
the landscaping shall be planted and maintained in
accordance with the approved landscape plan.

432444040624,1
91 ;4·2- Mum•5 ··- ::=164

* ':42 6/.04,3,4 ..,

4
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7- 444 .
Robert Feldner
June 30, 1976 0
Page 2

6. The commercial building to the east of Parcel 5
shall be depicted on the face of the Plan.

7. The maximum building height for Parcel 5 shall
be reduced from 65 feet to 35 feet.•

In addition to the landscape plan, specified in condition 5 above,
the developer of the Marina Lakes C.U.P. hat forwarded legible
copies of the C.U.P. as recuired under condition number 3 above.
These copies incorporate tile above itemized amendments. An
approved copy is also attached for your files.

Concerning the approved landscape plan for Parcel 5. it is our
uncierstancling that Phase I of the lan·licane plan will be olanted
at the sima time or immediately followinc Phase I of building
construction. Phase II planting of the landscane plan is to be
accornnlished imediately following the completion of fill
operations, as.halt naving, and the construction of the retain-
ing wall alone' the west property line. We understand that this
is to occur prior to the issuance of permits for phase 2 and 3
of building construction.

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

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Plannar

JIX: RLY : rme

Attachments

cc: John D. Gist, Oblinaer-Smith Corporation
Don Satterthwaite, 7701 F. Kellogg, 67207

* tip "
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VIOLATIONS - CASE NO. DP-23 - MARINA LAKE C.U.P

1. Fill placed inside area encompassed by "maximum fill line"
as depicted on the C.U.P.

2

3.

General provision #2 of the C.U.P. requires a landscape
plan to be approved by the Board of City Commiesioners
for landscaping the south and west lines of Parcel 5. On
June 29, 1976 the Board of City Commissioners approved a
landscape plan requiring landscaping m the north, south,
and west lines of Parcel #5 of the C.U.P. This landscaping
was to be accomplished in 2 phases:

a) Phase I on the northern boundary of Parcel Five was
to be accomplished in the first planting season
following Phase I contruction as depicted on the
approved landscape plan. The building depicted for
Phase I construction was occupied by Color Tile about
2 years ago, however, the landscaping has never con-
formed to the Phase I requirement of the approved
landscape plan.

b) Phase II landscaping (on the west and south edges of
Parcel 5) was to be completed in the first planting
season following completion of the fill operations
on Parcel 5 (estimated date of completion September,
1977). The fill operations have now extended beyond
the boundaries of Parcel 5 yet no plantings have been
made on the south and west as required by the approved
landscape plan.

-1

/* I.

Parcel description requirement #16 in the parcel description
for Parcel #7 requires fencing of the north, south, and
west edges of the lake with a 58 inch high fence. Said
fence was to be constructed concurrent with apartment or
townhouse construction on Parcel 7. The apartments onthe
northwest portion of Parcel 7 have been occupied for a
number of years, yet no fencing has been provided.

5214
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CITIZEN PARTHL 1'/0 i ON 1),vrE November 20, 1978

in E. 1;. Dent.on, City Mai,-iyer

Almi barAh Gilbert, CPO Administrctive Aide

SUR.IECU Violations of the Marina Lak·.5
Cl!;'

rhe Area CPO Co.inci! heard a report from one or -it!. 11:en,bers al Ilie NOven,ber

15 incelii,g on the vislations of the Mr.i ina I.atri. ron·,1.lunily Unit i'lon. The mom-
her had learned from Ilr. Ilobley and Mr. Galbratih that t·he owner of Parcel #5

-b P- a 3

ds no; cocirlfted his landscaping and lies been :lum!,tr.r? i11(:gal fill naterial,
nd that the owners of the lake have not completed their fence and have bron

1 fill into the lake.

The Ccarcil i; aware t.hat the Department of L ati: has been asked to pursue iii-

juric , ive i,=r-,Lin against the property owners. 1!10 members voted 8-0 to inform
yod 01 thei , concerns abou t the illegal activicies and the length of time :he
violations have existeo. -he Council asked to be kept informed of -che col.rt
actions against the property ownere. and offered. if yoll think it necessal·v. to
bring the matter before the Dity Comr,!ission.

Area s n.i>,t meeting is !)ccen·,I.er 6 E.fld due te the inimediacy of the illegal
fill. the Council would like a status report of staff activities on rhe CUP
Vi010ti0;5.

Sarah Gilbert.
C!:0 Administrative Aide

SG:ml

ce Sam Mebley. Building Cod.. Adait.ist)·:tor

,/Jack Calbraith, Chief Planner

A 0 PI

NOV 21 1978 
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 November 2, 1978

ITEMS NEEDED FOR AMENDING MARINA LAKE C.U.P. (DP-23)

Application listing names of all owners of the entire C.U.P. area
and a legal description for the entire area.

Filing Fee $400

Abstract Ownership List of owners and mailing addresses of area
within the Marina Lake C.U.P. and all owners within 1000 feet.

Five copies of the C.U.P. as proposed to be amended. Requires
updating which includes location of all buildings, updated topogra-
phy, existing fill line of the lake, etc.

If the intent is to create a new parcel, or extend a parcel or
parcels into the lake, the C.U.P. application needs to be accompa-
nied by a zone change application,

Zone change application -
if·+1+15,·.;

Legal
Filing fee
Names of owner(s)

Abstract Ownership List - distance is dependent on size.

Violations that are believed to exist:

Owners of Parcel 5 have failed to install required landscaping
and for two years continue to dump illegal fill material on the
site without the required permit.

Owners of the unplatted lake area, zoned "AA" Single Family, have
continued to fill the north end of the lake with illegal material
and without the required engineering data or the required permit.
The fence on the north edge of the lake has never been completed
as required by the approved plan.

Owners of Parcel 7 have installed an accessory structure (metal
shed) between two of the apartment buildings without a permit and
in violation of the provisions of the zoning ordinance.

"&4' ...94#f

¥-5 -

-1
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFF]CE OF Central Inspection Division DATE October 31, 1978

TO John Dekker, Director of Law

FROM Sam L. Mobley, Building Code Administrator

SUBJECT DP 23 Marina Lake Development

It is requested that immediate injunctive action be taken against the property
owners of subject .CUP for the rank violations listed below. The City Commission,
in their meeting October 24, 1978, made it clear that if it took court action
and that was too slows use the injunction.

The owners of Parcel #5 have failed to install the required landscaping and have
for a period of two years continued to dump illegal fill material on the site
without a required permit.

Owners of the unplatted lake area have continued to fill the north end of the
lake with illegal material and without the required engineering data or the
required permit. The fence on the north edge of lake has never been completed
as required by the approved plan. This owner has made the statement that
court action is the only way you will stop me.

The owners of Parcel #7 have installed an accessory structure (metal shed)
between two of the apartment buildings without a permit and in violation of the
provisions of the zoning ordinance.

Ownership of these parcels is as follows:

Parcel # 1, 4 and the unplatted lake
Clear Lakes Inc.

%Theodore Hill

810 West Douglas

Parcel #5 and the unplatted south bank
Marina Lake Drive Inc.

%Harry D. Bledsoe , METROPOLITAN U
2101 West 21st Street

PLANNING

Parcel #7

Pan-Western \3/
Tulsa, Oklahoma

If there are any questions regarding this matter, please call the undersigned.

APPROVED: 3

Sam L. 4obleyBuilding Code Administrato0
R. W. Bruggeman

SLM:mml Director of Public Works

cc: 251ck Galbraith

Metropolitan Planning Department 1

r

L
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October 10, 1978

Marina Lake Drive Inc.
2001 N. Amidon

Wichita, KS 67203

Dear Sir:

rue to the harsh simoner weather, Central Inspection Division is in the 446,
process of inf,pecting all Community Unit Plan Developments within the
City for the purpose of verifying the installation and ·raintenance
of screening and landncaping as required by the approved' CUP. Unfortu-
nately, this inspection con,ucted October 9, 1978, revealed that
CUP DP-23 (known 19 Mirina Lakes) is in violation.

With the last approved amendment to the M.=.rina Lakes CUP (12-9-75)4©4 the Board of City Commissioners required that they personally approve
.MAGE the landscipe plan prior to issuance of building permits. On June 29,
120*tfY. 1976, the noard of City Commissioners approved a two phase landscaping

plan; Phase I e.or..;isted of tWelve (12) trees to be planted adjacent to
21't Street horth in the first planting season after the construction of
the bul.121.not now occupi.ed hy Col.or Tile, Inc. Phase TI plantings consisted
of substantial landscaping on the south and west pircel lines with such
landscaping to be provided after n retaining wall, benk stabilization, and
fill operations are completed. As of this date, only three of the twelve
required Phase I trees have been planted even thoueh the Color Tile
building han been occupied throur:h two planting seasons. In addition,
the fill and bank stabilization work appears to be nearing completion
which will require the Phase II plantings to be made in the spring
planting Beason.

The missing moterials must be installed and the screening/landscaping
maintained.

This letter shall be considered as official notification that unleRS
action is initiated within thirty days to provide screening and landscaping,



0 0

Page: 2

RE: Marina Lake Drive Inc.
October 10, 1978

in accordance with the approved plan, the appropriate action will be 0 4

taken to insure correction of these deficiencie9. Bonds guaranteeing such
installations may be connidered to be acceptable initial action, *%79:1- itic

It will be necessary to withhold approval for all building permits and
occupancy permits associated with this CUP Lntil such time thnt the
deficiencies have been corrected. Your asaistance and cooperation in
expeditiously resolving this matter will be appreciated. We look
forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Sam L. Mobley

Building Code Administrator

SLM:AI:kda

44«
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August 9, 1977 "Imillill'llilimcty
/11.14
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Ronald L. Crouch. Architect
Vice-President, Design
W. M. Grace Construction, Inc.
P. 0. Box 385
1900 North Belt Highway
St. Joseph, Missouri 64502

Re: Proposed Sunflower 1 Tanor Apart-
menta - Amidon Avenue, Wichita,
Kansas.

,=24M.

'3%9

..64%
391

1.:a

:4»

1499

Dear Mr. Crouch: -

Attached you will find a copy of a letter sent several months
ago with respect to the applications necessary to locate an

3%?ffelderly high rise apartment structure on the Marina Lakes site.
Although your proposal is somewhat different - i.e. six stories

,=40.-instead of twelve - the information regarding applications ia
generally the same.

As you may see from that letter, a Community Unit Plan (P.U.D.)amendment must be approved on the property prior to obtaining ... iffitbuilding permits. It is my feeling that a new parcel should be -F, I
created for your proposed site and the permitted uses, height,
density limitations, and proposed parking should be proposed

.4 : 3as Fer your plans. Although the attached letter states that a =:
Board of Zoning Appeals variance is necessary to waive the

./ 9,/14parking requirement, we are now of the opinion that the parking mill:£provision can be established with the C.U.P. amendment and thata Board of Zoning Appeals Application will not be necessary. -
As the owners of Marina Lakes have filed a number of amendments
to this C.U.P., I would expect that they have the original
drawings as well as the original of the latest amendments. You
should contact them, as they muat be the applicant, and you
should select either an architect, engineer or land planner to
prepare the proposed amendment for submission with the applica-tien to our office.

I . ft#-2-

hit%*GE:,
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Page Two
Ronald L. Crouch, Architect
August 9, 1977

The property is unplatted and approval of any Community Unit
Plan a.tendment will be subject to platting. Enclosed are
applications for Commimity Unit Plan Amendment and for pro-
ceasing of a plat. Should you desire to meet and discuss what
is required in these applications, please call me at 316-268-4421and set an appointment.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:MM:el

Attachments

cc: H. R. Bledso, 1200 S. 119th St. West, Wichita, Ks. 67209
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W. M. GRACE CONSTRUCTION, INC.

1%designers / engineers 1 builders *
m

HOME OFFICE:

P. O. BOX 385

1900 NORTH BELT HIGHWAY
ST. JOSEPH. MISSOURI 64502
816-233·8218

August 5, 1977

Robert A. Lakin, Di rector of Planning
Tenth Floors City Hall
455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas

SUITE 282

2701 ALCOTT '9.iN
DENVER, COLORADO 80211
303-433-2102

4806 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85012

6CI·/64-4583

9 #r.* %, Ilial-

4 4 3,4

Re: Proposed Sunflower Manor Apartments
Amidon Avenue

Wichita, Kansas
.//""iF ..hcl.;:

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Enclosed are three sets of preliminary plans for the referenced elderly housing
project proposed for construction on the west side of Amidonadjacent to the
existing shopping center south of 21st Street.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has notified us that our
preliminary proposal for this project has been approved subject toour being
granted the necessary zoning variances from the City; hence our letter to you.
Our Mr. Keith Foudray called your office recently and was told that we should
send you these plans with a description of the project, and you would advise
us of the proper procedure to folloi. in obtaining the needed variances.

¥
P . ...a

El
The project is designed strictly for the elderly, composed of one hundred one-
bedroom resident apartments and a manager's apartment. Ten percent of the units --*'
will be designed for handicapped residents. The structure will be six stories,
steel and concrete frames central heating and air conditioning with individual
room controls. All units will be carpeted and draped, and two elevators will
serve the entire building. The first floor will include a large community
room with patio, lounges and administrative spaces. The exterior of the building
will be decorative fluted masonry units with integral color. The parking we
have shown ismore than adequate for an urban elderly project, which is
normally designed using a rule of thumb of 40 percent.

33{

'-eny

. 7.T-21
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Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
August 5, 1977
Page 2

We believe this project will provide el derly housing in a location which properly
serves the needs of the resi dents, as wel 1 as being an asset to the communi ty
at large and the overall development of this specific area.

May we hear from you soon?

Thank you.

Very truly,yours,

W. M. GRKCE CONSTRUCTION, INC.

Ronald L. Crouch, Architect

Vice President, Design

RLC:gw

Enclosures
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May 16. 1977

901
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Mr. Albert L. Kamas
612 Douglas Building
Broadway and Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Sunflower Manor KS 40-0011-011
West side of Amidon in an area
south of 21st Street North

Dear Mr. Kamas: -:lt'fti)·I:.72*: NA¢
At the request of H. R. Bledso, I have researched the property
in question and the following information is provided:

Subject property is zoned the "B" Multiple Family District rather
than "LC" Light Commercial. In examining the material supplied
with the Section 8 Housing proposal, it appears that you have
Xeroxed from a Community Unit Plan Amendment proposed in 1976
which would have made the property "LC" but was denied by the
Board of City Commissioners; therefore, the property remains
"B" Multiple Family.

Although the "B" zoning permits multiple family uses as you
propose, this property is also contained within DP-23, Marina
Lakes Community Unit Plan, which establishes additional controls
on the site. Subject property is less than 2 acres (86.300
square feet) and 100 units are proposed for an overall density
of approximately 50 units per acre. However parcel 7 of the
Community Unit Plan (of which subject property is a portion)
limits the density to 18 dwelling units per acre on the entire
parcel. Although you can build the 100 units on your site, it
will take away from the development potential on the remainder
of parcel 7 because the overall density for the parcel ia
18 du/acre and if you load up one portion of the parcel at
50 du/acre it lessens the potential on the remainder of the site.

449
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In addition, the parcel description limits building height on
parcel 7 to 35 feet and the uses to garden apartments or town-
houses. Since a twelve story high rise for the elderly is

gry' 394-
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Mr. Albert S. Kamal

May 16, 1977 Page 2

proposed, a formal amendment of the existing Community Unit Plan
will be rquired. The permitted uses, heiglt limitationm. and
poloibly the density requirements would have to be amended on
parcel 7 of the existing Community Unit Plan.

The site plan submitted with the proposal depicts a total of
60 offitreet parking spaces for a hundred units which would
require approval of a variance of required offetreet parking
by the Board of Zoning Appeals. Subject property is also
unplatted and platting will be a requirement of any C.U.P.
amendment or Board of Zoning Appeals variance.

To accomplish the amendment of the C.U.P., approval of a
variance by the Board of Zoning Appeals, and recording of a
final plat will require a minimum of 70 to 90 days if all
goes well. It is possible for all three applications to be
processed simultaneously, and if you have any questions
on filing the necessary applications, please call.

Sincerely,

Jack Galbraith
Chief Planner

cc: H. R. Bledgo, 1200 S. 119th, West 67209
JG:MM:ew
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2243 Cardinal Drive

Wlchlta. Kansas 67204
January 20, 1977

Mayor James Donnell
City Comnission Office
First Floor, City Hall
455 North Main Street

Wlchita, Kansas 67202

r.'

Dear Mayor Donnell:

On behalf of Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) Neighborhood Council
"M" and the residents of the area, I want to thank you for the Commission's
policy decision to look with disfavor on additional light commercial zoning
in the area of 21st and Amidon.

As you are doubtless aware. almost since its formation Neighborhood Council
"M" has been very concerned about traffic In thls area. On August 4, 1976,
Council "M" voted to recomend, in general, that no more 11ght commercial
zoning be approved for the area of 2lst and Amidon. Council "M"'s subse-
quent recommandations on Individual zoning cases in the area have been
made in conformance with this general policy, which we are glad to see has
now become an offlclal City pollcy via your decision on December 28. 1976.

As neighbors ln the area, we are gratlfled by your decision which denon-
strates that the City Commissioners are listening to citizens and are
responsive to their needs.

,>Aht

We also appreciate the special conferences we were able to obtain with the
Commissioners and the other kindness shown to us by the Commissioners and
City staff. The staff was kind enough, with the approval of the Commission,
to set specific times for hearing our case; and for rescheduling due to
the absence of Commissioner Peters.

It ls our hope that future Coomissioners w111 respect the pollcy you have
establlshed for the area of 21st and Amldon.

Sincerely.

M,ve -PA,£ a.,
Mary Phelan 4 441 Put,„a/,1/ Chairperson
CPO Council "M"

MP:mp/rh

cc: The Honorable Board of Clty Co,milssioners

E. H. Denton, City Manager XRobert A. Lakin, Director of Planning m.

r
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August 13, 1976

Donald C. Gisick, City Clerk

Jack H. Galbraith. Chief Planner

2-1739 - "B" to "LC" and(F-:m>
0¢Sff d South side of 21st Street -BiEween

Sweetbriar and Marigold aa extended

On December 9, 1975, the above captioned cases were considered

and approved by the Board of City Commissioners subject to
certain conditions. These conditions have now been complied
with and, therefore, the ordinance effectuating the zone

change may now be published.

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JNG: GLS: el
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Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inipection

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner I'll/'Ill

Approval of Landscape Plan associated with Parcel 5
of Marina Lakes. C.U.P.

As you may be aware, the Board of City Commissioners on June 29, -'.3m.7-'Al"/
1976, approved a landscape plan associated with Parcel No. 5 of
the Marina Lakes C.U.P. (DP-23). A copy of the same is attached
for your reference. This landscape plan was required prior to
the issuance of building permits as a condition of approval of 
a previously requested amendment to the C.U.P. approved by the j
Board of City Commissioners on December 9, 1975. In their action
on December 9, 1975, the Board of City Commissioners also took
action to amend the text of the original C.U.P. as follows:

'1. Under Parcel 5 proposed uses shall be changed to
read as follows:

Light Commercial uses, except new or used car
agencies, recreational vehicles and mobile home
sales agencies, filling stations, teenage clubs,
skating rinks, public garages, businesses oriented
exclusively to the automobile tire, battery and
accessories, and except further those businesses
normally referred to as fast food franchise sales
businesses.

2. Provide that the number o f buildings in Parcel 5
shall not exceed one.

3. The applicant shall provide clear, legible copies
of the CUP, with the text of the parcels and
General Provisions information being in proper order

-,APF?5'2, 4. General Provision No. 2 shall be amended to
provide a waiver of the screening and land-

4.>St scaping requirements on the south and west
€:19

054 lines of Parcel 5.

f..97

5. A landscape plan for the south and west boundaries
and an area 10 feet in width along 21st Street for
Parcel 5 shall be submitted to the Planning Depart-
ment for their review and to be forwarded to the

Boax J of City Commissioners for their approval,
prior to the issuance of any building permits, and
the landicaping shall be planted and maintained in
accordance with the approved landscape plan.

-1
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Robert Feld
June 30, 19

Page 2

6.

7.

2/hi

f

e east of Parcel 5

of the Plan.

t for Parcel 5 shall

35 feet."

ion 5 above,
legible

r 3 above.

. An

it i• our

1 be planted
' building
an is to be

fill
the retain-

d that this
se 2 and 3

this matter, please call.

ik H. Galbraith

Lef Planner 6

7

f?44%

4*19
d*yA

· · · 31}f»

e

The commercial building to th
shall be depicted on the face

The maximum building heigh
be reduced from 65 feet to

In addition to the landscape plan, specified in condit
the developer of the Marina Lakes C.U.P. has forwarded
copies of the C.U.P. as required under condition numbe
Thelle copies incorporate the above itemized amendments
approved copy is also attached for your files.

Concerning the approved landscape plan for Parcel 5,
understanding that Phase I of the landscape plan wil
at the same time or immediately following Phase I of
construction. Phase II planting of the landscape pl
accomplished immediately following the completion of
operations, asphalt paving, and the construction of
ing wall along the west property line. We understan
is to occur prior to the issuance of permits for pha
of building construction.

If you have any questions concerning

JHG:RLY:rma

Attachments

cc: John D. Gist, Oblinger-Smith Corporation
Don Satterthwaite, 7701 E. Kelloqi 6720

-1
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June 14, 1976

Robert Finch, City Manager (Interim)

r--1 Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current P ians Division
L.. 41,

Landlcape Plan for Parcel No. 5 of the Marina Lakes CUP (DP-23)

· ./ 4/I

n7148"
I #273#

[2%/f-

2392%

on Docomber 9, 1975, the Board of City Co-il,ioner, approved
a request to change the zoning from 'B" multi-family to "LC"
light co=morcial on parcel No. 5 of the Marina Lakel Co-unity
Unit Plan (DP-23) located on thi south lide of 21*t Street,
batwion exten,ions of Sweatbriar and Marigold StreetE. In

addition to approving this zoning change roquest. the Board of
City Commiuioners took action to amend the text of the originally
approved Community Unit Plan. The amendments to the text included
the followingi

"1. Under Parcel 5 proposed unes shall be changed
to read as follows:

Light Commercial ule•, except new or uoad
car agencies, recreational vehicle, and
mobile home ,ales agenciei, filling Itation•,
teenage clubi, skating rink„ public garagel,
buline,mes oriented exclulively to the
automobile tire. battery and acceuorie•,
and except further those busineses normally

1@4·Y·(drbi
bu,ine,moo.

referred to u fast food franchi,e salem

2. Provide that the number of buildings in Parcel
5 shall not exceed one.

A .a-

3. The applicant shall provide clear, logible coptil
of thi CUP, with the text of the parcel• and
General Provi,ions information being in proper
order.

4. General Provimion No. 2 shall bi amended to
provide a waiver of the screening and land-
scaping requir-ent, on the muth and wilt
line, of Parcel 5.

IC©·=t«-1· N
bir-¢t ® & 1.29
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Robert Finch

June 14. 1976

page 2

5. A land:cape plan for the ,outh and weit
boundaries and an area 10 feet in width

along 21,t Street for Parcil 5 shall be
Iubmitted to the Planning Department for their

f 3 4.

7.1·

review and to be forwarded to the Board of

City Commim•ionors for their approval, prior
to the ismuance of any building permits, and
the landscaping *hall be planted and maintained
in accordance with the approved landscape plan.

€2

3257

6. The commercial building to the eaot of Parcel
5 •hall be depicted on the face of the Plan.

7. Thi maximum building height for Parcel 5
shall be reduced from 65 feet to 35 fiet.

To satisfy condition number 4 above, General Provision No. 2
on the approved Con=unity Unit Plan now read, u followi:

-2. SCREENING REQUIREMENT: Screening il roqulsted
to be waived adjacent to thi weit boundaries
of Parcel No. 1 and the louth boundaries of

Parcel No. 4, inammuch as the river and water

area of the lake are adequate buffer for the
residential area to the ,outh and wait. The

required walll adjacent to the louth and Wit 3
lines of Parcel No. 5 are to be waived

provided that the south and vemt lines are
landwaped and maintained in accordance with
a landscape plan to be lubmitted for approval
of the Planning Department and the Board of
City Co-luionirm: failure to maintain such
landicaping in the approved manner shall con-
stitute a violation of the CUP. A 5-foot
to 8-foot high golid or ,imi-Bolid wall
conitructed of brick, stone masonry, archi-
tectural tile. or other similar material mhall
be con/tructed where hown on the Plan and

at auch time a, the property to thi louth
develops re,identially."

The underlined wording was added to the original provilion.

In rempon•e to this provt,ion and to condition number 5
allociated with the previoully approved zoning change request.
thi developer of Parcel No. 5 hai submitted the attached land-

Icape plan for approval by the Planning Department and the
Board of City Commi,sionerm.

:9'42
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Robert Finch 799
Juni 14, 1976

Page 3

The Plan has beon reviewed by the Planning Department and
the City' I Superintendent of Fore,try. On the basis of thia
review, it appeari that the melection and proposed placement
of plant materials are satisfactory. It ii noted however.
that the planting,trip along the south boundary of Parcel 5
i• out,ide of the parcel boundary. If the parcels involved
are in different ownerihips, thil could cause difficulty in
implementing the planting schedule for Phase 2 of the land-
•cape plan. The planting schedule as reflected in General
Note No. 6 on thi face of the landscape plan proposes to
plant Phase 2 after filling operatiou, paving, and a retaining
wall con,truction activities have been completed in the fall of
1977. Phame 1 planting is to be accomplished at the Imme time
or immediately following the completion of thi firit phase of
building con,truction as indicated on the landicape plano Thil

propoled planting schedule is satisfactory provided the planting
can be accomplished on the adjoining parcel.

In reviewing the Plan. it wa, algo noted that four of the tries
proposed along the north property line of Parcel 5 werl located
within the street right-of-way. Locating trees in the •treet
right-of-way would normally require the isouance of a Street Tree
Permit through thi office of the Superintendent of Fore,try. In

thil initance, the Superintendent of Forestry indicatii that his
review of, and the subsequent approval of thie landicape plan
by the Board of City Commissioners will iatisfy the requirement:i
for a street tree permit and a separate application for the same
would not, therefore, be necessary.

Having completed our review. theme landscape plans are con,idared
approved by thi Metropolitan Area Planning Department. It is there-

fore ouggisted that this matter be placed on the agenda for consider-
ation by the Board of Wichita City Comminioners.

*af
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Rebort Finch
June 14. 1976
page 4

RECOMI€ENDATION

On the bail, of the review conducted by the Planning Department
and the Superintendent of Landocape and Forestry, it il recommended
that the Board of Wichita City Comissioners approve the landicapo
plan as *ubmitted to satisfy the requirement, of General Provi•ion
No. 2 of the Marina Lakes CUP and condition number 5 aliociated
with the approval on December 9, 1975, of a zoning change reque,t
as thio provision and condition relates to Parcel No. 5.

84»f
'9»11

:$ Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

APPROVED BY:

Robert A. Lakia, Director of Planning

JHG:RLY:vn
Attachment

ccs John Gilt, Oblinger-Smith Corporation
Dan Satterthwaite, 7701 E. Kellogg. Wichita, KS 67207
John Firlching, Superintendent of Land•caping & Foristry

City of Wichita
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Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite

7701 E. Kellogg
Wichita, Kansas 67207

Dear Mr. Satterthwaite;

2%

L

Thig ia to advi,e that we have reviewed the portion of the overall
landicape plan for the Marina Lake development which covers Parcel
5 of the approved Community Unit Plan (DP-23). We are returning
a copy of your sketch with some of our comments indicated thereon.
In submitting your final landscape plan, we auggelt that it apply
more specifically to Parcel 5 and that it be drawn to scale. We
notice that the 10 foot planting strip along 21•t Street appears
to be in the public street right-of-way. The 10 foot strip should
be within Parcel 5 and not on the right-of-way. If additional
trees or ohrubs are intended to be placed in the right-of-way, it
will be neces,ary for the developer to secure the appropriate
Street Tree permits from the Office of the Superintendent of
Landucape & Forestry for the City of Wichita.

In your final proposed landscape plan, we would al,0 like to see
an indication of the building location and poomibly the existing
and final contours once thi fill operation has been completed. im.B

We would like to have an indication of the level of the filled .6
area above the water on the west and south, how soon thi, fill
level will be reached, and how Boon after filling the landocape Imp

material will be installed. It would also assist in our review (?*iii·
to have the plant materials labeled with their comon names on ./22
the face of the plan u well u in the specifications schedule. ------ '

In reviewing the materials you have lioted with the Superinten-
dent of Landscape & Foreitry staff, they indicated that the
Ginkgo tree, suggested along 2lst Street may have difficulty
if the underlying strata of iand i, cloae to the •urface or
if the loil and sub soil are shallow, exceisively landy, and
poor. There was allo some que,tion u to the suitability of
the pin oaks in thi, area. Pin Oaks are particularly /u,ceptible
to iron chloromii in the area which re,ult, in itunted and mal-
formed growth and yellow foliage color. You may wish to covider
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May 5, 1976

14 44 -.0,•441 -·22
Clear Lakes Incorporated»lu/AW £36.4 T.64 -
Wichita, Kanaas&0;Ng ?'°W 2*

Dear Mr. Satterthwaite:

This im to advise that we have reviewed the portion of the overall
landscape plan for the Marina Lake development which covers Parcel
5 of the approved Community Unit Plan (DP-23). We are returning
a copy of your sketch with some of our comments indicated thereon.
In submitting your final landscape plan, we suggest that it apply
more specifically to Parcel 5 and that it be drawn to scale. We
notice that the 10 foot planting Btrip along 21st Street appears
to be in the public street right-of-way. The 10 foot strip should
be within Parcel 5 and not on the right-of-way. If additional

trees or shrubs are intended to be placed in the right-of-way, it
will be necessary for the developer to secure the appropriate
Street Tree permits from the Office of the Superintendent of
Landscape & Forestry for the City of Wichita.

855€

In your final proposed landscape plan, we would also like to see
an indication of the building location and possibly the existing
and final contours once the fill operation has been completed.
We would like to have an indication of the level of the filled
area above the water on the west and south, how moon this fill
level will be reached, and how Hoon after filling the landscape
material will be installed. It would also assist in our review
to have the plant materials labeled with their common names on
the face of the plan as well as in the specifications schedule.

In reviewing the materials you have liated with the Superinten-
dent of Landscape 6 Forestry staff, they indicated that the
Ginkgo trees suggested along 21st street may have difficulty
if the underlying strata of sand is close to the surface or
if the soil and sub soil are shallow. excessively sandy, and
poor. There waa also some question as to the suitability of
the pin oaks in this area. Pin Oaks are particularly susceptible
to iron chlorosis in the area which results in stunted and mal-

formed growth and yellow foliage color. You may wish to consider
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Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite, President
May 5, 1976
Page 2

substituting hackberrys or western zoar,berry trees. Bald cypress
may also do very well immediately adjacent to the lake water.
The other variety of trees suggested appear very suitable to the
area.

We hope that you will find these comments useful in preparing
your final landscape plan for parcel 5. Once we have
received the sAme. we will proceed with our review and schedule
the matter on the Board of City Commission agenda for their
consideration. In forwarding this item to the City Commission,
it will be necessary for us to have 10 copies of your final
landscape plan for proper distribution.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact
our office.

Sincerely yours,

Jack H. Galbraith ..Chief Planner

-
JHG:RLY:gj
ec: Mr. Vincent Bogart, Attorney - =„,&"'"'%.,ir.
444 N. Market, 67202 - ..ImilMarina Lake Drive, Inc. Po. 5644„·04,4.4  48=amm
7701 E. Kellogg, Suite 57 67207 apeR:
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2. SCREENING REQUIREMENT: Screening is requested to be waived

adjacent to the west boundaries of Parcel #1 and the south bound-

aries of Parcel #4, inasmuch as the river and water area of the
t

*t. lake are adequate buffer for the residential area to the south

and east.- The required walls adjacent to the south and west

lines of Parcel #5 are to be waived provided that the south and

west lines are landscaped and maintained in accordance with a

landscape plan to be submitted for approval of the Planning

Department and the Board of City Commissioners; failure to main-

tain such landscaning in the approved manner shall constitute a

violation of the C.U.P. A 5-foot to 8-foot high solid or semi-

solid wall constructed of brick, stone, masonry, architectual

tile, or other similar material shall be constructed where shown

on the plan and at such time as the prooerty to the south develops

residentially.
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December 10, 1975

Donald C. Gisick, City Clerk

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

1-1739 - "B" to 'LC' and DP-23 -
South side of 2lit Street between
Sweetbriar and Marigold al extended

Attached i, the follow-up corre•pondence to Mr. Bogart con-
cerning the zone case and amendment to the Marina Lake CUP.
Ple-e note that there are §everal conditions to be complied
with prior to publishing the ordinance e ffectuating the zone
change.

We will advise you at such time as the ordinance should be
published effectuating the zone change.

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG:ber

1-5,1
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December 10, 1975 1-/:712

elf>
4. ':r

Mr. Vincent Bogart, Attorney
444 North Market
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: 2-1739 - "B" to -LC' and
DP-23 Amendment - South side
of 21st Street between Sweet-

briar and Marigold al extended

Dear Mr. Bogart:

At the regular meeting of the Board of City Commissioners on Decem-
ber 9, 1975, the above-captioned cages were considered. The action
of the Commission was to approve the zone change requeat and the
amendment to the Community Unit Plan subject to the following condi-
tions:

1. Under Parcel 5 proposed uses shall be changed to read as
follows: *.7 .4 :

90'ti¥&0

Light commercial uses, except new or used car agencies,
recreational vehiclei and mobile home Nale, agencies,
filling stations. teen-age clubs, skating rinks, public
garages, businesses oriented exclusively to the automobile
tire, battery and accessories, and except further thoae
bu•inesses normally referred to as fast food franchise
sales busines•e• .

2.051%2

2. Provide that the number of buildings in Parcel 5 shall not
exceed one.

3. The applicant shall provide clear, legible copies of the
CUP, with the text of the parcels and General Provieion•
information being in proper order.

Pt 4. General Provi,ion *2 Ihall be amended to provide a waiver

of the *creening and landscaping requirements on the ,outh
and west lines of Parcel 5.

71
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Page 2 - Mr. Vincent Bogart
December 10, 1975

5. A landlcape plan for the south and west boundariu and an
area 10 feet in width along 21:t Street for Parcel 5 shall
be lubmitted to the Planning Department for their review and
to be forwarded to the Board of City Commissioneri for their
approval, prior to the iliuance of any building permitl, and
the landscaping shall be planted and maintained in accordance
with the approved landocape plan.

6. The commercial building to the east of Parcel 5 Ihall be -
depicted on the face of the plan.

7. The maximum building height for Parcel 5 shall be reduced
--Lfrom 65 feet to 35 feet.

Pliase note that CondiUon 5 above vas amended by the City Commis-
sion to require the forwarding of the landscape plan to them for
approval. Prior to the ordinance being published effectuating the
zone change, it ig neceiiary that we receive four copiel of the =I

corrected CUP for our filii and forwarding on to the Office of
Central Inspection. Particularly note Condition 3 which requires
the submis,ion of clear, legible copies of the CUP, with the text
of the pareell and general provision, in proper order. If wi
can provide any as,iltance to the person you aelect to re-do the
format of the text, pleaae advin.

Plia,e call if you have any questions.

Sincerely.
7>y

JI

2.2.

%:3'f?
·40.

€®

4%

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

MA.14

JHG:ber

cc: Marina Lake Drive, Inc., 7701 E. Kellogg, Suite 575 67207
Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bulliner 67204
Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bullinger 67204
Robert I, Guenthner, 2606 Bob White 67204
Donald C. Gisick, City Clerk
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Clty Manager's Agenda'*' Item 0 Page 5.74..

RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
fi BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING

CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 10-9-75 App
CASE NO. Z-1739 and DP-23 CONSIDERED BY BCC: . 10-28-75 Ref back

RECONSIDERED BY MAPC: 11-13-75

REQUEST FOR: "B" to "LC" and
approval of CUP Amendment

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) :

To utilize the land in accordance with the

best and most advantageous use.

South side of 21st Street between
GENERAL LOCATION:

Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended
from the north

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

Z-1739 - Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition

DP-23 - Govrnment Lot 1, in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp.
27S, RlE, except that part of said Government
Lot 1 which has been dedicated for public streets

APPLICANT: Marina Lake Drive, Inc.

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT: Vincent Bogart, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY:

Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger, spoke in opposition on behalf of the
Two Rivers Neighborhood Association, and Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bull-
inger, spoke in opposition.

SURROUNDING ZONING: North is "AA" and "A" ; east is
"LC"; south and west is "AA"

LAND USE: Subject property is undeveloped; north is single-family and
duplex; east is convenience food store, restaurants and parking;
south and west is lake area.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

That Z-1739 be approved and that the amendment to the CUP
be approved, subject to the following conditions: (See
attached excerpt from Planning Commission minutes for con-
ditions.) Collier moved, Savina seconded and it carried
unanimously. Bayouth abstained.

ACTION
1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission, subject to the recommended conditions,
place the ordinance effectuating the zone change on first reading; or

2. Take such action as the City Commission deems appropriate.
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HEXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF OCTOBER 9, 1975:

2la. Case No. 2-1739 - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. requests change
from "B" to "Le" for Lot 3, Marina Lake *th Addition. Gen-
erallv located on the south side of 21st Street between
Sweetbriar and Mariqold as extended from the north.

;9 3
9*91

2lb. Case No. DP-23 (Amendment) - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. requests
an amendment to CUP, legally described as all of Government
Lot 1, in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, RlE, except that
part of said Government Lot 1 which has been dedicated for
public streets. Generally located at the southwest corner of
21st Street North and Amidon.

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

31 HISTORY

33*33

F

199 ve

2-0824 and DP-23 were two zone and Community Unit Plan applica-
tions for the entire area of the former Dolese sandpit area of
approximately 60 acres which the Planning Commission considered
in 1967. Approximately 37 acres were requested for "LC" and "C"
and 24.5 acres were requested for "B". A Community Unit Plan
was submitted for both the camercial and residential parts.
The Planning Commission recommended denial, without prejudice;
however, after the City Commission heard the case, approximately
8 acres of "LC" and 22 acres of "B" was approved. The situation
at that time hinged on the impact of traffic on the arterial
system.

On December 12, 1968, the Planning Commission considered an appli-
cation for an amendment to the CUP and request for an increase of
Parcel 1 from 3.57 acres to 9.13 acres of light commercial zoning
( Z-1032) . Action of the P lanning Commission was to recommend
denial of both applications. The Board of City commissioners, how-
ever, at their meeting of January 21, 1969, approved both applica-
tions, subject to certain conditions. Again, the impact of traf-
fic on the arterial system was a prime consideration. (See attached
MAPC minutes of Nove*er 14, 1968, December 12, 1968, January 91969, and BCC minutes of January 21, 1969 - Attachments 1-A, 1-,
1-C, and 2.)

On March 11, 1971, the Planning Comnission considered an applica-
tion for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an increase in
the area on Parcel 1 from 9.13 acres to 14.94 acres of light com-
mercial zoning. Action of the Planning Commission was to recommend
approval of both requests. This recommendation was concurred in by
the Board of City Commissioners on March 30, 1971. (See attached

Planning Commission minutes of March 19, 1971, and City Commission
minutes of March 30 , 19 71 - Attachments 3 and 4.)

On January 25, 1973, the Planning Cormniss ion considered an appli-
cation for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an additional
amount of light commercial zoning - approximately 7.33 acres and
an approximate 5.75 acres of "BB" Office zoning. Action of the
Planning Commission was to recommend approval of both requests;
however, both applications were denied by the City Commission on
March 20, 1973. (See attached Planning Commission minutes of Jan-
uary 25, 1973 and March 8, 1973, and City Commission minutes of
February 27, 1973 and March 20, 1973 - Attachments 5, 6, 7 and 8.)

f€f*41 :
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On September 4, 1973, as an off-agenda item, the Board of City
Commissioners considered the matter of litigation and zoning rela-
tive to Marina Lakes, Inc. The action of the City Commission was
to permit the applicant to refile the application without cost,
conditioned upon the litigation being ended by dismissal of the
suit and payment of the court costs by Marina Lake Drive, Inc.
Based on this action, the zone case and CUP were advertised for
hearing and notices mailed without cost to the applicant. Specifi-
cally, the applicant requested approximately 7.33 acres of "LC"
zoning and an additional 5.75 acres for "BB• Office zoning. On
October 11, 19 73, the Planning Commission considered and unani-
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mously recommended approval of both requests, however, the City
Commission referred the cases back to the Planning Commission for
reconsideration. The Planning Commission reconsidered the cases
on November 26, 1973 and recomnended by a vote of 5 in favor and

1 opposed, the approval of both requests. The action of the City
Commission was to deny both applications on December 11, 1973.
(See attached Planning Cormission minutes of October 11, 1973 and
Noverber 26, 1973, and City Comission minutes of October 30, 1973
and December 11, 1973 - Attachments 9, 10, 11 and 12.)

On February 13, 1975, the MAPC considered and recommended approval
of a request to amend the CUP and change the zoning on Parcel 6
(adj acent to Amidon), to the "Ir" Light Commercial District ( Z-16 83) ,
however, the Board of City Commissioners returned the case to the
MAPC for reconsideration. An amended request was considered twice
more by the MAPC, which recommended approval of the application;
however, on July 1, 1975, the Board of City Commissioners denied
the request for additional "LC" Light Commercial zoning. (See at-
tached MAPC minutes of February 13, 1975; April 10, 1975; June 12,
1975; and City Commission minutes of March 11, 1975; April 29, 1975;
July 1, 1975 - Attachments 13-17.)

Staff Comments -

1. The applicant is now requesting a zone change from the "B•
Multiple Family District to the "LC" Light Cominercial Dis-
trict on a 2.2 acre tract listed as Parcel 5 on the CUP , and

the CUP amendment as submitted proposes increasing the maxi-
mum building height on Parcel 5 from 35 feet to 65 feet, with
a change in the proposed uses for Parcel 5 from "medical of-
fices" to 'light commercial per ordinance, except public gar-
ages, body or fender shops, public parking or storage lots will
not be permitted." The proposed gross floor area is 43,075
square feet.

Since the filing of the applications, the applicant' s attorney
has advised by letter that they are agreeable to the 35-foot
height limitatian and are changing the proposed uses to reflect
"light commercial per ordinance. "

2. The primary issue relating to this application is the further
"strip zoning" of 21st Street North. At present, the "LC" -:
District extends to Sweetbriar Street on the north side of
21st Street and to the east side of subject property on the IF
south side of 2 lst. From that point west until the southwest
corner of 21st and McComas, there is no additional commercial
zoning and quality single family and two family residences are
located directly across from subject property on the north side
of 21st. The granting of this request could reasonably be ex-
pected to trigger the pattern which has occurred in other parts
of the City, such as South Seneca, whereby the street ultimately
becomes stripped out and non-compatible uses are introduced adja-
cent to single family homes.

3. Although there is some merit to the argument that the lake to
the west of subject property provides an excellent buffer, the
unrestricted spread of cormnercial uses to subject property willied ultimately lead to other applications on the north side of 21st
as has occurred elsehwere in the City. The original intent o f
the Community Unit Plan concept was to provide for well planned
and well organized development, and was not to promote strip
zoning on a larger scale. To accomplish the intent, it is neces-
san, to provide specific use limitations, landscaping, intensity
controls and other amenities in order to lessen the impact of
large scale developments. The uses permitted in the "LC" Dis-
trict range from those, such as drive-in restaurants whose ex-
ternal effects are incompatible with residential neighborhoods,
to other uses, such as financial institutions, offices or studios41.- La
w.... uan ue a ourrer or transition area between residential and
more intensive uses.
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If the number of buildings was limited to one and if specific
use limitations were proposed by the applicant in the text of
the CUP, the potential for strip zoning represented by this ap-
plication could be substantially reduced. The applicant, how-
ever, has proposed that the full range of light commercial uses
be permitted on subject property.

bElt«

4. The impact of this request on traffic flows in the area could
either be negligible or major, depending on the uses permitted,
but the "strip zoning" of 21st Street to the west will further
overload and impact the major intersection of 21st and Amidon.
All of the arguments on traffic generations and congestion have
been substantially presented in the past and are found in pre-vious minutes.

11%2-
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5. Inasmuch as there have been a number of additions and amendments
to the Code of the City of Wichita since this CUP was last ap-
proved in March, 1971, the following additions or changes should
be made on the plan:

a) Amend general provision #1 to read as follaws: "Sign
control - Signs as permitted by the zoning district. "

b) Delete comment #6 under Parcel *7 as this will be con-
trolled by amended G.P. #1 above.

2 +U

c) Add a general provision *7 to read as follows: "Firelane
easements shall be provided in accordance with Section
15.01.055 Code of the City of Wichita."

The applicant's attorney has advised in his letter that he
isn't certain as to whether they can alter provisions other
than those specific conditions relating to Parcel #5 con-
tained in this application, as these changes would affect otherparcels not owned by his client.

6. This is the sixth amendment proposed for the Marina Lake CUP
since 1968 and as a result of deletions, additions and amend-
ments, the texts for individual parcels are out of order,
notations are in the margins, and in some instances the text
is difficult to read. The intent of any plans is to provide
accurate, concise information in a legible form and the appli-cant should be required to have the CUP redrawn in order to
provide clear, legible copies. 923'15

*384.
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7. If the Planning Commission determines that the request for "LC"zoning is proper, consideration should be given to requiring
a specific use list so as not to continue the effect of striptype of commercial uses. The following conditions should beconsidered:

=3909=

a) Amend the text of Parcel #5 to specifically limit the uses
permitted, s uch as office buildings, medical clinics, finan-
cial institutions, laboratores, and studios.

b)

C)

Provide that the number of buildings shall not exceedone.

11,

The applicant shall provide clear legible copies of the
CUP, with the text of the parcels being in order.

d) General Provision #2 shall be amended to provide a waiver
of the screening and landscaping requirement on the south
and west lines of Parcel 15. ........#

0**€211

GALBRAITH submitted a letter received in opposition from

1 Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White. He also reported that when ·he first observed the vacant office building on the north side of
21st Street, there was evidence of vandalism; however, when the 13*figgva · ...Zoning Committee visited the site, win¢ows had been replaced.
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GALBRAITH emphasized the concern of continuous strip zoning
and said the staff would recommend that the request not be ap-
proved. He pointed out that if the Commission felt the amendment
was appropriate, then the four suggested conditions of approval as
shown in the staff report should be considered. In addition to

these conditions, GALBRAITH pointed out that the required 10-foot
planting s creen required along 2 lst for subject parcel when across
the street from a residential zoning district was not indicated
and also that the Town and Country market directly to the east of
sub ject parcel should be shown on the CUP. He re ferred to the fact
that there are presently vacant commercial spaces in the Marina
Lake Center and the Atlantic Mills Center to the east.

CHAIRMAN BAYOUTH said he would abstain from voting on this
case, but would continue to chair the meeting.

VINCENT BOGART, attorney representing the applicant, said this
parcel is a 2 1/5-acre tract, bounded on the south and west by the
lake; on the east by "LC" and on the north by 21st Street, which is
100 feet in width, and to which subject tract has been granted one
point of access. BoGART agreed that there has been a great amount
of history associated with the Marina Lake CUP; however, this is the
first time this particular tract has been involved in any change
since the original approval in 1967. The property has been dormant
since that time, and the owner has paid taxes thereon without re-
questing any change; it is "hemmed in" with difficult access, and
they have not been able to do anything so far as development. BO-

GART s ubmitted snapshots to show the property being discussed.

If

(Kamen and Hennessy were called from the meeting at this time,
resulting in the absence of a quorum. CHAIRMAN BAYOUTH declared a
10-minute recess, after which the Commission reconvened with the
same members and staff present.)

BOGART continued with his presentation, stating that the pictures
also represent adjacent properties. He pointed out that the zoning
was originally approved for "B" when the original CUP was established,
but that there has been no demand for such use, which is substantiated
by the fact that the medical office on the north side of 21st Street atthis point, has been abandoned. He submitted an aerial photo to
better show the adjacent properties. As for the possibility of
stripping out 21st Street with light commercial zoning and develop-
ment, he noted that this is the last parcel, in that adjacent on the
west is the lake and the area already developed with apartment struct-
ures, but perhaps the staff is referring to stripping the north sideof 21st Street.

Generally speaking on past cons iderations of zoning for Marina - f€-Lake, BOGART pointed out that traffic has been a major considera-
tion, but what is proposed is not a big development. However, the
Oblinger-Smith Corporation has prepared a traffic analysis, which
indicates that there would be very minimum impact as far as trafficis concerned. First, only one entrance is permitted under the CUP
and that is a right turn only from 21st Street, so any traffic would
be entering from the west. A break in the medial is not being re-quested. The analysis indicates that there will be certain additional
vehicles that would use the cammercial premises (estimated to be
30%) but most would be those already in the shopping area complex,
the 30% figure representing about 355 vehicles per day. The analysisconcludes that these additional vehicles can be very adequately
accommodated on existing street facilities and no inprovements will -11,4 2-9be needed.

milillf
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BOGART felt that when 1/2 of 1% is the anticipated trafficwhich would be added to the existing tra ffic, is compared to the
30,000 vehicles per day that travel the street, it does not representan overloading impact on the intersection of Amidon and 21st Street.
He brought out the fact that the analysis made by the consultant wasbased on total development of all available areas, and he hoped that
figures submi tted by the consultant would ally some of the concernsL
or the Commissioners so far as traffic.
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In summarizing his comments, BOGART noted again that any "strip-c
ping" of 21st Street, at least on the south side, would have to stop k,

with this property in view of adjacent lake and development on the .1/,9 4
west; this is obviously not spot zoning because it is in a commercial
area with light commercial development and uses on the east; the ... M

owners have invested time and money and paid taxes. including specials ,----m@ 1
for the medial on Amidon, and they are entitled to the right to 1
develop their property. As for vacant store spaces in the general i ,
area, BOGART felt that the owners of subject property should not be
required to buy somone else's property in order to develop, if it
can possible be done on their own ownership. Referring to the staff
report, BOGART pointed out that the site is buffered; that they
have agreed to certain changes suggested in the staff report, such
as reducing the proposed height from 65 to 35 feet, and as for re- : ..AU.£*2.46..

drawing the CUP showing these changes, he pointed out that such costs , .--
a great deal of money and they agreed to make the changes after the
CUP was acted upon. He stressed the fact that this is a completely
different application and should not be confused with some of the               -
past applications or problems associated with the balance of the area
included in the original CUP and located at the southwest corner of
2lst and Amidon.   , ·)9?M"WH"'p/

When asked if there were immediate plans for development, Bo-
GART answered that Mr. Chuzy has told him that if the zoning can be
changed to "LC", it would be purchased and developed. He pointed out
again the fact that only a nominal amount of additional traffic is
anticipated.

23>Eve
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OLIVER ANDERSON, 2219 Bullinger, representing the Two Rivers
Neighborhood Association, spoke in opposition, stating that area
residents have opposed all changes for additional "LC" for several
years beginning in 1967, and because of the continual opposition
which has been submitted from time to time, he would make his com-
ments brief at this time.

E

He appealed to the good j udgment o f the Commissioners not to
continue light commercial zoning j ust to satisfy a few people
interested in making a profit on their property, and said they were
concerned about several factors pointed out in the past - tra ffic,
the fact that the res idential area is henvned in between the two
rivers, the flood control project and I-235, traffic has increased
each time new "LC" has been approved and developed; the inter-
section of 21st and Amidon has been rebuilt several times; 21st
Street has been widened; traffic signals are still causing an un-
reasonable delay in traffic movement, and there is no reason for
additional "LC" ; that the "LC" already approved in the general area
is sufficient to provide all the goods and services that residents
of the area need. He pointed out that residents have purchased homes
in a residential area, and additional "LC" would create a problem
and be detrimental to the homeowners. He felt that multiple-family
dwellings would be the most appropriate use for the property.

.¥

MICHAEL BELLUOMO, 2245 Bullinger, spoke in opposition, and took
exception to Mr. Bogart's claim that there was no need for medical offices in the area. He pointed out that in the original approval of I
the CUP, the developers wanted the "B" zoning for a medical office, and if Mr. Bogart' s client has owned the property for as long as he says,
there has been time for development as a medical clinic, inasmuch as
since that time one has been very successful in the Twin Lakes office
building. BELLUOMO pointed out also that a change of zoning will
add considerable value to the property and apparently the owner has
a buyer who wants to use it for a light commercial activity, and the
purchase is contingent upon approval of light commercial. BELLUOMO
expressed a desire for halting the spread of light commercial, fear-

ful that such would be gradually extended, and there are expensive
homes under construction to the west of the apartments on the south
side of 21st.

41*F

35&# p

3%2·

BOGART spoke again to point out that some changes have been
agreed to be included in the Printed section of the CUP, such as a

-           reduction from 65 feet to 35 feet, deletion of the original wordingwith respect to "LC" uses. As for the required wall along the lake,
he said it was not required on the original CUP and he asked that it 0.  '

be waived. 5
 i f.,% 124392¥?2«
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GRAGG stated that he felt "LC" was the highest and best use
for the p.41 irty.

>Stj. ..

MOTION: That the Planning Commis s ion recommend
EU-1372 City Commission that these applications be
approved. Gragg moved, Savina seconded and it
carried by a vote of 4 in favor (Gragg, Savina,
Collier and Hennessy) and 2 opposed (Porter and
Kamen). Chairman Bayouth abstained from voting
and Taylor and Goebel were absent.

GALBRAITH questioned whether or not the intent of the motion
included any of the conditions suggested for consideration, such as
being more specific as to proposed uses, limiting the number of
buildings, waiving the required wall on the south and west, and the
showing of the building on the east. and the required landscape strip
along the north. GALBRAITH comented that he felt the applicant
was agreeable to some of these conditions but not all.

GRAGG said he would amend the motion to include approval
as per the staff comments.

BOGART stated that they have no way of knowing just what they
will want to develop and prefer no limitation so far as the specific
uses, but if limited to only one building that is what they will
have to comply with. He had hoped for latitude to build whatever
they could, and felt that uses should be left open.

It was also pointed out by BOGART that one of the conditions
suggested by the staff limits the uses permitted to those mostly
allowed in a "BB" zoning district, thus eliminating the possibility
of light comnercial uses, and he was not agreeable to that condition.

GALBRAITH again suggested that a condition be added regarding the
screening and that the plan indicate the commercial structure on
the property directly to the east, which is not now shown and that
the number of buildings be limited to one to avoid continuation of
more strip type uses. Regarding the required screening, he sug-
gested that condition "e" be added as follows:

"e" A planting screen of low shrubbery, not less than 10
feet in width shall be provided adjacent to the north
property line of Parcel 5 and shall be of such a type and
maintained in such a manner as to not constitute a traf-
fic hazard. A landscap'· plan shall be submitted to the
Planning Department for their review and approval prior
to the issuance of any building permit.

GRAGG asked what he needed to do to amend his motion. GAL-
BRAITH said a motion to reconsider was necessary and that a new
motion could include any conditions the Commission felt to be
appropriate.

»»trf
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The Chairman pointed out that since this amended motion resulted
in a moot vote, the original motion re flects the recommendation of
the Planning Commission.

1,§

PORTER said she would like to see any recommendation made include
the conditions as s uggested by the staff, including "e" which is not
shown in the staff report.

staff recommended conditions of approval, includingMOTION: That the motion be amended to include the - I
"e" not shown on the written report, but presented
by staff at this meeting. Porter moved, Collier
seconded. Vote on the motion resulted in a tie, 3
in favor (Porter, Collier and Kamen) and 3 opposed
(Gragg, Savina and Hennessy). Bayouth abstained
and Taylor and Goebel were absent. -

2494
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EXCERELEBOR_PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 13, 1975:

20a. Case No. Z-1739 - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. requests change
from "B" to "LC" for Lot 3, Marina Lake 4rh Addition. Gen-
erally located on the south side of 2 lst Otreet between
Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended tron--ENe-REFEK.

F."i

2Ob. Case No. DP-23 (Amendment) - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. re-
guests an amendment to CUP, legally described as all of
Government-lot 1, in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, RlE,
except that part of said Government Lot 1 which has been
dedicated for public streets. Generally located at the
southwest corner of 21st Street North and Amidon.

4-
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GALBRAITH pointed out the area on the map and reported that
m1 the City Commission has returned the application for reconsidera-

tion of the need for limiting development to only one building;
that adequate architectural and screening barriers be placed in the
CUP; and some limitations be established on building usage. GAL-
BRAITH said the staff has met with the applicant' s attorney to dis-
cuss specific uses, and he submitted a letter from the attorney .
agreeing that the CUP, as it relates to subject plot, be amended as 9follows: -

light commercial usage except new or used car ager cies,
recreational vehicles and mobile home sales agencies,
filling stations, teen-age clubs, skating rinks, public
garages, businesses oriented exclusively toward automobile
tire, battery and accessories, and except further those
businesses commonly referred to as fast-food franchisesales.

  Further, that no building Penplans on the north, south and west
architect, are submitted to and ap
Planning Department.

GALBRAITH Said that by limiti
to one, this would minimize the st,
cern of the staff. While the City
clarify the meaning of adequate ar,
wording has been suggested by the ,
to the governing body.

Referring to the staff report
agreeable to reducing the height o
and the staff asked that the entir,
the attorney is agreeable to that :
City commission.

4.-44
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mit be issued until landscaping
boundaries, drawn by a landscape -Ii--'idad/24$:5:uli/6&2€»489proved by the Metropolitan Area W-

ng the maximum number of buildings
li#,Aripping that has been a major con- -1,1-'.ES.*'Commission did not completely

chitectural screening, the above
applicant's attorney for submission

, GALBRAITH said the applicant is
mle; :01*tef the building from 65 to 35 feet,  126*ae text on the CUP be retyped, and

Lf the request is approved by the
ras#e

2%2GALBRAITH recommended that if this is approved, there be land-
=69scaping required along the west and south as well as on 21st Street.GALBRAITH said, when questioned by one of the Commissioners, that the WdWI=attorney still wants to discuss the number of buildings with the Com-missioners. -'

BAYOUTH said he would abstain from discussion or voting in thiscase.

VINCENT BOGAM. attorney for the applicant, submitted an aerial -ag...9-lifi.:.photo of the Marina Lake area as originally proposed for development,noting also that it has been a problem area to develop since theoriginal plan was not approved and development has occurred piecemeal.BOGART said since the meeting of the City Commission, they have metwith the staff and agreed to certain conditions, and that they stillpre fer to have no limitation on the number of buildings, but would have to accept only one if the Commission limits development to that extent.
BOGART' said that, although the City Commission's action on screen-ing requirements was rather inde finite, he has conferred with the staff ,and arrived at the wording as related by Galbraith earlier in this dia-cussion. The list of prohibited light commercial uses was also developed1 after consultation with the staff.;41:40
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OLIVER ANDERSON, a resident of the Two Rivers Neighborhood Associ-
ation area, spoke in opposition, pointing out that the organization
represents several hundred families between 13th and 25th Streets, who
feel that subject site should be developed with multiple family dwell-ing units.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to-the City Commission the approval of Z-1739 and
approval of the amendment to the CUP, subject to
the following conditions:

1. Under Parcel 5 proposed uses shall be changed to read as follows:
Light commercial uses, except new or used car agencies,
recreational vehicles and mobile home sales agencies,
filling stations, teen-age clubs, skating rinks, public
garages. businesses oriented exclusively to the automobile
tire, battery and accessories, and except further those
businesses normally referred to as fast food franchisesales businesses.

2. Provide that the number of buildings in Parcel 5 shall notexceed one.

3. The applicant shall provide clear, legible copies of the
CUP, with the text of the parcels and General Provisionsinformation being in proper order.

4. General Provision 02 shall be amended to provide a waiver
of the screening and landscaping requirements on the southand west lines of Parcel 5.

5. A landscape plan for the south and west boundaries and anarea 10 feet in width along 21st Street for Parcel 5 shallbe submitted to the Planning Department for their review andapproval prior to the issuance of any building permits, andthe landscaping shall be planted and maintained in accord-ance with the approved landscape plan.
6. The commercial buildina +0 the east of Parcel 5 shall bedepicted on the face of the plan.

7. The maximum building height for Parcel 5 shall be reducedfrom 65 feet to 35 feet.

Collier moved, Savina seconded and it carriedunanimously. Bayouth abstained.

4,4 13
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November 14, 1975

Mr. Vincent Bogart, Attorney
444 North Market
Wichita, Kaneas 67202

Re: 2-1739 - "B" to "LC" an2
(Amendment) - South Bide 211st
Street between Sweatbriar and

t

Marigold as extended
Dear Mr. Bogart:

At the regular meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
on November 13, 1975, the above-captioned cases were reconsidered.
The action of the Commilsion was to recommend the approval of the
cone change request and the amendment to the CUP, subject to thefollowing conditions:

1. Under Parcel 5 proposed wes shall be changed to read asfollow,;

I :Light commercial uses. except new or used car agencies,
recreational vehicles and mobile home sales agencies,
filling •tations. teen age groups, skating rink, public
garagea, busineises oriented exclusive to the automobile
tire, battery and accesmories. and except further those2

businesseg normally referred to as fast food franchisesales busineases.

2. Provide that the number of buildings in Parcel 5 shallnot exceed one.
*Pr

3. The applicant shall provide clear legible copies of the
COP, with the text of the parcel• and General Provisionsinformation being in proper order.

4. General Provision *2 shall be amended to provide a waiver
of the screening and landocaping requirements on the mouthand welt line, of Parcel 5.

5. A landicape plan for the south and west boundarie, and an
area 10 feat in width along 21mt Street for Parcel 5 /hall
be •ubmitted to the Planning Department for their review and
approval prior to the issuance of any building permits and
thi landscaping ihall be planted and maintained in accord-ance with the approved land,cape plan. 1

efal.Ft
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Page 2 - Mr. Vincent Bogart
November 14, 1975

6. The commercial building to the east of Parcel 5 shall be
depicted on the face of the plan.

7. The maximum building height for Parcel 5 shall be reducedfrom 65 feet to 35 feet.

The above two cases will be for'warded to the City Commission for
reconsideration on December 9, 1975, the meeting to start at 9:00a.m. in the City Commission Chambers, First Floor, City Hall,455 North Main.

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ber

cc: Marina Lake Drive, Inc., 7701 East Kellogg, Suite 575 67207Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger 67204
Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bullinger 67204
Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White 67]04
City Manager's Office

.me<:
t:.q*941., +
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12 November lg75

i
Mr. lack Gatbraith
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept.
City Annex Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Z 1739

DP 23

K.1,&

Dear Jack:

In addition to the items heretofore agreed upon, my clients
will agree to the following language a ppearing on the CUP as
applicable to Parcel #5:

Light commercial usage except new or used car
agencies, recreational vehicles and mobile home
sales agencies, filling stations, teen-age clubs,
skating rinks, public garages, businesses oriented
exclusively toward automobile tire, battery and
accessories, and except further those businesses
commonly referred to as fast-foodfranchise sales.

-44¢Ii

44?*i 6,4.2.<
4+124

No building permit to be issued until landscaping
plans of the north, south and west boundaries,
drawn by a landscaping architect, are submitted
to and approved by tile Metropolitan Area Planning
Department of the City of Wichita, said approval
to not be unrea sonably or unfairly withheld.

1--

Very truly yours,

VINCENT L. BOAART, Chartered /

9-£3/\*/ L

/,2,1461%4
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Mr. Vincent L. Bogart
444 North Market

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Marina Lake

rf

%635

'-AgJ

m."i

Dear Vince:

I understood that you and Galbraith had a discussion concerning
the formatting and readability of the existing CUP. It was Gal-
braith's impression that you had reached agreement that we would
not require any redrafting of this CUP until we knew what final
changes were to be approved by the City Conunission. It appears
that in that conversation that you asked this maIne question of
Galbraith that you write of in your letter. He was under the im-

pression that you understood his comments and had agreed with the
observation that the CUP could stand some clean-up from a draft
ing/typing standpoint. b»254

My comments to the City Commission, of course, were primarily from the record. I did look at the CUP myself, however, and al
though it can be deciphered with reasonable attention to the
printing, it is not easily readable, particularly in the General
Provisions of Parcels 1 to 7. This is because things have been
added from time to time and they now exist tucked in wherever
existing space was le ft on the original CUP. The same goes for
add-ins on Parcel 1. Additionally, there are now several differ
ent styles of printing, with several spots on the printing in
Which a normal blackline print appears either fuzzy and dark in
bne area and light in the other. It would appear to me that it

is reasonable that as we finish this particular set of proceedings, F -9: p.
there be a general ret·yping of these conditions, with splicing of E»30*0211». a

4 this new material in a tabular and orderly form onto the original Call':.*..0.:an:.'....Adr.
4 drawings and creating a new master which will produce new and ¥'/ R%2:*#0'/*#7
; clear prints. I don' t think it is an unreasonable request. I am 1*Extwip"/2/imp

' / sure that in looking at a print of the CUP, you would pt:)bably r./W./.M
i f agree that it would be helpful to have such redrafting. It'* ob-
/ ' viously not critical, but as we move forward through time on this 3**PM€94*34)€,6

project, it is appropriate, it seems to me, to make thiss ajust-
nent. .*1*pt-;.\

..1 56:,649rt·

\

P .. 9

l-6

V

.............%....1987.0F' 1./.Ill'llim

486:9*-264*.................



1,7 92 f?oi

Page 2 - Mr. Vincent L. Bogart
November 5, 1975

M¢Er,

4%4

W

Eat@?Z

EftktfN
12%%1

YaRSA

I would hope that during the time left to us between now and Nov-
enber 13, when we have rescheduled the Marina Lake case, that we
might hear from you or your clients on any proposals that you care
to make concerning the motion made by the City Commission on the
Marina Lake amendments. Apparently the one building on the site
is not a problem with you. It does leave, however, some need to
address the issue of the number of uses to be considered as allow-
able. You have characterized our statements as allowing only that
which is permitted in "BB". I am not sure that I am fully tied up
on that. As I have indicated, we think that there are some "LC"
uses that are certainly permissible and appropriate. As an example,
a financial institution activity could be a permitted "LC" use and
one which is not allowed in "BB", but which we think would be an
appropriate development on this site. We have had inquiries rela-
tive to radio and television studios in this area. Again, we think
this would be an appropriate "LC" use, which is a low traffic gen-
erator, usually producing a building compatible with what I think
is needed for the area. Savings and loan operations and opera-
tions such as business machines sales and offices, are appropriate
uses. Retail sales for clothing, flowers, and other types of ser-
vices, may also be appropriate. I would think those uses which

may not be appropriate is the continued use of eating establish-
ments, quick service food stores and/or restaurant establishments,
automobile-oriented activities, including TBA'g, service stations,
and light commercial uses which could, with Board of Zoning Appeals
approval, have outside storage and uses, etc. Surely there ts a
range of uses that would provide you adequate marketing opportuni-
ties that could be suggested to the Planning Commission and City
Commission.

rt« :.5
20%24

As to providing architectural and landscape screening on this site,
I am not quite sure what the City Commission expects. By waiving
the wall requirement on the south and the west, and complying with
the landscaping in the 10-feet on the north, it would seem to me
that what we are probably looking at is some type of architectural
treatment along the south and west walls of the building. It would
also seem reasonable to provide some landscape treatment to the bank
on the south and west. I simply don ' t know how to address this with-
out a specific use in mind and a specific architectural plan to view.
It would seem to me that it might be appropriate, if this is what the
City Commission wants, to submit the elevations and selection of
building materials either to certain staff persons, such as Central
Inspection and myself, for approval; or submit the same to the City
Commission before the actual building permit is issued. May I have
your thoughts on this matter7

Sincerely,

'.<Ai"?Al
4942231
f.**44*1

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ber

f

%:f
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30 October 1975

Mr. Robert Lakin, Director

Metropolitan Area Planning Commis sion
City Building Annex
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Mar ina Lake

Dear Bob:

:

424

On the occasions of our presentation to the Planning
Commissian and to the City Commission remarks were nnade
by the Staff that they required and wished us to provide
additional plans which were readable s inc e your's are not.
We have provided at least 12 plans in this zoning case, all
of which appear to me to be readable. Will you please send
me by letter what it is that you cannot read so that I can
better explain to the company preparing the "CUP" what it is
they are required to do.

Very truly yours,

VINCENT L. BOGART, Chartered

By

VLB:db

lt·21 OCT :31 1975 ¥2-1
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE:

Case No. Z-1739 - "B" to "LC"; and DP-23 Amendment

Referred back to the Metropolitan Area Planning i
reconsideration.

Location:

Dvember 7, 1975

nmission for

·South side of 21st Street between Sweetbriar and Marigold as
extended from the north.

Case History

MAPC - 10-9-75 - Planning Commission Recommendation:
That these applications be approved. Gragg moved,
Savina seconded and it carried by a vote of 4 in favor
(Gragg, Savina, Collier and Hennessy) and 2 opposed
(Porter and Kamen). Chairman Bayouth abstained from voting,
and Taylor and Goebel were absent.

i..2 ' 3:-0

BCC - 10-28-75 - Referred

Planning Commission for

City Commission Minutes of October 28,

%*i

back to the Metropolitan Area
reconsideration.

1975 are attached.

6
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ty WICHITA-SED(33.ICK COUNTP
r,BTROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

247..''C HEARING DATE : Oct. 9, 1975

Case No. Z-1739 and Request: "B' to "LC" and Amendment
DP-23 to Ilarine Lal:e CUP

947,4.4

Location: South side of 2 lst Street between Sweatbriar
and Marigold as extended

Reason: "This parcel is a 2.2 acr,3 tract bordered by a lake on the
south and west, LC property on the east and controlled access on
U..e north. It cannot be econor,ically def,eloped for Any use other
than LC. The property has been idle and unused for several years
under B zoning classification which is unrealistic in terms of
location and characteristics of the subject property. The prop-
erty meets LC zoning criteria and i.s located in an approved CUP
for which an appropriate modification is being made in conjunction
with this application. The owner feels it should be permitted to
utilize its land in accordance with its best and most advantageow
use."

64*42/

Acres: 2.2 Size: 300 ft. by 325 ft.

Land Use Zoning

Street.rights-of-way are adequate. Platted: Yes -
History: History detailed in staff Sidewalk: Guaranteed by
report. petition

Existing
"AA" & 'A"

Undeveloped "B"
North Single-fami.ly & duplex

-I<East Convenience fvod,store,restaurants & parking "Le"
South Lake "AA"
West Lake "AA" .f, fitri/#i1 .

ITISTORY

Z-0824 and DP-23 were two zone and Community Unit Plan applica-
tions for the entire area of the former Dolese sandpit area of
approximately 60 acres which the Planning Comission considered
in 1967. Approximately 37 acres were requested for "LC" and"C"
end 24.5 acres were requested for "B". A Community Unit Plan
was submitted for both the con·mercial and residential parts.
The Planning Commission recommended denial, without prejudice;
however, after the City Commission heard the case, approximately
6 acres of "LC" and 22 acres of ·13" was approved. The situation
at that time hinged on the irreact of traffic on the arterial
system.

*if
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0noe No. I 1739 and
Case No. DP-23
October 9, 1975

0
1

03 December 12, 1960, the Platinine Corantission considered an appli.-
cation for an amendment to the Ce? and request for an increase of
Parcel 1 from 3.57 acres to 9.13 acres of light commercial zoning{Z-1032) . Act.ion of the Planning Con.mission was to recommend
denial of both applications. The Doard of City Cormnissioners, how-
ever, at their meeting of January 21, 1969, approved both aeolica-t.ions, subject to certain cenditions. Again, the im?act. c,if traf-fic 01 the arterial system was a prime connital .tion. (Sce atu.x·EsedMAPC minutes of November 14, 1968, December 12, 1968, January 9,
1969, and BCC minutes of January 21, 1969 - Attachments 1-A, 1-3,1-C, and 2.)

On March 11, 1971, the Planning Commission considered an applica-
tion for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an increase in
the area on Parcel 1 from 9.13 acres to 14.94 acres of light com-mercial zoning. Action of the Planning Commission was to recommend
approval of bo·th requests. Thin recomnndation was; concurred in bytb.e Board of City Comnlissioners e March 30,1971. (See attachedPlanning Commission minutes of March 19, 1971, and City Commissionminutes of March 30, 1971 - Attacbments 3 and 4.)

Ch Jenuary 25, 1973, the Plaming Commission considered an appli-
cation for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an additional
amount of light commercial zoning - approximately 7.33 acres and
an approximate 5.75 acres of "BB" Office zoning. Action of the
Planning Commission was to reconnend approval of both requests ;
however, both applications wore denied by the City Corrmission onMarch 20, 19.73. (See attached Planning Commission minutes of Jan-uary 25, 1973 and March 8, 1973, and City Commission minutes of
February 27, 1973 and March 20, 1373 - Attachments 5, 6, 7 and 8.)

r3'

On September 4, 1973, as an off-agenda item, the Board of City
(:ommissioners considered the matter of .litigation and zoning rela-
tive to Marina Lakes, Inc. The action of the City Commissicn was
to permit the applicant to refile the application without cost,
conditioned upon the litigation being ended by dismissal of the
suit and payment of the court costs by Ilarina Lake Drive, Inc.

»32¤

Based on this action, tlle zone case and CUP were advertised for
hearing and notices mailed without cos c to the applicant. Specifi-cally, the applicant requested approximately 7.33 acres of "Lc"
zcning and an additional 5.75 acres for :'DS" Office zoning. OnOctober 11, 1973, the Planning Cormission considered and unani-
mouily recommended approval of both requests, however, the CityCommission referred the cases back to the Planning Commission forreconsideration. The Planning Comission reconsidered the caseson November 26, 1973 and reconime:led by a vote of 5 in favor and
1 opposed, the approval of both requests . The action of the CityCormnission was to deny both applications on December 11, 1973.(See attached Planning Commission minutes of October 11, 1973 andNovember 26, 1973, and City Commission minutes of October 30, 1973and Decen·ber 11, 1973 - Atiachirents 9, 10, 11 and 12.)

.....li-**t'IN-- 20'WI'.
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Page 3 - Case Ne. 2-1739 and

Case 110. Dr'-23
Ocisbe.: 9 , 1975

On February 13, 1975, the MAPC rensidered and recoramended approvalof a request to amend the CUP an,-1 change the zoning on Parcel 6(adjacent to Amidon), to the "LC" Light Cor.Eercial District (Z-1683);however, the Board of City Co:·unissiaors returned the case to theI·thi'C for reco·asideratic.1.
An amended request was considered twicem:-6 by the MAFC, whidi recomr.n:lded appro.·:1 of the 6-1.1.:C:·licli;houever, on July 1, 1975, the Board of City Comlissinne. 3 deniedthe request for additional "Le" Light Ccm=rcial zoning. (See at-tached MAI?C minutes of February 13. 1975; April 10, 1975; June 12,1975; and City Commission minutes of ilarch 11, 1975; April 29, 1975;July 1, 1975 - Attachments 13-17.)

Staff Comments

82*4

1

1. The applicant is now requesting a gone change from the "93"Mul.tiple Family District to the "LC" Light Commercial Dis-trict on a 2.2 acre tract listad as Parcal 5 oil the CUP, andthe CUP amendment as submitted proposes increasing the maxi-mum building height on Parcel 5 from 35 feet to 65 feet, witha change in the proposed uses for Partell 5 from "medical of-fices" to "light commercial per ordinance, excapt public garages, body or fender shops, public porking or storage lots ··,·:211not be permitted." The proposed gross floor area is 43,875square feet.

Since the filing of the applications, the applicant's attorneyhas advised by letter that they are agreeable to the 35-footheight limitation and are changing the proposed uses to re fleet"light commercial per ordinance. "

2. The primary issue relating to this application is the further -7 11.4% .;19@"strip zoning· of 2 lst Street North.. At present, the "LC' .P ' :.4-District extends to Sweetbriar Street on the north side of                                              ,
121st Street and to the east side of subject property on the ... } 94*49,south side of 21st. From that point west until the southwestcorner of 21st and Mccomas, there is no additional commercial ..NA LL»444wililia"9 1zoning and quality single family and two family residences are

-:.I LNTlocated directly across from subject property on the northside of 21st. The granting of this reguest could reasonably
 -•Ebe expected to trigger the pattern which has occurred in other ':parts of the City, such as South Seneca, whereby the street - :F--Il"'Elultimately becomes s tripped out and non-compatible uses are in-troduced adjacent to single family homes.
 1--1/....

4,490€3. Although there is some merit to the argument that the lake tothe west of subject property provides an excellent buffer, theunrestricted spread of commercial uses to subject property wil 1ultimate ly lead to other applications on the north side of 21stas has occurred elsewhere in the City. The original intent ofthe Community Unit Plan concept was to provide for well plannedand well organized development, and was not to promote stripzoning on a larger scale. To accomplish the intent, it is noces-sary to provide specific use limitations, landscaping, intensitycontrols and other amenities in order to lessen the impact of
'.7*

4t-



rage 4-Case Ne. Z-1739 and
5 Case No. DP-23

Omober 9, 1975

large scale deve lorments. TIn wes permitted in the "LC" Dis-
trict range from those, such as drive-in restaurants whose ex-

ternal effects are incompatiblc wi·th residential neighborhoods,
to other uses, such as financial icistitutions, offices or studiss,
which can bo a buffer or transition area between residential
and more intensive uses.

'49*9,3

> 4.4.96

If the nuuber of buildings was limited to one and if specific
use limitaticns were proposed by the applicant in the text c+13
the CUP, the potential for strip zoning represented by this ap-
plication could be substantial.ly reduced. The applicant, how-
ever, has proposed that the full range of light commercial uses

be permitted on sub je ct property.

. 32:'if·1

4. Sic impact of this Fequest on traffic flows in the area could
either be negligible or major, d.pending on the uses permitted,
but the ·"strip zoning" of 2kt Street to the west will further
overload and impact the major intersection of 21st and Amidon.
All of the arguments on traffic generations and congestion have

beon substantially presented in the past and are found in pre-
Vicus minutes.

2%739

=

f*%3

5. Inasmuch as there have been a number of additions al,d amenerants

to the Code of the City of Wichita since this CUP was last ap-
proved in March, 19 71, the folk.ving additions or changes should
be made on the plan:

a) Amend- general provision #1 to read as follows: "Sign
control - Signs as permitted by the zoning district.'

b) Delete comment 06 under Parcel #7 as this will be con-
trolled by amended G.P. #1 above.

/#9.- 11// 90+ 42&22:

c) Add a general provision #7 to read as follows: "Firelane * : f'** 1
easements shall bo provided in accordance with Section
15.01.055 Code of the City of Wichita."

in.- 2'... :iak ;

Z+4%=4

The applicant's attorney has advised in his letter that he *51}:1: 45*i r
isn't certain as to whether they can alter provisions other 20=NE 2 .

4 than those specific conditions relating to Parcel #5 con-
2*=mt

tained in this application, as these changes would affect other
parcels not owned by his client. .4

0-01?
;ffw=?6

G. This is the sixth amendment proposed for the Marina Lake CUP
since 1968 and as a result of deletions, additions and amend-
ments, the texts for individual parcels are out of order,
notations are in the margins, and in some instances the text
is difficult to read. The intent 0 any plans is to provide
accurate, concise information in a legible form and the appli-
cant should be required to have the CUP redrawn in order to
provide clear, legible copies.

t€¥

al

25:2

7. If the Planning Commission determines that the request for "Le" »J¥*92
zoning is proper, consideration should be given to requiring -
a specific use list so as not to continue the effect of strip
type of commercial uses. The following conditions should be
considered:

@f¢50
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Page 5 - Case No. 2-1739 and

2-Ge No. DP-23

0-:.obar 9, 1975

a) Amend the text of Parcel #5 to specifically limit the uses
permitted, such as office buildings, medical clinics, finan-
cial institutions, laboratores, and studios.

b) Provide that the number of buildings shall not exceed
one.

t.4*fff

'24534c) 0;raCcumt 3%lored-2:21%f Ct.bgl:ncSWE.or Ene
*22

d) General Provision #2 shall be antended to provide a waivei·
of the screening and landscaping requirement on the south
and west lines of Parcel 05.

6**ft.if::12.

f A 1 t: . 1 I

96437, f
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COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS , :Ji; 18

octobor 28, 1975
61

: 2-1739 & DP-23 -

ZONE CHANGE & CUP

AMENDMENT - south (from

, side of 2lst st.
1 between Sweetbriar side

& Marigold

Z-1739 and DP-23 Zone Change from Multiple Family to Light Commercial
1.

'B' to "Lc") and approval of Community Unit Plan Amendment on the south 
of 2lst Street between Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended from the north,!

presented. 4 i -

! Recommendation Planning Commission recommended approval. NOTE: At the request .

· of the applicant's attorney, Mr. Vince Bogart, the Commission ii also provided

with a copy of a traffic analysis report prepared by Oblinger-Smith.

2 2:

6-1V»
W. 6- A

Bob Lakin Bob Lakin, Director of planning, reviewed this matter with the |
Commiwion and explained that thio was a 2.24 acre tract included in the re-
vised Marina Lakes Community Unit Plan as Parcel 5. He stated that there was -'
some confusion in revising the CUP in regard to this item. He further stated -

that he. his staff. and Vince Bogart. Attorney representing the applicant. had
agreed on the following changes: .

(1) Change the height of a building allowable on Parcel 5 from E-
,65' to 35'.

(2) Delete the wording "body and fender shop- since it ia not
permitted in "LC" zoning anyway.

(3) Waive the requirement for screening on the south and west.

The MAPC's vote on these three items was moot 3 to 3, but did not :
appear in the minutes to the City Commisaion.

Vince Bogart Vince Bogart. Attorney for tho applicant. stated that they did not - /2-,t
feel that screening was necessary on the south and west because the parcel was
bordered by a lake and that the closest structures were 300 to 400 feet away. - %-I

MI'll< t.4.64*//"/Mi He then answered questions of the Commission in regard to the CUP.

Motion-·· i Donnell moved to allow Mr. Bocart an additional 5 minutes for his .... ...-carried . presentation. Motion carried 5 to 0.

COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
October 20, 1975

2(2111 · : 1

3%1

Jan Lapever ' Jan Lafever and John M. Kellison, reaidents of the area, apoke againut
John M. Kellinon adding new "Le" zoning.

Motion- Steveno moved that the zone change and CUP be approved na recommended . f A L?** i
by the Metropolitan Area Planning Commignion, and includo the following
agreementni (1) Change the height of a building allowable on parcel 5 from .,12:.E'. ' L65' to 35' (2) Delete the wording "body and finder shop" since it is not 49+4permitted in -Le- zoning anyway, and (3) waive the requirement for screening
on the mouth and west, limit the development to one structure and place the 44*6
ordinance effectuhting tho zone change on firat reading. , 960-

Com. Shanahan Comminnioner Shanahan •tated that Marina Lakes is a claude example

of atrip zoning and ig against the motion for that purpose.

-failed Motion failed 2 to 3. Donnell, Shanahan. Peter•, -NO-

Motion- Donnell moved that the application be returned to the Metropolitan

nning Commission for reconsideration for the following reasons:

need for conaideration of one building (2) That adequate

tural and screening barriers be placed in the CUP, and (3) Some

ons on building usage.

Area Pla

(1) The
architec

limitati

Dlecuision

Comm. Peters

comments

-agarried

Diecussion was had in regard to appropriate usage of a building.

Commissioner Peters stated that MArc should carefully consider the

of the staff in determining usage of the building.

Motion carried 5 to 0.
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DP23 & Z-1739 - 249 Notices mailed to adjacent property owners 10-31-75
for the MAPC meeting of 11-13-75.

Included on the mailing list were the following:
Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger, 67204
Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bullinger, 67204
Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White, 67204
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLAN-'INS COMMISSION

CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
Wichita, I:anLES 67202

October 31, 1975
NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS :

At their regular meeting on October 28, 1975, the Board of
City Commissioners considered the following described Community
Unit Plan and change of zoning.

Dr-23 - All of Government Lot 1, in the NW% of Section 7.
Township 27 South, Range 1 East, except that part of
said Government Lot 1 which has been dedicated for
public streets. A portion of the above described

property has been platted into: Lots 1 and 2 in
!·terina Lake Addition, Lot 1, Marina Lake Third Addition,
Lots 1, 2&3 in Marina Lake Fourth Addition, and
Lot 1 in Marina Lake Sixth Addition. Generally located
at the southwest corner of 2lst Street North and Amidon.

fhCASE NO. Z-1739

Zone Chancm from the "B" Multiple-Family Dwelling District
to the "LC" Light Commercial. District

Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition, Sedgwick County,
Kansas. Generally located on the south side of
21st St. between Sweetbriar and Mariqold as extended
from the north.

The City Commission's action was to return the cases to the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission for reconsideration stating
that the number of buildings should be limited to one, adequate
architectural and screening provisions should be required, and a
limitation on building uses provided for. Therefore, the Planning
Commission will reconsider the above items at their regular meeting
on Thursday, November 13, 1975, the meeting to begin at 1:30 p.m.
in Room 401 City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas,
at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or
attorney, if you desire.

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, Robert A. Lakin, 104 South Main, 7 days prior to the :14 y

meeting. The Chairman or the Secretary may grant such a request
for deferral. Persons requesting deferrals will be charged with

Ly-fo the cost of preparing and mailing new notices.

Robert A. Lakin, Secretary
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK OUNTY
DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT October 22, 1975

To Ralph Wulz, City Manager

FROM Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

SUBJECT DP-23 - Amendment - Marina Lake ·

Development Plan 96,1-9.

1 214ek

319
In the consideration of the above-captioned amendment to the
Marina Lake CUP, Vince Bogart, the attorney representing the
applicant, submitted a tIe.ffic analysis report prepared by
the firm of Oblinger-Smith. At Mr. Bogart's request, attached
are sufficient copies of that report to be forwarded to the

City Commissioners for their infonnation and review associated 99.6
with subject case.

n

*cA H. Galbr
Cli Planner

JHG:ber fi#EN
..r,ff:

' 4 7/ '

334 f

APPROVED:

41 (< t.€4.12-
Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS REPORT

PREPARED FOR

SATTERTHWAITE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

October 9, 1975

Introduction - This report is to analyze the impact of traffic which may be
generated by a proposed devel opment located on the south side of 21st Street
between Sweetbriar and Mari gol d as extended from the south. Thi s parcel of
land is currently zoned "B" and a request has been made to change this zoning
to "LC."

--€

.Jj=24

The parcel of 1 and measures 300 feet by 325 feet for an area of 2.24 acres.
The CUP (Community Unit Plan) allows for a maximum building coverage of

30 percent or 29,250 square feet and a maximum floor area of 45 percent or
43,875 square feet. No multiple-story construction is anticipated, therefore
the maximum gross floor area will be 29,250 square feet. The maximum gross
1 easable floor area for commercial business purposes will be somewhat less
than the 29,250 square feet.

Existing Street System and Traffic Volumes - The proposed development is
fronted on the north by 21st Street. 21st Street is a four-lane (48-foot) £9'*ll
street with a median which extends from Ami don past the proposed development y
site to almost Richmond, some 250 feet beyond the site.

iDAWN'i

Two medial openings now exist; one at Sweetbriar and one approximately
550 feet west of Amidon which serves the commercial areas on both sides of

21st Street. Both medial openings contain adequate left-turn storage lanes
(exception: no left-turn storage lane for westbound traffic is provided at

Sweetbriar). No additional median openings are requested as a result of this 
zoning change request.
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Y '147. The traffic volumes on 21st Street in the area of the site are given in the
table shown below. The traffic volume on 21st Street west of Amidon is

approximately 13,000 vehi cl es per day.

Date of Direction Duration Traffic
Location Count of Traffic of Count Count

21st - west of Amidon 2-13-75 Westbound 24 hours 6,980
21st - west of Amidon 2-12-75 Eastbound 24 hours 6,626
2lst - west of Amidon 2-13-75 Westbound 1 hour(1) 750
21st - west of Amidon 2-12-75 Eastbound 1 hour(2) 600
21st - east of West 6-18-75 Both 24 hours 13,437
21st - east of West 6-18-75 Both 1 hour(3) 1,107
21st - east of Amidon 1974 Both 24 hours 17,207
Amidon - south of 21st 1974 Both 24 hours 15,271

(1)
5:00 to 6:00 p.m.

(2)645 to 7:45 p.m.
(3)

5:15 to 6:15 p.m. 3 1

Counts taken by Traffic Engineering, City of Wichita.

a

Trip Generation - A commercial development as is proposed for the site under
consideration must attract a certai n number of customers i f it is to survive

economically. Our current technology dictates that most of these customers f

will arrive at this site via the private automobile.

It is expected that a commercial development that contains a general mix of
businesses as is anticipated here will generate approximately 90 tri ps per
day per 1,000 square feet of gross leasable floor space. A trip is defined
as a one-way movement of a vehicle from point of origin to point of desti-
nation.

In this situation, the gross leasable floor area is estimated to be 90 percent
of the maximum building coverage, or 26,325 square feet. The 10-percent

building coverage not leasable is for mechanical equipment and storage for
owners' maintainance equipment and supplies.
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ell-ka..**141.7 Using the 90 trips per day per 1.000 square feet of gross leasable floor area
F and the 26,325 square feet of 1 easabl e fl oor area, the site will generate

approximately 2,370 vehi cle tri ps per day (one-way trips). Thi s would mean 
approximately 1,185 vehicles would be attracted to the site each day.

·542

Trip Distribution - it is estimated that the proposed development wi 11 attract n.
some new trips to the area. However, most of the trips will be trips that
are already in the area. These trips will be extensions or diversions of trips
al ready in the area. It is estimated that initially only 30 percent of· the
trips generated by the development are new trips to the area. In this case,
355 trips (two-way) or vehicles would be attracted. The other 70 percent or ,

830 trips would already exist in the area and be diverted or extended to the

new proposed development.

Impact of Proposed Development - The fact that the proposed development will
have a traffic impact cannot be deni ed. The extent and nature of the impact
will be discussed here.

As stated above, the proposed development will attract approximately 355
additional vehicle trips to the area. These could possibly increase traffic
vol umes on 21st Street 5 to 6 percent. The street has ampl e capaci ty to
carry the additional traffic.

Mill'.ma

131

While the intersection of Amidon and 21st Street currently serves approxi-
mately 30,000 vehicles per day, the intersection serves these vehicles
efficiently and the added traffic anticipated will not have an overloading
impact on the intersection, causing undue congestion at the intersection.

Even if our estimate of new trips to the area is low, the additional vehicles
can be accommodated by existing facil ities without any substantial difficul ty.
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The CUP al lows for one additional exit or entrance to 21st Street to be located

at the west end of the site discussed here. Since there is no median opening

at this locations only westbound traffic will be pennitted to enter and all

exiting traffic will be required to proceed eastbound. Thus the problem of
1

left-turning vehicles does not exist at this location.

42

This new exit and entrance, plus the access available from the adjoining

property, should provide ample access to the site.

Concl usion - The change from zone 11811 to zone "LC" will attract additional

vehicle trips into the area. Since the development is relatively small and
these additional vehicles can be very adequately accommodated on existing
roadway facilities, no improvements will be required.

Prepared by:

A ..r-·6341

Monroe L. Funk, P.E.

Oblinger - Smith Corporation

4
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City Manager's Agenda Qj, Item Page

REOOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING AND CUP AMENDMENT

CASE NO . Z-1739 & DP-23 OONSIDERED BY MAPC: 10-9-75

REQUEST FOR: Change from "B" to "LC" and approval of
Community Unit Plan Amendment

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT):

To utilize the land in accordance with the best and most
advantageous use.

GENERAL LOCATION: South side of 21st Street between

Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
from the north

DP-23 - Government Lot 1, in the Ni. 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, RlE,
except that pert of said Government Lot 1 which has been

dedicated for public streets.

£62<

APPLICANT: Marina Lake Drive, Inc.

COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT: Vincent Bogart, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY:

Oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger, representing the Two Rivers Neighbor-
hood Association, spoke in opposition, and Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bull-
inger, spoke in opposition

h
SURROUNDING ZONING: North is "AA" and "A"; east is "LC"·

south and west is "AA"

LAND USE: Subject property is undeveloped; north is single family and
duplex; east is convenience food store, restaurants and
parking; south and west is lake area.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

That these applications be approved. Gragg moved, Savina seconded
and it carried by a vote ot 4 in favor (Gragg, Savina, Collier
and Hennessy) and 2 opposed (Porter and Kamen). Chairman Bayouth
abstained from voting, and Taylor and Goebel were absent.

politan Area Planning Commission, place the ordinance effectuating

2. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning Com- 4

mission for reconsideration. The City Commission states the fol-
lowing reasons for its action:

Z-1739 - Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition.

ACTION 1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the Metro-

the zone change on first reading; or

T9-220

4*f.



EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF OCTOBER 9, 1975:

2la. Case No. 5-1739 - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. requests change
from "B" to "Le" for Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition. Gen-
erally located on the south side of 21st Street between
Sweetbriar and Marigold as extended from the north.

2 lb. Case No. DP-23 (Amendment) - Marina Lake Drive, Inc. requests
an amendment to CUP, legally described as all of Government
Lot 1, in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, RlE, except that
part of said Government Lot 1 which has been dedicated for
public streets. Generally located at the southwest corner of
21st Street North and Amidon.

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

HISTORY

Z-0824 and DP-23 were two zone and Community Unit Plan applica-
tions for the entire area of the former Dolese sandpit area of
approximately 60 acres which the Planning Commission considered
in 1967. Approximately 37 acres were requested for "LC" and "C"
and 24.5 acres were requested for "B". A Community Unit Plan
was submitted for both the commercial and residential parts.
The Planning Commission recommended denial, without prejudice;
however, after the City Commission heard the case, approximately
8 acres of "LC" and 22 acres of '93" was approved. The situation
at that time hinged on the impact of traffic on the arterial
system.

On December 12, 1968, the Planning Commission considered an appli-
cation for an amendment to the CUP and request for an increase of
Parcel 1 from 3.57 acres to 9.13 acres of light commercial zoning
(Z- 1032) . Action of the Planning Commission was to recommend
denial of both applications. The Board of City Commissioners, how-
ever, at their meeting of January 21, 1969, approved both applica-
tions, subject to certain conditions. Again, the implact of traf-
fic on the arterial system was a prime consideration. (see attaci.ed

MAPC minutes of Noverrber 14, 1968, Decenber 12, 1968, January 9
1969, and BCC minutes of January 21, 1969 - Attachments 1-A, 1-B,
1-C, and 2.)

On March 11, 19 71, the Planning Corrmission considered an applica-
tion for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an increase in
the area on Parcel 1 from 9.13 acres to 14.94 acres of light corn-
mercial zoning. Action of the Planning Commission was to recommend
approval of both requests. This recommendation was concurred in by
the Board of City Commissioners on March 30, 1971. (See attached

Planning Comnission minutes of March 19, 1971, and City Commission
minutes of March 30, 1971 - Attachments 3 and 4.)

On January 25, 1973, the Planning Commission considered an appli-
cation for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an additional
amount of light commercial zoning - approximately 7.33 acres and
an approximate 5.75 acres of "BB" Office zoning. Action of the
Planning Commission was to recommend approval of both requests;
however, both applications were denied by the City Commission on
March 20, 1973. (See attached Planning Commission minutes of Jan-
uary 25, 1973 and March 8, 1973, and City Commission minutes of
February 27, 1973 and March 20, 1973 - Attachments 5, 6, 7 and 8.)
On September 4, 1973, as an off-agenda item, the Board of City
Commissioners considered the matter of litigation and zoning rela-
tive to Marina Lakes, Inc. The action of the City Commission was
to permit the applicant to refile the application without cost,
conditioned upon the litigation being ended by dismissal of the
suit and payment of the court costs by Marina Lake Drive, Inc.
Based on this action, the zone case and CUP were advertised for
hearing and notices mailed without cost to the applicant. Specifi-
cally, the applicant requested approximately 7.33 acres of "LC"
zoning and an additional 5.75 acres for "BB" 0 ffice zoning. On
Octaber 11, 1973, the Planning Conmission considered and unani-

1.21
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mously recommended approval of both requests, however, the City
Commission referred the cases back to the Planning Commission forreconsideration. The Planning Commission reconsidered the cases
on November 26, 1973 and recormrended by a vote of 5 in favor and1 opposed, the approval o f both requests. The action of the CityCommission was to deny both applications on December 11, 1973.
(See attached Planning Commission minutes of October 11, 1973 andNovenber 26, 1973, and City Comission minutes of October 30, 1973and December 11, 1973 - Attachments 9, 10, 11 and 12.)

On February 13, 1975, the MAPC considered and recommended approvalof a request to amend the CUP and change the zoning on Parcel 6(adjacent to Amidon), to the "LC" Light Corturercial District (Z-1683) ,however, the Board of City Commissioners returned the case to theMAPC for reconsideration. An amended request was considered twicemore by the MAPC, which recommended approval of the application;however, on July 1, 1975, the Board of City Commissioners deniedthe request for additional "Le" Light Commercial zoning. (See at-tached MAPC minutes of February 13. 1975; April 10, 1975; June 12,1975; and City Commission minutes of March 11, 1975; April 29, 1975;July 1, 1975 - Attachments 13-17.)
Staff Comments

1. The applicant is now requesting a zone change from the "B"
Multiple Family District to the "LC" Light Commercial Dis-
trict on a 2.2 acre tract listed as Parcel 5 on the CUP, and
the CUP amendment as submitted proposes increasing the maxi-
mim building height on Parcel 5 from 35 feet to 65 feet, with
a change in the proposed uses for Parcel 5 from "medical of-
fices" to "light commercial per ordinance, except public gar-
ages, body or fender shops, public parking or storage lots will
not be permitted." The proposed gross floor area is 43,075square feet.

Since the filing of the applications, the applicant' s attorneyhas advised by letter that they are agreeable to the 35-foot
height limitation and are changing the proposed uses to reflect"light conmercial per ordinance. "

2. The primary issue relating to this application is the further
"strip zoning" of 21st Street North. At present, the "LC"District extends to Sweetbriar Street on the north side of
21st Street and to the east side of subject property on the
south side of 2lst. From that point west until the southwestcorner of 2 lst and Mccomas, there is no additional commercial
zoning and quality single family and two family residences arelocated directly across from subject property on the north sideof 21st. The granting of this request could reasonably be ex-pected to trigger the pattern which has occurred in other parts
of the City, such as South Seneca, whereby the street ultimatelybecomes stripped out and non-compatible uses are introduced adja-cent to single family homes.

U Although there is some merit to the argument that the lake tothe west of subject property provides an excellent buffer, theunrestricted spread of commercial uses to subject property Willultimately lead to other applications on the north side of 21stas has occurred elsehwere in the City. The original intent ofthe CON=nity Unit Plan concept was to provide for well plannedand well organized development, and was not to promote stripzoning on a larger scale. To accomplish the intent, it is neces-san, to provide specific use limitations, landscaping, intensitycontrols and other amenities in order to lessen the impact oflarge scale developments. The uses permitted in the "Le" Dis-trict range from those, such as drive-in restaurants whose ex-ternal effects are incompatible with residential neighborhoods,to other uses, such as financial institutions, offices or studioswhich can be a buffer or transition area between residential andmore intensive uses.
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If the number of buildings was limited to one and if specific
use limitations were proposed by the applicant in the text of
the CUP, the potential for strip zoning represented by this ap-plication could be sitstantially reduced. The applicant, how-ever, has proposed that the full range of light commercial usesbe permitted on subject property.

4. The impact of this request on traffic flows in the area could
either be negligible or major, depending on the uses permitted,but the "strip zoning" of 21st Street to the west will further
overload and impact the major intersection of 21st and Amidon.
All of the arguments on traffic generations and congestion have
been substantially presented in the past and are found in pre-vious minutes.

1.aw,44

.j

5. Inasmuch as there have been a number of additions and amendments
to the Code of the City of Wichita since this CUP was last ap-proved in March, 1971, the following additions or changes shouldbe made on the plan:

a)

b)

C)

Amend general provision # 1 to read as follows: "Signcontrol - Signs as permitted by the zoning district. "
Delete comment #6 under Parcel #7 as this will be con-
trolled by amended G.P. 41 above.

Add a general provision # 7 to read as follows: "Firelane
easements shall be provided in accordance with Section15.01.055 Code of the City of Wichita. "

The applicant's attorney has advised in his letter that heisn't certain as to whether they can alter provisions other
than those specific conditions relating to Parcel #5 con-
tained in this application, as these changes would affect otherparcels not owned by his client.

04 -24'2

3 14%;Pi.*,
f((224:

6. This is the sixth amendment proposed for the Marina Lake CUPsince 1968 and as a result of deletions, additions and amend-ments, the texts for individual parcels are out of order,notations are in the margins, and in some instances the textis difficult to read. The intent of any plans is to provideaccurate, concise informatian in a legible form and the appli-cant should be required to have the CUP redrawn in order toprovide clear, legible copies.

»tiat

*MAY'*·

7. If the P lanning Commission determines that the request for "LC"zoning is proper, consideration should be given to requiringa specific use list so as not to continue the effect of striptype of commercial uses. The following conditions should beconsidered:

a) Amend the text of Parcel #5 to specifically limit the usespermitted, such as office buildings, medical clinics, finan-cial institutions, laboratores, and studios.
b) Provide that the number of buildings shall not exceedone.

c) The applicant shall provide clear legible copies of theCUP, with the text of the parcels being in order.
d) General Provision #2 shall be amended to provide a waiverof the screening and landscaping requirement on the southand west lines of Parcel #5.

GALBRAITH submitted a letter received in opposition from
Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White. He also reported that when
he first observed the vacant office building on the north side of
21st Street, there was evidence of vandalism; however, when the
Zoning Conmittee visited the site, windows had been replaced.
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GALBRAITH emphasized the concern of continuous strip zoning
and said the staff would recommend that the request not be ap-
proved. He pointed out that if the Commission felt the amendment
was appropriate, then the four suggested conditions of approval as
shown in the staff report should be considered. In addition to

'12== these conditions, GALBRAITH pointed out that the required 10- foot
planting screen required along 2lst for subject parcel when across
the street from a residential zoning district was not indicated
and also that the Town and Country market directly to the east of
subject parcel should be shown on the CUP. He referred to the fact

that there are presently vacant commercial spaces in the Marina
Lake Center and the Atlantic Mills Center to the east.

CIIAIRMAN BAYOUTH said he would abstain from voting on this
case, but would continue to chair the meeting.

VINCENT BOGART, attorney representing the applicant, said this
parcel is a 2 1/5-acre tract, bounded on the south and west by the
lake; on the east by "LC" and on the north by 21st Street, which is
100 feet in width, and to which subject tract has been granted one
point of access. BOGART agreed that there has been a great amount
of history associated with the Marina Lake CUP; however, this is the
first time this particular tract has been involved in any change
since the original approval in 1967. The property has been dormant
since that time, and the owner has paid taxes thereon without re-
questing any change; it is "hemmed in" with di fficult access, and
they have not been able to do anything so far as development. BO-

GART submitted snapshots to show the property being discussed.

(Kamen and Hennessy were called from the meeting at this time,
resulting in the absence of a quorum. CHAIRMAN BAYOUTH declared a
10-minute recess, after which the Commission reconvened with the
same members and staff present.)

%'4*lf

ft*%BOGART continued with his presentation, stating that the pictures
also represent adjacent properties. He pointed out that the zoning
was originally approved for "B" when the original CUP was established,
but that there has been no demand for such use, which is substantiated
by the fact that the medical office on the north side of 21st Street at
this point, has been abandoned. He submitted an aerial photo to
better show the adjacent properties. As for the possibility of
stripping out 21st Street with light commercial zoning and develop-
ment, he noted that this is the last parcel, in that adjacent on the
west is the lake and the area already developed with apartment struct-
ures, but perhaps the staff is referring to stripping the north side
of 21st Street.

41
Generally speaking on past considerations of zoning for Marina

Lake, BOGART pointed out that traf fic has been a major considera-
tion, but what is proposed is not a big development. However, the
Oblinger-Smith Corporation has prepared a traffic analysis, which
indicates that there would be very minimum impact as far as traffic
is concerned. First, only one entrance is permitted under the CUP
and that is a right turn only from 21st Street, so any traffic would
be entering from the west. A break in the medial is not being re-quested. The analysis indicates that there will be certain additional
vehicles that would use the commercial premises (estimated to be
30%) but most would be those already in the shopping area complex,
the 30% figure representing about 355 vehicles per day. The analysis
concludes that these additional vehicles can be very adequately
accommodated on existing street facilities and no improvements willbe needed.

BOGAIEr felt -that when 1/2 of 1% is the anticipated traffic
which would be added to the existing traffic, is compared to the
30,000 vehicles per day that travel the street, it does not represent van overloading impact on the intersection of Amidon and 21st Street.
He brought out the fact that the analysis made by the consultant was
based on total development of all available areas, and he hoped that
figures submitted by the consultant would ally some of the concernsof the Commissioners so far as traffic.

21%4
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In summarizing his comments, BOGART noted again that any "strip-
ping" of 21st Street, at least on the south side, would have to stop
with this property in view of adjacent lake and development on the
west; this is obviously not spot zoning because it is in a commercial
area with light commercial development and uses on the east; the
owners have invested time and money and paid taxes, including specials
for the medial on Amidon, and they are entitled to the right to
develop their property. As for vacant store spaces in the general
area, BOGART fe lt that the owners o f subject property should not be
required to buy somone else's property in order to develop, if it
can possible be done on their own ownership. Referring to the staff
report, BOGART pointed out that the site is buffered; that they
have agreed to certain changes suggested in the staff report, such
as reducing the proposed height from 65 to 35 feet, and as for re-
drawing the CUP showing these changes, he pointed out that such costs
a great deal of money and they agreed to make the changes after the
CUP was acted upon. He stressed the fact that this is a completely
different application and should not be confused with some of the
past applications or problems associated with the balance of the area
included in the original CUP and located at the southwest corner of
2lst and Amidon.

When asked i f there were immediate plans for development, BO-
GART answered that Mr. Chuzy has told him that if the zoning can be
changed to "LC", it would be purchased and developed. He pointed out
again the fact that only a nominal amount of additional traffic is
anticipated.

OLIVER ANDERSON, 2219 Bullinger, representing the Two Rivers
Neighborhood Association, spoke in opposition, stating that area
residents have opposed all changes for additional "LC" for several
years beginning in 1967, and because of the continual opposition
which has been submitted from time to time, he would make his com-
ments brief at this time.

.€*.
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He appealed to the good judgment of the Commissioners not to
continue light commercial zoning just to satis fy a few people
interested in making a profit on their property,and said they were
concerned about several factors pointed out in the past - traffic,
the fact that the residential area is hemmed in between the two
rivers, the flood control project and I-235, traffic has increased
each time new "LC" has been approved and developed; the inter-
section of 2lst and Amidon has been rebuilt several times; 21st
Street has been widened; traffic signals are still causing an un-
reasonable delay in traffic movement, and there is no reason for
additional "LC"; that the "LC" already approved in the general area
is sufficient to provide all the goods and services that residentsof the area need. He pointed out that residents have purchased homes
in a residential area, and additional "LC" would create a problem
and be detrimental to the homeowners. He felt that multiple-family
dwellings would be the most appropriate use for the property.

MICHAEL BELLUOMO, 2245 Bullinger, spoke in opposition, and took
exception to Mr. Bogart's claim that there was no need for medicaloffices in the area. He pointed out that in the original approval of
the CUP, the developers wanted the "B" zoning for a medical office, and
i f Mr. Bogart' s client has owned the property for as long as he says,
there has been time for development as a medical clinic, inasmuch as
since that time one has been very successful in the Twin Lakes officebuilding. BELLUOMO pointed out also that a change of zoning will
add considerable value to the property and apparently the owner has
a buyer who wants to use it for a light commercial activity, and the
purchase is contingent upon approval of light commercial. BELLUOMO
expressed a desire for halting the spread of light commercial, fear-
ful that such would be gradually extended, and there are expensive
homes under construction to the west of the apartments on the southside of 2 lst.

'itiy= BOGART spoke again to point out that some changes have been
agreed to be included in the printed section of the CUP, such as a
reduction from 65 feet to 35 feet, deletion of the original wording
With respect to "LC" uses. As for the required wall along the lake,
he said it was not required on the original CUP and he asked that itbe waived.
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GRAGG stated that he felt "LC" was the highest and best use
for the property.

E4*

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
toie City commission that these applications be
approved. Gragg moved, Savina seconded and it
carried by a vote of 4 in favor [Gragg, Savina,
Collier and Hennessy) and 2 opposed (Porter and
Kamen) . Chairman Bayouth abstained from voting
and Taylor and Goebel were absent.

GALBRAITH questioned whether or not the intent of the motion
included any of the conditions suggested for consideration, such as
being more specific as to proposed uses, limiting the number of
buildings, wai.ving the required wall on the south and west, and the
showing of the building on the east, and the required landscape strip
along the north. GALBRAITH commented that he felt the applicant
was agreeable to some of these conditions but not all.

GRAGG said he would amend the motion to include approval
as per the staff comments.

BOGART stated that they have no way of knowing just what they
will want to develop and prefer no limitation so far as the specific
uses, but if limited to only one building that is what they will
have to comply with. He had hoped for latitude to build whatever
they could, and felt that uses should be left open.

It was also pointed out by BOGART that one of the conditions
suggested by the staff limits the uses permitted to those mostly
allowed in a "BB" zoning district, thus eliminating the possibility
of light commercial uses, and he was not agreeable tothat condition.

GALBRAITH again suggested that a condition be added regarding the
screening and that the plan indicate the commercial structure on
the property directly to the east, which is not now shown and that
the number of buildings be limited to one to avoid continuation of
more strip type uses. Regarding the required screening, he sug-
gested that condition "e" be added as follows:

"e" A planting screen of low shrubbery, not less than 10
feet in width shall be provided adjacent to the north
property line of Parcel 5 and shall be of such a type and
maintained in such a manner as to not constitute a traf-
fic hazard. A landscape plan shall be submitted to the
Planning Department for their review and approval prior
to the issuance of any building permit.

GRAGG asked what he needed to do to amend his motion. GAL-

BRAITH said a motion to reconsider was necessary and that a new
motion could include any canditions the Connission felt to beappropriate.

PORTER said she would like to see any recorranendation made include
the conditions as suggested by the staff, including "e" which is notshown in the staff report.

MOTION: That the motion be amended to include the
staff recommended canditions of approval, including
"e" not shown on the written report, but presented
by staff at this meeting. Porter moved, Collier
seconded. Vote on the motion resulted in a tie, 3
in favor (Porter, Collier and Kamen) and 3 opposed
(Gragg, Savina and Hennessy) . Bayouth abstained
ana Taylor and Goebel were absent.

The Chairman pointed out that since this amended motion resulted
in a moot vote, the original motion reflects the recommendation ofthe P lanning Commission.
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October 10, 1975

4

Mr. Vincent Bogart. Attorney
444 North Market
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: 2-1739 - "B" to "LC" and
DP-23 (Amendment) - South side
of 21st Street between Sweet-
briar and Marigold as extended

Dear Mr. Bogart:
V

At the regular meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission on October 9, 1975, the above-captioned cases were
considered. The action of the Comnission was to recommend
the approval of the zone change request and the amendment to
the associated CUP without any conditions of approval. It is
necessary that we receiw eight copies of the Community Unit
Plan by 5:00 p.m. on October 22, 1975, 90 that subject case
may be forwarded on to the Board of City Commisgioners for con-
sideration at their regular meeting of October 28, 1975, such
meeting to start at 9.00 a.m. in Boom 201 City Building, 204
South Main.

If you have any questions on the action of the Planning Commis-
sion, or the requested copies of the plan, please call.

sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JUG:ber

cc: Marina Lake Drive, Inc., 7701 East Kellogg, Suite 575 67207 4,»R
oliver Anderson, 2219 Bullinger 67204
Michael Belluomo. 2245 Bollinger 67204
Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White 67204
City Manager's Office

r-,
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October 10, 1975

Mr. Oliver Andersan
2219 Bullinger
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Re: Z-1739 - "B" to "LC" and
DP-23 (Amendment) - South side
of 21st Street between Sweet-
briar and Marigold as extended

Dear Mr. Anderson:

At the regular meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission on October 9, 1975, the above-captioned cases were
considered. The action of the Comission was to recommend
the approval of the zone change request and the amendment to
the associated CUP without any conditions of approval.

If you wish to submit protest petitions on behalf of those
property owners within a radius of 200 feet of the area in-
cluded in the zone change request, they should be filed in the
Office of the City Clerk not later than 5:00 p.m. an October
2 3, 1975. A protest petition form is enclosed, and additional
copies may be obtained from our office.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ber

Enclosure

cc: Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bullinger 67204
Robert I. Guenthner, 2606 Bob White 67204

.h;*,49; 1.-
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2606 Bob White

Wichita, Kansas 67204

October 8, 1975

Wichita - Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Case No. Z-1739 - Zone Change from 'B" Multiple-
9 € .4 Family Dwelling District to "LC" Light Commercial

District, Lot 3, Marina Lake 4th Addition,
Sedgwick County, Kansas.

and

DP-23 - All of Government Lot 1, in the NW/4
of Sec. 7, Twp. 27S, RlE, except that part of
said Government Lot 1 which has been dedicated
for public streets.

Gentlemen:

Surely the time has come when enough is enough. It
can hardly be said that the manner in which the southwest corner
of 21st Street North and Amidon has been developed has enhanced
the area. From early proposals for the development of the area
and architectural sketches of a proposed development which took
advantage of the natural beauty and development potential of
the sandpit in the area, this development has deteriorated to
the type of cheap commercial development normally found adjoining
and only appropriate to a major commercial highway. While this
type of commercial development may arguably be appropriate to
the immediate area of a major intersection such as 21st and
Amidon, it should not be allowed to extend farther away from
the intersection into established residential areas.

As the development of the area now exists, Sweetbriar
Street is the western boundary of the commercial development at
the corner of 2lst and Amidon. To the west of Sweetbriar on
the north side of 21st Street are some very nice single-f

=i'&PW-*'
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Page Two
October 8, 1975

dwellings with a few very nice two- family dwellings. The farther
west you go from Sweetbriar, the nicer and more expensive the
homes become. The above proposal that Lot 3 be rezoned to
light commercial would allow the same type of cheap commercial
development to be placed on the south side of 21st Street immed-
iately across from some rather nice homes.

My additional fear is that once an initial step is
made by the Planning Commission to allow commercial development
to escape west from its present confines it will each time be
easier for the developer to argue that 21st Street should be
zoned completely commercial on both sides. This would have
an extremely deleterious effect on the neighborhood to the
north of 21st Street because, although 21st Street is admittedly
a busy thoroughfare, there is a substantial amount of quality
residential development on both sides of 21st which should not
be done away with in favor of commercial development.

Although I do not believe that very many of my neighbors
have actually taken the trouble to write you, I am aware from
discussions I have had with a number of them that they share my
views and we ali urge you to deny these two requested changes.

Very truly yours,

Robert I. Guenthner

·13
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WICHITA-SEDG[ICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

"12: HEARING DATE: Oct. 9, 1975
Case No. 5-1739 and

Request: '3" to "LC" and AmendmentDP-23
to Marine Lake CUP

Fk

Location: South side of 21st S treet between Sweetbriar
and Marigold as extended

Reason: "This parcel is a 2.2 acm tract bordered by a lake on thesouth and west, LC property on the east and controlled access onthe north. It cannot be econorically developed for Nly use otherthan LC. The property has been idle and unused for several yearsunder B zoning classification which is unrealistic in terms oflocation and characteristics of the subject property. The prop-erty meets LC zoning criteria and is located in an approved CUPfor which an appropriate modification is being made in conjunctierwith this application. The owner feels it should be permitted toutilize its land in accordance with its best and most advantageouruse."

Acres: 2.2
Size: 300 ft. by 325 ft.

Land Use
zonifli

Existing
UndevelopedNorth

Single-family & duplex "AA' & 'A"East

Convenience food,store,restaurants & parkingSouth
Lake

"AA"West
Lake

"AA"

Street..rights-of-way are adequate. Platted: YesHistory: History detailed in staff Sidewalk: Guaranteed byreport.
petition

HISTORY

2-0824 and DP-23 were two zone and Community Unit Plan applica-tions for the entire area of the former Dolese sandpit area ofapproximately 60 acres which the Planning Commission consideredin 1957. Approximately 37 acres were requested for "LC" and"C"end 24.5 acres were requested for "B'. A Community Unit Planwas submitted for both the connercial and residential parts.The Planning Commission recommended denial, without prejudice;however, after the City Commission heard the case, approximately8 acres of "LC" and 22 acres of ·;B" was approved. The situationat that time hinged on the impact of traffic on the arterialsystem.
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Page 2 - Case No>-d-1739 and

Case No. DP-23
October 9, 1975

f»)13.>3

01 Decenber 12, 1968, the Planni".rr Cor:ugsion considered an applj.-cation for an amendment to the CO and request for an increase ofParcel 1 from 3.57 acres to 9.13 an·res 02 light commercial zoning(Z-1032). Action of the Planning uommission was to recommenddenial of both applications. The Coard of City Commissioners, how-ever, at their meeting of January 21, 1969, approved both appliED·tions, subject to certain conditions. Again, the impact o. traf-fic on the arterial system was a prime consider·ation. (See attached.EMPC minutes of November 14, 1.968, Decen·ber 12, 1968, January 9.1969, and BCC minutes of January 21, 1969 - Attachments 1-A, 1-3,1-C, and 2.)

-·  I  -5-

.CO+Uour Juf.Al' On March 11, 1971, the Planning Commission considered an applica-tien for an amendment to the COP and a request for an increase inthe area on P arcel 1 from 9.13 acres to 14.94 acres of light com-mercial zoning. Action of the Planning Commission was to recommendapproval of both requests. This recominendation was concurred in bythe Board of City Commissioners on Maren 30, 1971. (See attachedPlanning Commission minutes of March 19, 1971, and City CommisciJDminutes of March 30, 1971 - Attachments 3 and 4.)

Ch Jrnuary 25, 1973, the Planning Comission considered an appli-amhi

cation for an amendment to the CUP and a request for an addit.ionalamount of light commercial zoning - approximately 7.33 acres andan approximate 5.75 acres of "BB" Office zoning. Action of thePlanning Commission was to reconnend approval oi both requests ;however, both applications wore denied by the City Com.ission onMarch 20, 1973. (See attached Planning Commission minutes of Jan-uary 25, 1973 and March 8, 1973, and City Commission minutes ofFebruary 27, 1973 and March 20, 1373 - Attachments 5, 6, 7 and 8.)
On September 4, 1973, as an off-agenda item, the Board of City£:cmmissioners considered the matter of litigation and zoning rela-tive to Marina Lakes, Inc. The action of the City Commissicn wasto permit the applicant to re file the application without cost,conditioned upon the litigation being ended by dismissal of thesuit and payment of the court costs by Marina Lake Drive, Inc.
Ba:ed on this action, the zone case and CUP were advertised forl.caring and notices mailed without cost to the applicant. Speci fi -caily, the applicant requested approximately 7.33 acres of "LC"zcning and an additional 5.75 acres for '33" Office zoning. OnOctober 11, 1973, the Planning Commission considered and unani-niously recommended approval of beth requests, however, the CityCommission referred the cases back to the Planning Commission for=..=consideration. The Planning Commission reconsidered the caseson November 26, 1973 and recommended by a vote of 5 in favor and1 opposed, the approval of both requests. The action of the CityC.immission was to deny both applications on December 11, 1973.(See attached Planning Commission minutes of October 11, 1973 andNovember 26. 1973, and City Commission minutes of October 30, 1973and Decenber 11, 1973 - Attachments 9, 10, 11 and 12.)
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Page 3 - Case Mr,. Z-1739 and

Case No. DP-23
0 cts,be .- 9, 1073

On February 13, 1975, the MAPC considered and recommended approval .of a request to aracnd the CUP and chinge the zoning on Parcel 6 ,(adjacent to Amidon), to the "LC" Light Conmzercial District (Z-1683) ;however, the Board of City Commissioners returned the case to the -MAPC for reconsideration. An amended request was considered twice
.1.mors by the !4APC, which recominbded appro•·:1 of the orrli-:auir.;11;ho.;ever, on July 1, 1975, the Board of City Commissioners den.Y edthe request for additional "LC;' Light Commercial zoning. (See at-tached Mi%PC minutes of February 13: 1975; April 10, 1975; June 12,1975; and City Commission minutes or March 11, 1975; April 29, 1975;July 1, 1975 - Attachments 13-17.)

Staff Comments

1. The applicant is now requesting a zone change from the '93"Multiple Family District to the "LC" Light Commercial Dis-trict on a 2.2 acre tract listed as Parcel 5 on the CUP, alic:
-Ii-the CUP amendment as submitted proposes increasing the maxi-mum building height on Parcal 5 from 35 feet to 65 feet, witha change in the proposed uses for Parcel 5 from "medical of-

fices" to "light conmercial per ordinance, except public gar- -ages, body or fender shops, public parking or storage lots .·:111not be permitted." The proposed gross floor area is 43,875square feet.

Since the filing of the applications, the applicant's attorneyhas advised by letter that they ars agreeable to the 35-footheight limitation and are changing the proposed uses to reflect
-i--lifr =1."light commercial per ordinance.';

2. The primary issue relating to this application is the further"strip zoning· of 21st Street North. At present, the "LC'District extends to Sweetbriar Street on the north side of
21st Street and to the east side of subject property on thesouth side of 21st.

From that point west until the southwestcorner of 21st and McComas, there is no additional commercialzoning and quality single family and two family residences arelocated directly across from subject property on the northside of 21st. The granting of this request could reasonablybe expected to trigger the pattern which has occurred in otherparts of the City, such as South Seneca, whereby the streetpltimately becomes stripped out and non-compatible uses are in-troduced adjacent to s ingle family homes.

:100

5. 1.- ..;361"

3. Although there is some merit to the argument that the lake tothe west of subject property providet: an excellent buffer, theunres tricted spread of commercial uses to subject property wi- 1ultimately lead to other applications on the north side of 2lstas has occurred elsewhere in the City. The original intent ofthe Co=nunity Unit Plan concept was to provide for well planned -and well organized development, and was not to promote stripzoning on a larger scale. To accomplish the intent, it is neces-sary to provide specific use limitations, landscaping, intensitycontrols and other amenities in order to lessen the impact of

I
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Page 4 - Case No. Z-1739 and

Case No. DP-23
Ocrober 9, 19 75

large scale developments. The uses permitted in the "LC" Dis-trict rat.ge from those, such as drive-in restaurants whose ex-teinal effects are incompatitle with residential neighborhoods,to other uses, such as financial institutions, offices or studios,which can be a buffer or trans ition area between residentialand more intensive uses.

If the number of buildings was limited to one and if specificuse limitations were proposed by the applicant in the text c fthe CUP, the potential for strip zoning represented by this ap-plication could be substantially reduced. The applicant, how-ever, has proposed that the full range of light cominerci al usesbe permitted on subject property.

Tie impact of this request on traffic flows in the area couldeither be negligible or major, depending on the uses pennitted,but the "strip zoning" of 2.lct Street to the west will furtheroverload and impact the major intersection of 2lst and Amidcn.All of the arguments on traffic generations and congestion havebeen substantially presented in the past and are found in pre-vious minutes.

Inasmuch as them have been a number of additions ad amendmentsto the Code of the City of Wichita since this CUP was last ap-proved in March, 1971, the following additions or changes shouldbe made on the plan:

a) Amend general provision #1 to read as follows: "Signcontrol - Signs as permitted by the zoning district.'
b) Delete comment #6 under Parcel #7 as this will be con-trolled by amended G.P. 01 above.

c) Add a general provision # 7 to read as follows: "Firelaneeasements shall be provided in accordance with Section15.01.055 Code of the City of Wichita."
The applicant' s attorney has advised in his letter that heisn' t. certain as to whether they can alter provisions otherthan those specific conditions relating to Parcel #5 con-tained in this application, as these changes would affect otherparcels not owned by his client.

7.

This is the sixth amendment proposed for the Marina Lake CUPsince 1968 and as a result of deletions, additions and amend-ments, the texts for individual parcels are out of order,notations are in the margins, and in some instances the textis difficult to read. The intent of any plans is to provideaccurate, concise information in a legible form and the appli-cant should be required to have the CUP redrawn in order toprovide clear, legible copies.

If the P lanning Commission determines that the request for "Lc"zoning is proper, considere tion Should be given to requiringa specific use list so as not to continue the effect of striptYpe of commercial uses. The following conditions should beconsidered:

6
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Page 5 - Case No. Z-1739 and

Cy.·je No. DP-23
03:.char 9, 19 75

a) Amend the text of Parcel #5 to speci fically limit the uses
permitted, such as office buildings, medical clinics, finan·-
cial institutions, laboratores, and studios.

b) Provide that the number of buildings shall not exceed
one.

c) The applicant shall provide clear legible copies of t:he
CUP, with the text of the parcels being in order.

d) General Provision #2 shall be amended to provide a waiver
of the screening and land-·caping requirement on the south
and west lines of Parcel #5.
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luce.41 2802-4
1 October 1975

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Annex Building - Fourth Floor
Wichita, Kansas 67202

%41

Re: Z-1739 "B" to "LC" and
DP-23 - Amendment to the
Marina Lake C.U.P.

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

As you know, I res ponded to your letter of September 25th
by discussing the matter with you on the telephone on a couple of
occasions.

Attempting to comply with your requirements and without
incurring any additional expense in the drafting of further plans
and after discussing the matter with my clients, I make the
following requests and suggestions:

A. It is my understanding that we both agree it
would be impossible for us to agree to amendments
of the C. U. P. which would alter or affect property
owned entirely by others and we are therefore not
making any suggestions or additions to the provisions f
of the C. U. P. except as it would affect Parcel #5 . 1
.B. In the proposed amendment res pecting Parcel *5,
we would agree to the reduction of the maximum
building height from 65 feet to 35 feet in Item #4 and

It Art·7: f
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would request the deletion in Item #7 of Parcel #5
of all language after the word "ordinance" so that
Item #7 reads: "Proposed use: Light Commercial
per ordinance. "

C. We cannot be any more specific in regard to the
proposed Light Commercial use as my clients do not
as yet have anything under contract. We, therefore,
must leave the description open to those uses possible
under Light Commercial.

D. We appreciate your suggestion regarding the screening
and would request that the proposal include language either
in general provisions number 2 or in Parcel #5 as a new
numbered 8, "Screening ks requested to be waived adjacent
to the south and west boundcies=of Parcel #5 inasmuch as
the river and water area of the lake are an adequate buffer
for residential areas to the south and west.

-1

0 e

Mr. Galbraith

1 October 1975

Page 2

%*t

42*t

I believe this covers the area s about which we talked and if there

is anything further I can do, please do not hesitate to let me know.

Very truly yours,

VINCENT L. BOGART, Chartered

VLB/cp

CC:

Vincent L. Bogart

Marina Lake Drive, Inc.

7701 East Kellogg, Suite 575
Wichita . Kansas 67207

Mr. Keith Parker

1021 East Waterman

Wichita, Kansas 67211

Ript12·
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September 25, 19754

Vincent L. Bogart, Chartered
444 North Market
Wichita. Kansas 67202

Reg Z-1739 "B" to 'IC" and
AP-23 - Amendment to the

Marina Lake C.U.P.

Dear Mr. Bogart:
#194

We have forwarded copies of the submitted amended C.U. P. for
Marina Lakes to representatives of the Department of Public Workl 3%*k?

for their comrnents. In our review of these two applications. it
appears that the only amendment to the C.U. P. is the area on the 244:

south side of 21st Street designated as Parcel 5. Specifically
9• plan proposes the following general amendments :

Increasing the amount of "LC' zoning approximately
2.2 acres.

. Increasing the maximum building height on Parcel 5
from 35 feet to 65 feat.

Changing the "proposed use " for Parcel 5 from
"medical offices" to "Light Commercial per
ordinance, except - public garageo. body or
fender shops. public parking or storage lots
will not be permitted

As you are aware, this C. U. P. ha• been amended several tj trees and each
time there have been notes. corrections and addition, made on the
plan to where it is now quite difficult to read. We would recommend
that the entire text be carefully reviewed by the applicant and
retyped in an orderly manner where it is legible to all.

41%
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1.&/toPag• 2 - Vincent L. Bogart, Chartered
Z-1739 & DP-23 Amendment
September 25, 1975

Our major concern with thii lateit amendment ii the proposed
extennion of "Le further weit on 21*t Street. We believe the
major issue ia whether or not 'Le" •hould be extended across
the street from "AA• Single Family and -A" No Family zoning.
or should the eximting -B' zone remain am a buffer.
Inaomuch ae there have been a number of additions and amendment,
to the Code of the City of Wichita since thil C.U.P. was last
approved in March 1971. by the City Commission, the following
additions or change, should be made on the plan,

1. Amend General Provision #1 to read as follows,
"Sign Control - Signe as permitted by the zoning
district."

:,1 1. 1
2. Delete corament #6 under parcel 7 al thi, will be

controlled by amended G.P. #1 above.

3. Add a General Provision #7 to read as follows:
'Fire lane easements shall be provided in accor-
dance with Section 15.01.055 Code of the City of
Wichita.

In addition to the foregoing it ii auggeated that the use# propond
for Parcel 5 be more specific and that reference to body and fender
shop§ be deleted as that use is not permitted under any circum-
stances in the 'LC' zoning diatrict.

ift

·lf

f

It im also •uggested that the maximum building height on Parcel 5
be changed from 65 feet to 35 feet al wal approved for this parcel
by the City Commission in 1971.

Should your client desire to include a waiver of the required
screening adjacent to the mouth and weat linei of Parcel 5, this
Ihould be amended into General Provision #2.

30'Of
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Page 3 - Vincent L. Bogart. Chartered
Z-1739 & DP-23 Amendment

Soptember 25. 1975
1

These are molt of the comments we have at this time as related
to the submitted amended C.U.P. We have advertised these two
cales for a public hearing for the Planning Commission meeting
of October 9, 1975. We would appreciate your reviewing our
comments and making the appropriate corrections and returning
12 revised copies to our office by 5:00 p.m. on October 1, 1975.

If you have any questions concerning these easei. please call.

sincerely.
/9"4

3542)
Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG,el

Enel.

ecs Marina Lake Drive, Inc.. 7701 E.Kellogg, Suite 575, 67207
Keith Parker, 1021 East Waterman. 67211
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DP-23 - 02¢; notices mailed out to adjacent property owners 9-25-75 for

MAPC meeting 10-9-75

(the above notice and also notices for Case No. Z-1739 were mailed inthe same envelope.)
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

3-'90

September 25. 1975

E«a:. NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY 0W1.ERS:

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion will consider the following item in Room 401 City Building
Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita. Kansas, at its meeting at 1:30 p.m.
on October 9, 1975, at which time you may appear either in person
or by agent or attorney, if you so desire.

uP-23 - All of Government Lot 1. in the NW4 of Sec. 7, Twp. 272,
RlE, except that part of said Government Lot 1 which has
been dedicated for public streets. Ganerallv located at
the southwest corner of 21st Street North and Amidon.

The Development Plan of this area. originally approved in
April 1967 and as amended in January 1969, and March. 1971. hal
been resubmitted as required under the Community Unit Plan pro-
visions of Section 28.04.190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the
City of Wichita. The Development Plan is on file in the Planning
Department Office, Room 402 City Building Annex. 104 South Main.
Wichita. Kansas, and is available for public information and review.

The revised Development Plan on file proposes the following
general amendments:

/1/

1. Increasing the amount of "IC Light Coninercial Zoning
approximately 2.2 acres by changing from "B" Multiple
family to "Le" Light Commercial the zoning on Parcel 5
located on 21•t Street between Sweetbriar and Marigold
as extended from the north.

-1!2>9241 7399mm

E .4 ..4. 03 :

EL

2. Changing the proposed use for Parcel 5 from medical
offices to light commercial uses excepting public
garages and public parking and storage garages.

3. Increase maximum building height on Parcel 5 from 35emi
feet to 65 feet.

....

495·©9..A'=

NOTE: It is the policy of the Planning Commission that my request
for a deferral of the hearing of this case shall be submitted to
the Secretary. Robert A. Lakin. 104 South Main, 7 days prior to the
meeting. The Chairman or the Secretary may grant such a request
for a deferral. Per,ons requesting deferrals will be charged with
the cost of nreparing and mailing now notices.

Robert A. Lakin, Secretary

t:.4

Ir..trVVY.F.=4*.

r.,63///62- 4%24 444 1
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Sept.10,1975

Paul Graveo, Traffic Engineering
Dick Linn, City Engineering
M. S.Mitchell. Asst. Supt.. Public Works Maintenance

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

Amendment to DP-23 - Marina Lakes Community Unit Plan and
Z-1739 - Zoning change from "B" to "LC"

Attached is the latest revioed copy for the Marina Lakes
Community Use Plan. The only change that is requested is
for light commercial zoning on Parcel 5. In addition to the
change of zoning. the building height for Parcel 5 has been
increased from 35 feet to 65 feet.

These cases have been scheduled for consideration by the
Planning commission at their meeting of October 9, 1975, and
we would appreciate any comments you may have, as soon as
possible.

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG:el

Attached
t· »•4., 4
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APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

(PLANNED RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT)

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE

CITY OF WICHITA. 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. AppliCIRt MARINA LAKE DRIVE, INC.
Address7701 E . Kellogg, Suite 575, Wichita 67207 phone 685-4300

Agenty 9 Vincent L. Bogart, Chartered

Address 444 N. Market, Wichita 67202 Phone 263-6291

b. Applicant

Address Phone

I . 14+ Agent

Address Phone

c. Applicant

Address Phone

Agent

Address Phone

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

Amended
II.A The applicant hereby requesti Community Unit Plan approval for

that portion of Parcel 5 legally described as Lot(s)

Three (3) Block(s)

MARINA IAKE FOURTH Addition.

for which a zoning change has been requested from B to LC. The entire CUP
mav be cenerallv Apsarih.-ri a.q r'%nvt T.nt r}np (1) in tho Nirthwo=t Ot,Ar·+Ar MW/213

of Section 7-27-1E, except that part of said Govt. Lot One (1) which has been
dedicated for public streets.

RE .
II.B There are 60.87 net acres (round to nearest tenth) in the entire ,

&=me?

CUP; however, the only change requested in the CUP is as to the 2.2 acres
7 1 described above. 9.*#Wr/#f ·k./)-/

UDEP 'f'-trtf
2 L Tg-330-3

62

· /imf·r ··
Al &7....

»214
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III. This property is located at (address)

The general location is (use appropriate section)

a. at the Southwest corner of 21st Street

Amidonand ; or

b. on the N /A side of N/A (Ave.
r13:KE :,4

Street) between 3/A (Ave., Street) and

(Ave., Street).

IV. I (we), the applicant (s), acknowledge receipt of the instruction

sheet explaining the method of submitting this application. I

(we) realize that this application cannot be processed unless it

is completely filled in and accompanied by a current abstractor's

certificate as required in the instruction sheet.

MARINA IAKE DRIVE, INC.
By: Vincent L. Bogart, Chartere4, Agent

By

Authorized Agent 6/f any) Authorized Agent (if any)

By After.By

Authorized Agent (if any) Authorized Agent (if any)

V. OFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at

(AM Month,

Year). It has been checked and found to be complete and accom-

panied by required documents and the appropriate fee of

$ 404 -

Title

j
T9-330-4

r 4..4 1
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OWNERSHIP LIST

Lot Block Addition Property Owner

5 3 Benjamin Hills Second Add. , gichard R. Ayesh & Mildred M.t628 Benjamin Drive 67204

6 3 Same Kathryn Johnson & Ruby Millsap
V U-1%16 Benjamin Drive 67204

7 3 Same , Aileen Lee - -74: 94 »··I.•«'- CZN

8 3 Same 1- Arthur D. Busch & Florence C.
V -52 Benjamin Drive 67204

672. U,4

9 3 Same „0<_.pbed T. Wells & Evelyn A. Wells 2
2542 Benjamin Drive 67204

10 3 Same Jry D. Forney, Trustee for
V Jerry Forney Trust

2534 Benjamin Drive 67204

11 3 Same Robert D. Dickerson & Carol J.
V -2520 Benjamin 67204

4

12 3 Same C,Raymond D. George & Gail
2512 Benjamin Drive 67204

13 3 Same ,)4MArvin W. Somers & Barbara H.
V

2506 Benjamin Drive 67204

14 3 Same -69:is Frank Hoobler & Betty Jo ,.
/ Addres LUnknown . - . Ae

2*4 v 5305-'"Kir e h. *AUD 674 3%9.jeA {
*D?P 15 3 Same _.>Ida Mattson Sjogren & Shirley A. .34914'0·44 3*>·0 34V'' 2315 N. Richmond 67204

16 3 Same on G. Salyer & Louise K.
4 2325 N. Richmond 67204

17 3 Same / >ielvin C. Byers & Dorothy A.
v 2339 N. Richmond 67204

18 3 Same Aorton E. Goss and Benita L.
2355 N. Richmond 67204

19 3 Same / D¢is L. King & Charlotte E.
V'vtrawford, 2367 N. Richmond 6720

,·*21

20 3 Same j.*21rdon L. Smith & Joar C. Smith
77 N. Richmond 67204

1 5 Same  BoAd of Park Commissioners
V 10* S. Main 67202 4 .

Of{21

0 0

9 644%14%
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

2 5 Benjamin Hills Second Add. / Board of Education
'L=28 S. Broadway 67202

5 7 Same / Jack E. Greene & Elizabeth J.
7-2302 Marigold 67204

4 9 Same , William Ronald Brigstocke and
,/A--Mindia M. Brigstocke

2228 Hyacinth 67204

5 9 Same Deane Jirrels & Nadine

Hyacinth 67204

6 9 Same Wilbur R. Elsea & E. Maxine

V 4@0€Miyacinth 67204
R

7 9 Same . 9-Anna MeLean

2359 McLean Blvd. NW 67204

8 9 Same , /w.Gliver R. Anderson & Marjorie L. ;
2219 Bullinger 67204

9 9 Same J£--Melvin E. Zandler & Shirley L.
2231 Bullinger 67204

10 9 Same -John M. Richards Jr. & Betty L.
2237 Bullinger 67204

11 9 Same 01-3:chael A. Belluomo & Mary Paula jg ' ';;ffi .ff*45 Bullinger 67204

1 10 Same Dav d E Childs & Kathleen B.L-,25Tt BeAjamin 67204
2 10 Same 6 C. Raymond Goble & Kathleen V.

V'L*5-53 Benj amin 67204 '14rA iI

3 10 Same / Richard Bills & Wilma Jeanne
U514 Sabin 67212

4 10 Same /DRessell L. Brenner & Peggy J.
V'n 2551 Benjamin Drive 67204

5 10 Same / Harry J. Frazier & Norma Joan
1//2605 Benj amin Drive 67204

6 10 Same Herbert Parks & Evelyn L.

1 ---2615 Benjamin Drive 67204

7 10 Same £ Veland M. Patterson & Elaine
1/L.2627 Benjamin Drive 67204

8 10 Same jeederick E. Dorey & Lillian E.
M, - 67110

/ 4941-1:
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner
1%'f:'.

9 10 Benjamin Hills Second Add. bert P. Guerra & Reva
I,/ 2616 Bob White 67204

t't
10 10 Same / Robert G. Guenther & Susan

2608 Bob White 67204

11 10 Same /glaert Emmett Wood & Helen Wanda
7, 2552 Bob White 67204

12 10 Same 4-@4*fford P. Brawley & Lois M.
V- 2542 Bob White 67204

13 10 Same Dean L. Babb & Norma L. Babb
41534 Bob White 67204

14 10 Same A _,1--€arson Rockhill & Virginia J.
1 -1505 Benjamin Drive 67204

1 11 Same /-0 Guy Jones Jr. & Katherine C.
2521 Bob White 67204

2 11 Same 14....Mtin O. English & Rosella C.
1 2533 Bob White 67204

3 11 Same J. Soper & Virginia H.
41 Bob White 67204

4 11 Same LeQd Kirkland & Mabelle
1.2551 Bob White 67204

5 11 Same - Dow L. Graber & Marie L. Graber
/ u/0605 Bob White 67204

6 11 Same 21.i T. Ferris & Agnes C.
1 2615 Bob White 67204

7 11 Same 10411 W. Schroeder & Lorraine
v''2627 Bob White 67204

8 11 Same ,11 R. Phillips & Sandra L.
2208/ Bullinger 67204

9 11 Same Alohn E. Brewer
515 Union Center 67202

10 11 Same 73 game

e.°k Fi 11 11 Same  Same
5 1 12 11 Same 3 same

13 11 Same D Same
14 11 Same Same

. 663

26
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

15 11 Benjamin Hills 2nd Add. .-139 Henry Y. Geen & Jayne L. Geen
j 2209 Marigold 67204

16 11 Same
dward O. Elpers & Donna M.

1 2419 Benjamin Drive 67204
17 11 Same

A;obert M. Shearer & Joan B.
v -2433 Benjamin Drive 67204

1 12 Same 7 Alfred M. Farha & Beulah K.
1 2442 Benjamin Drive 67204

2 12 Same gucille K. Wilkinson
2434 Benjamin Drive 67204

3 12 Same , ay C. Hopson & Dorothy J.
2426 Benj amin Drive 67204

4 12 Same /'rd E. Lewis & Gloria J. Lewis ' t
2420 Benjamin Drive 67204

5 12 Same / Administrator of Vet. Affairs
v 1500 East Kellogg 67218

6 12 Same Emmet E. Hall and Lois

- '9 3007 Columbine 67204
7 12 Same tp same
9 12 Same  Same
8 12 Same ,/ill:Lam L. Leblon & Flora M.

2227 N. Richmond 67204

10 12 San e

Administrator of Vet. Affairs5500 East Kellogg 67218
12 12 Same / Henry Klaus Jesse & Darlene M.

V V2261 N. Richmond 67204
11 12 Same erome Charles Beck & BarbaraV' 2253 N. Richmond 67204

1 13 Same / Walter J. Broderson & Ruth B.
v' L,3262 N. Richmond 67204

2 13 Sane / ank R. Cobb & Jeannine M. Cobbtf
VL-/2254 N. Richmond 67204

3 13 Same  gdorge L. Harris & Birdie M.
1«2244 N. Richmond 67204

4 13 Same dohn M. Lang & Virginia.
2236 N. Richmond 67204
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner 4

5 13 Benjamin Hills Second Add. ,/ Clifford R. Muhlenbruch & Ruth
42-&8 N. Richmond 67204

6 13 Same Administrator of Vet. Affairs

5500 E. Kellogg 67218

7 13 Same n Emmet E. Hall & Inis Hall
v 3007 Columbine 67204

8 13 Same pHenry Y. Geen & Jayne G. Geen
2209 Marigold 67204

9 13 Same -rj p Leason H. Mceloyd & Martha S.2219 Marigold 67204 3

10 13 Same Larry J. Armfield & Gwendolyn F.
P 2229 Marigold 67204

S

11 13 Same rren E. Carpenter & Sandra Lee 34**e.
2239 Marigold 67204

12 13 Same Administrator of Vet. Affairs 
5500 East Kellogg 67218

13 13 V/' prOille W. Smith & Bettiann
U/2225 Dogwood Lane 67204

Administrator of Vet. Affairs

5500 E. Kellogg 67218

15 13 Same Ch•rles F. Danbury & Dorothy E.
Dogwood Lane 67204

16 13 Same /. For·Oest V. Jackson & Evelyn A.
V -251 Dogwood Lane 67204

1 14 Same Ward H. Blackford & Esther M.

2238 Marigold 67204

2 14 Same - - Mark W. Dick & Beverly D. Dick

 7 2222 Marigold 67204
3 14 Same Bernard J. Stambaugh & Ralpholen>,

2 ) 2206 Marigold 67204 339
4 14 Same Southwest Federal Savings & loan tuit.:

130 N. Market 67202

5 14 Same -73 9 Norman E. Allerheiligen and
Dorothy W. Allerheiligen
2225 Sweetbriar 67204

6 14 Same  Presbytery of Wichita J
Synod of Kansas3
2258 Marigold 67204

* ..1
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner
-

Part of Block 16, Benj amin Hills Second Add.f'P American Health & Life Ins. Co. 
and part of Lot 3, Block A, Sweetbriar Addition 200 East First Street 67202 1.- 4%
and Replat of Part of Benjamin Hills Second
Addition to Wichita, described as follows:
Beginning at the Southwest corner of said 04
Block 16; thence East along the South line of +
said Block 16; 150 feet; thence North at
right angles 184 feet; thence West parallel
with the South line of said Block 16 to the

West line of said Lot 3; thence Southwesterly 1=

along the West line of said Lot 3 and said
Block 16 to beginning. ..i

All of Block 16, in Benjamin Hills Second 14-3)i·n River Club
Addition, except beginning at the Southeast 2248 Sweetbriar 67204

corner of said Block 16, thence North 300 44 . 9-217-210/1, .Mi.a " ice ML
feet; thence West parallel with the South line crw· e e.,64 -401
of said Block 16 to a point in the West line of 6 . w.·.Ea..Nk#* C.•4.-
said Block 16; thence Southwesterly to the i,Lar ,£--„.JAz.#<4 >• 7)Ad*' i
Southwest corner of said Block 16; thence East ' 1&--li,2... ©- -+226444- 1on South line to the place of beginning (. De.... 9-

971

I.W. · 4%
4!2 V · 01

b. ..,al.:. ··4:.4
'' I . .:.44

94*g

That part of Lot 3, Block A, in Sweetbriar 3 Don S. Peters & Walter W. Jones Addition and Replat of Part of Benjamin Hil 285 S. Dellrose 67218 .!:?£04102/

Second Addition described as: Beg. at the NW ./8 4,

corner of said Lot 3, Block A, thence East along .11&€; 7 2, i,) 442
./8. .3.. ?4the North Line of said Lot 3, Block A 346.76 feet

to the Northeast corner of said Lot 3, Block A, miniti ''. 40jthence South along the East line of said Lot 3,
Block A, 300 feet to the E utheast corner of lot 3, .=,4 4 2

thence West along the South line said Lot 3, 325.2
feet to the Southwest corner of said lot, thence .........4
North to a point which is 116 feet South of the
North line of Lot 3, Block A, thence West to the
East line of Sweetbriar Lane, thence Northeasterly :
along the East line of Sweetbriar Lane to th --1- +

91

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast eetbriar Gardens, Inc. --I

Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section -59 McLean Blvd. N.W. 61_80···
.'+:

6, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th 67204
P.M., Sedgwick County, Lusas, except that portion
described as: Beg. at a pt. 661.65 ft North and
40 ft West of the SE corner of SWt section 6-27-1E
being on W ln dedicated row for Amidon Avenue, thence
West along the South line of the dedicated North Half
of Halstead Street 130 feet, thence South 130 feet,
thence East 130 feet, thence North 130 feet to pob.,
subject to ground lease to Sinclair Oil Company 1
and easements and restrictions of record

.=?37..F«€§9 =m- .5€

.:% .....@85:.'. 0-7
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

1 A Sweetbriar Addition and A. McLean

Replat of Part of Benjamin t-=39 McLean Blvd. N.W.
Hills 2nd Addition 67204

2 A Same -3> same
Block 1 Gatdner' s Riverlawn Addition Gardner Land Inc.
& vac 22nd st adj. ,-5902 East 13th 67208
1 2 Same Emmet B. Park & Margaret F. Par

v/"•••0-2330 Amidon 67204

2 2 Same Donald R. Armstrong & Ruby Eva

,0/L-[El W. 23rd North 67204

3 2 Same ,ald A. Filby & Lois M.

0'-1915 W. 23rd North 67204
4 2 Same & A. Miller & Mildred B.

/ Kathleen D. Garrison
|/ 1909 W. 23rd St. North 67204

5 2 Same /#imhn W. Swenson & Lulu E.
4 1901 W. 23rd St. North 67204

6 2 Same LE W. Schubert & Nell M.
4 1827 W. 23rd St. North 67204

7 2 Same  George S. Simpson & Rosa L.
V"-r521 W. 23rd St. North 67204

A

8 2 Same y-5phen J. Betton & Janet L. t·

1 1815 W. 23rd North 67204

9 2 Same N.JU,iliam Henry Holsapple and
/ Marjorie Holsaople

1807 W. 23rd North 67204

12 2 Same e·•Gardner Land Inc.
902 East 13th St. 67208

13 2 Same  Same

14 2 Same  Same
15 2 Same  Same
16 2 Same  Same
17 2 Same  Same

 Same18 2 Same

19 2 Same  Same
20 2 Same t) Same
vacated 22nd St. adj. lots 11 thru 20

-1
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

12 3 Gardners Riverlawn Addition X,Biolet J. Steven, Brenda Sue
, Sherrill, Charles David Steven

2416 Amidon 67204

13 3 Same /Ray Shropshire & Georgia I.
'3¢ Fit

vv2410 Amidon 67204

9- 4.0 14 3 Same lonzo W. Johnson & I. Lorene
0 2402 Amidon 67204

15 3 Same 4.bean E. Norris & Betty L.
 1918 W. 23rd St. North 67204

16 3 Same Robert R. Bowell & Norma Jane

06001 W. 13th St. 67203
17 3 Same ;A?aul W. Reeves & Katherine M. j

 2415 Riverlawn 67204
14 4 Same 74atricia L. Rice & Dennis L.

V/ 5040 E. Pawnee 67218
15 4 Sgn e ames Sanders & La Donna J.

1214 Kevin Road 67208

16 4 Same /lendell E. Polin & Betty M.
V 1824 W. 23rd North 67204

1 1 Lakeview Estates akeview Development Co., Inc.
1900 Amidon 67203

1 A Lakeview Estates 2nd Add. 7 P Same

2 A Same IP v'Same
6 A Same 7 t/Same
4 A Same

3 VSame

1 Twin Lakes Office Park CD 1/Same

2 Same e

1 Woodrow Ford & Crane' s Addition ,./44. H. Owens & Evelyn A. Owens **®4,0
Court ' 1733 W. 18th St. 67203

3 Sane Sane  ,/Same
5 Same Same VEame

7 Same Same /t/Sam Schwien & Lutie Schwien
V 1848 Woodrow Court 67203

9 Same Sane > •/Same
11 Same Same 3 w/Same

34. L

Uke€*¢94?Miz

L
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

13 Woodrow Ford & Crane's Addition Gerold B. Beat & Grace M.
Court 1842 Woodrow Court 67203

15 Same Same  /Same

17 Same Same 1 6'tame
19 Same Same /Dekalb Agricultural Association.1801 Woodrow Court Inc.

67203

21 Same Same ,/Same
23 Same Same  l/Same
25 Same Same  1,Same
27 Same Same ']) l/Same
29 Same Same  1.8ame
31 Same Same  6,Same
33 Same Same Ame

1 1 Cook' s River Ranch Addition i/(ic Cheq-I Shen and
4Jacqueline Shen

1846 Lisa Lane 67203

2 1 Same verett C. Moss & Delpa A.
V'1827 W. 18th St. 67203 ?.*F:73 3.3411

3 1 Same I/Qayne M. Armstrong& Zelma D.
01809 W. 18th St. 67203

4 1 Same IAobert L. Whitesell & Alta L.
 1805 W. 18th St. 67203

5 1 Same ,i/Donald J. Lampe & Jean C.
V 1855 Woodrow Court 67203

6 exc 1 Same j••Phyllis J. Dixon
S 1' 1 1845 Woodrow Court 67203

Sl' v-Robert H. Jackson & Dorothy E.
6 1 Same 1835 Woodrow Court 67203

7 1 Same  Flame
8 1 Same ,/Eugene L. Jones & Lorraine C.

4 1825 Woodrow Court 67203

t/William C. Anderson & O. Aileen
9 1242 Coolidge 67203

1805 Woodrow Court 67203 89@.f:

-49
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Lot Block Addition ,Property Owner

NWly 1 Cook's River Ranch Addition dlkffrey V. Baxter & Martha L.
2' lot 1 1824 Lisa Lane 67203

12 1 Same 2 Miame
11 exc aul J. Andree & Dorothy C.
NWly 2' 1 Same 1814 Lisa Lane 67203
13 1 Same Homer E. Keith & LaDonna Keith

V" 1828 Lisa Lme 67203
14 1 Same i/Phillip R. Purinton & Patricia

3801 W. 13th Apt. 1010 67203

15 1 Same W(lbert H. Nelson III and
Patricia Ann Nelson

V- 1836 Lisa Lane 67203

16 1 Same ,/Haig Hagopian & Anahid
V 1840 Lisa Lane 67203

2 2 Same •drlene v. Root
1847 Lisa Lane 67203

3 2 Same -3> kgame
4 2 Same 1)9( I W. Bragg Co, Inc.

5 2 Same ,C. W. Bragg Co., Inc.
 1741 N. Broadway 67214

6 2 Same ames H. Lange & Zelma I.
V 1833 Lisa Lane 67203

7 2 Same t/thristine J. Cleary

1829 Lisa Lane 67203
8 2 Same vt. Eugene MeGinnis & Peggy A.

1825 Lisa Lane 67203

9 2 Same ],fistrid Hayden
17 4

V 1821 Lisa Lane 67203 12$246
:€4%4

10 2 Same Burditt E. Zachary
V 1817 Lisa Lane 67203

11 2 Same 6/tharley Floyd Thomas
arjorie C. Thomas

1813 Lisa Lane 67203

12 2 Same jt/Lawrence E. Wells & Irene

 1401 Garland 67203 J
13 2 Same 1) £/Same

14 2 Same D 'Same
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Lot Block Addition pyperty Owner I -

Gardner's 17th Street Add. V"Riverside Homes Inc.
3902 East 13th St. 67208

7 ·Same  dame
Marina Lake Addition erexaco Inc.1

ri. v" 8301 East Pawnee 67207

.. 2 Same /9(iser Inc.
V 1446 Willow Road 67208

1 Mar ina Lake Third Addition Kiverbenl Associates, Ltd.
/6/0 Ferd Evans

1 200 W. Douglas 67202

1 Marina Lake 4th Addition Clear Lakes Inc.
44 r1) 940 Mearle Mason 7.4

/ 810 W. Douglas 67203 44. 7

2 Same

3 Same

 "Same
Marina Lake Drive Inc.

-9 c/o Vincent L. Bogart444 N. Market 67202

B

1 Marina Lake 6th Addition ,1 Clear Lake Inc.
-h 7 c/o Mearle Mason

810 W. Douglas 67203

That part of Govt. Lot 1 in the NWi of   Marina Lake Drive, Inc.
Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East c/o Vincent L. Bogart
of the 6th P.M., Describedas: Beg. at a point on 444 N. Market 67202

the East line of said Govt. Lot 1, SOO°04'05"
W 1120.32 feet from the Northeast corner thereof;
thence N 88°12'55" W, parallel to the north line of
said Govt. Lot 1, a distance of 130 feet; thence
NOO°04'05" E 15 ft; thence S 89°56'09"W, 455.06
feet; thence N 54°26'07" W, 251.68 feet; thence
N 70°56'58" W, 959.77 feet to a point 695 feet South
and 770 feet East of the Northwest corner of said

Govt. Lot 1; thence S 12°11'35" W, 282.9 feet more or
less to the left (North) bank of the Arkansas River;

thence Southeasterly along the left (North) bank-··of
said river to the east line of said Govt Lot 1; thence

North 885 feet more or less to beginnings except therefrom
that part dedicated to the public for access, drainage,
river-bank maintenance, flood control and river beautification

purposes, subject to easements and restrictions of record.

Govt. Lot 1, in the NWi of Sec. 7-27-1E Q Clear Lakes Inc.
except above described tract and except those 7 c/o Mearle Mason

portions platted as Marina Lake Add., Marina -1) 810 W. Douglas 67203
Lake 3rd Add, Marina Lake 4th Add., and /
Marina Lake 6th Addition

t. .

8 -1*

%*i.
F' ,

....

1 0

r./,1@2

91
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Tract
Property Owner

The East 2/3 of a square acre of ground, XMarcus D. Gow
located in the Northwest corner of the V 6601 West 13th Street
following tract of land: Beg. at the North- 67212

west corner of Lot 2, Section 7, Twp. 27 S,
RlE of the 6th P.M., thence East on section
line 1004 feet to center of 50 foot County Road,
thence with an angle to the right of 84°15' on
the center of said County Road 731.3 feet; thence
with an angle to the left of 86°20' on said County
Road and center of 20th Street and Motor Addition
extended West 266 feet to the East line of said
Lot 2, thence with an angle to the right of
90°20' of the East line of said Lot 2, 1320
feet to the center of line of 18th Street in

Motor Addition extended West, thence with an angle
af;32*: to the right of 89°40' on the extended center line

of 18th street, 1319.6 feet to the West line of
said Lot 2, thence with an angle to the right of
90°20' on the West line of said Lot 2, 2086.5
feet to beginning, tF44..9

Lot Block Addition Property Owner

1 Womer's 4th Addition Vichard H. Rumsey & Lorie J.
 1730 N. Clarence 67203

8 1 Womer's 5th Addition 1/Fred S. Lillibridge & Betty L.
/ 1711 N. Charles 67203

9 1 Same /Doris O. Carter
4 1719 N. Charles 67203

1 2 Same eonard F. Dickeson & Marjorie k
1422--th-Edwagds 67203

2 2 Same 1/Charlie L. Edwards & Wilda J. if&*
»M-LN--Ediuard·s 67203

3 2 Same 6/L. Winston Rogers & Joy M. 3» 1702 N. Charles 67203

Part of Lot 1, described as beg. at the "Donald L. .fillpr & Johnita D.
front corner common to said Lots 1 and 2;
thence NEly along the line common to said 67204,

Lots 1 and 2, a distance of 125 feet; thence
SWly to a point on the front line of said Lot 1,
1.5 feet NWly from beg.; thence SEly 1.5 feet
to beginning all in Block 1, Womers 6th Add.

Lot 1, Block 1, Womers 6th Addition ,0*Hubert L. Edwards & Virginia C. 't'f , 'f Cf I. 933·96
exc. above tract V 1915 N. Edwards 67203

I#Il:':'#£/::&'#&

iti-/-/....%

0 51£
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

S2' 1 Womers Sixth Addition  Leharles A. Beattie & Margaret R
lot 2 1940 N. Sedgwick 67203

3 1 Same ame

4 1 Same thomas D. Beard & Ruth Ann
4 2733 Meadowvale 67203

N25'

lot 5 1 Same  bame

S50' yialph G. Twyman & Wilma R.
5 1 Same  1920 N. Sedgwick 67203

N50'

6 1 Same

S25' ,44cil M. Gleason & Frances L.
6 1 San e V 1912 N. Sedgwick 67203

7 exe

S 4' 1 Same  ne
S4' j*obert J. Kernohan & Beverly J.
7 1 Same V 1902 N. Sedgwick 67203

16 exe 1 Same /01.len C. Hiatt
N 3' & v 1911 N. St. Clair 67203

exc S 10'

Lot 17, except beg. at the Northeast corner ptonald E. Winkler & Hazel Clair l '
thence West to the Northwest corner of said 1921 N. St. Clair 67203
Lot; thence South along the rear line of
said lot, 1 foot; thence East to beginning;
and the North 3 feet of lot 16, all in Block 1,

Ayii?r

C.: Womers Sixth Addition

slo' ovel G. Swan & Billie
16 1 Womers Sixth Addition  1901 N. St. Clair 67203

74- Part of Lots 17 and 18, Block 1, Womers Sixth arold Belt and Alice Belt
Addition described as: Beg. at the front corner 1931 N. St. Clair 67203

common to said Lots 17 and 18; thence NEly along
ri the front line of Lot 18, 75.7 feet to the NE

corner of said Lot 18; the NWly 159 feet more or
less to a point on the rear line said Lot 18, said
point being 6 ft South of the NW corner said Lot 18;
thence South along the rear line of said Lots 18 and 17,
130 feet to a point 1 foot South of the NW corner of
said lot 17; thence East 130 feet to the place of beg.

'1».tly,

4-41
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Block Addition
t.

Lot 19, Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition, onaldt:inand Mazie L. King 
except beg. at the front corner common to 1941 N. St. Clair 67203 E®**4
Lots 19 and 20; thence Wly along the front -'-:-Y,€-6,4,

line of Lot 19, 10 feet; thence NWly along a line radial to -*24&3*4
the front line of Lot 19, 186.3 feet to the

/47*72@00=Tintersection of the Southerly extension of the
westernmost line of Lot 20; thence North along
said line 32.45 feet to the line between Lots

19 and 20; thence SEly 210 feet to the place 4,9
of beginning, together with part of Lot 18,
described as beg. at the front corner common to said k
Lots 18 and 19; thence NWly 162 feet more or less $
to the rear corner common to said Lots 18 and 19;
thence South along the rear line of Lot 18, 6 feet;
thence SEly 159 feet more or less to beginning 2

1J

T €,32€2

I Part of Lot 19, described as beginning at VS. H. Warner & Esther J. Womer4?-

the front corner common to Lots 19 and 20, 2252 Bella Vista 67203 -
thence westerly along the front line of Lot

-I..,Il':'I"'I-
-/ .... 1-:·=. U'WA

19, 10 feet, theme NWly along a line radial
2 to the front line of Lot 19, 186.3 feet to the

intersection of the southerly extension of the
westernmost line of Lot 20; thence North along
said line 32.45 feet to the line between lots
19 and 20; thence SEly 210 feet to the place of
beginning, and Lot 20 except that part described as
beginning at the front corner common to said Lots 20
and 21; thence Westerly along the front line of said
Lot 20, 10 feet; thence NWly on a line radial to the lid
fron line of said Lot 20, 218.1 feet to the rear line
of said Lot 20; thence Easterly to the rear corner 1.05* r -

common to said Lots 20 and 21; thence Southeasterly 208
feet more or less to the place of beginning, all in
Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition to Wichita, Kansas ;

All of Int 22 and part of Lot 21 described as vW'Charles R. Culbertson
beginning at the front corner common to said Lots Lucille Culbertson

21 and 22; thence Westerly along the front line of 2232 Bella Vista
said Lot 21, 15 feet; thence Nly on a line radial to 67203

-Ii.I:''qi*/the front line of said Lot 21, 167 feet more or less
to the rear line of said Lot; thence Southeasterly 20 1
feet more or less to the rear corner common to said
Lot; 21 and 22; thence Southerly 166 feet more or less
to the place of beginning, all in Block 1, Womers -I   -
Sixth Addition , vlf(

Lot 21 except above described tract; and part of - '
Lot 20 described as beg. at the front corner common
to said Lots 20 and 21; thence Wly along the front
line of said Lot 20, 10 feet; thence NWly on a line
radial to the front line of said Lot 20, 218.1 feet
to the rear line of said Lot 20; thence Easterly to
the rear corner common to said Lots 20 and 21; thence
Southeasterly 208 feet more or less to the pob.

Fred L. Coslett

Patricia L. Coslett
2242 Bella Vista

67203

./.· I- J .
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Lot Property Owner
3**1'¢

4 4
All of Lot 23 and that part of Lot 24,

Gale D. Black and Sara L. Black 
described as beg. at the front corner common 2224 Bella Vista 67203

to said Lots 23 and 24; thence Easterly along
the front line of said Lot 24, 15 feet; thence
Northerly on a line radial to the front line of
said Lot 24, 136.4 feet more or less to the
rear line of said Lot 24; thence NWly to the rear
corner common to said Lots 23 and 24; thence Southerly
139 feet more or less to beginning, all in Block 1,
Womers Sixth Addition

Lot 24 except that portion described above, harles K. Eby and Jean C. Eby
and part of Lot 25, described as beginning at 2212 Bella Vista 67203

the Southwesterly corner; thence Easterly along
the front line of said Lot, 50 feet; thence
Northerly on a line radial to the front line of
said Lot, 125.0 feet more or less to the rear
line of said Lot; thence NWly to the NWly corner
of said Lot; thence Southerly 126 feet to beg
all in Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition

Lot 25 except above described portion, and all ,/John W. Long and Rebecca L. Longl<.
of Lot 26, except the East 10 feet thereof, 2200 Bella Vista 67203 2'

all in Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition

The East 10 feet of Lot 26, all of Lot 27, Vkubert M. Snell & Shirley E.
Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition 1 2186 Bella Vista 67203

.JI
9.3#*
9«0

1**<3·*p
*€9*

93@*f

' Lot 28 and part of Lot 29, described as: lliam A. James & Kathleen s.  fli*ff
beg. at the front corner common to said Lots 28 2180 Bella Vista 67203

: and 29; thence SEly along the front line of Lot 29 'B' , 444*2

2 feet; thence NEly on a line radial to the front . . 945*;
23 '  line of Lot 29, 147 feet more or less to a point 42/

t on the rear line of said Lot 29; thence Westerly 92.63

16#&:64 ,
0 1 28 feet more or less to the rear corner common to

, said Lots 28 and 29; thence Southwesterly 144 2.f*30,
# feet more or less to beginning, all in Block 1, ,

9@f®;
i Womers Sixth Addition
h -

*ttl

4%0...

··2mBESRWASA

ig.=milmit

1%%F

494.-
.722-72
904*>

L 0 1
a

Lot 30 and part of Lot 29 described as beg. ,rinckney R. Wheeler and
5124%-at front corner common to said Lots 29 and 30; Leona F. Wheeler

thence Wly along the front line of Lot 29, 65 2168 Bella Vista 67203
-

feet; thence NEly of a line radial to the front line - · v
of Lot 29, to a point on the rear line said Lot 29;
thence Ely 72 ft to rear corner common to said Lots
29 & 30; thence SWly 160 ft to beg, all in Block 1,
Womers Sixth Addition

Lot 31, Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition . P. Lent Jr. and Ruth S. Lent ' I
2162 Bella Vista 67203

Lot 32, Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition . v/'bilbert D. Tatinan and
Jacquelene M. Tatman
2154 Bella Vista 67203

Ill--

472

r

7.1/9.

0 0
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4 Lot Blo ck Addition Property Owner

1,Al

f

.Ti ·ff,
is

Part of Lot 33, described as beginning at ilbert D. Tatman and
the front corner common to said Lots 32 and Jacquelene M. Tatman

33, thence SEly along the front line of said 2154 Bella Vista

Lot 33, 41 feet; thence NEly on a line radial 67203

to the front line of said Lot 33 134.2 feet

more or less to the rear line of said Lot 33,
thence NWly along the rear line of said Lot 33,
48 feet more or less to the rear corner common

to said Lots 32 and 33, thence Southwesterly
130 feet more or less to beginning, all in
Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition to Wichita 1 1

 and 34; thece SEly along the front line of
Lot 33 except that portion described above V' FRalph A. Klose and Doris
and part of Lot 34 described as beginning 2142 Bella Vista

at the front corner common to said Lots 33 67203

said Lot 34, 51 feet; thence NEly on a line

radial to the front line of said Lot 34, 134
feet more or less to the rear line of said Lot

34; thence NWly along the rear line of said Lot
34, 61.2 feet more or less to the rear corner

4.

*31 common to said Lots 33 and 34; thence SWly 142
feet to the place o f beginning, all in Block 1,

-42*£22 Womers Sixth Addition to Wichita

EFS·? : G

d Lot 34 except above described portion and . Warren Bond & Beatrice L. 7
part of Lot 35 described as beginning at the 2134 Bella Vista

 front corner common to said Lots 34 and 35;
67203

thence SEly along the front line of said Lot 35,
61 feet, thence NEly on a line radial to the front

1 line of said Lot 35, 130.5 feet, more or less to the
i  rear line of said Lot 35; thence Northwesterly along

the rear line of said Lot 35, 72 feet, more or less ,-
f to the rear corner common to said Lots 34 and 35,

thence 9Wly 129 feet, more or less to beginning,
all in Block 1. Womers Sixth Addition 

Lot 35 except above described portion and 1 ¢James R. Decker and Patricia P.
all of Lot 36, Block 1, Womer's Sixth Addition 2124 Bella Vista 67203 4%

65*4
Lot 37,Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition 4 pdlarence J. Katz & Renita J. ..36>4

2116 Bella Vista 67203
4149

,;m

Lot 38, Block 1, Womers Sixth Addition ther Fewin and Jane S.Morrison Fewin

2108 Bella Vista 67203

¥» .·.·

--
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Lot Property Owner

That part of Lot 39, Block 1, Womers Sixth balter Kay Jabara
Addition, beginning at the Southwest corner V' Blanche M. Jabara
of said lot, thence East 150 feet, North 2104 Bella Vista

129.31 feet to North line said Lot 39, thence 67203

West 150.5 feet, thence South to beginning

,,:9 That portion of Lot 39, Block 1, Womers Sixth .61-9yton Elmer Carpenter
Additions lying East of above described portion ,/Marion B. Carpenter

 2010 West 17th 67203

Lot Block Addition

1 2 Womers Sixth Addition Zobert L. Wildey and
Elizabeth D. Wildey
715 West 27th St. South 67217

2 2 Same /'Verne F. Thornton & Bessie E.
V 2236 West 18th St. 67203

wlo'

3 2 Same  'dame
3exc 1arry K. Kuhlman & Marilyn K.
W10' 2 Same / 2226 West 18th 67203
4 2 Same illiam L. Edwards & Mildred E.

V 2216 West 18th St. 67203

5 2 Same „4"Might E. Glenn & Barbara J.
1 2208 West 18th 67203

6 2 Same J/Donald L. Ratzlaff & Harriet E.
V 2202 West 18th St. 67203

7 2 Same Sam E. Laham & Delia May Laham
V 2182 W. 18th St. 67203

8 2 Same 4>terald L. Waters & Delores I.

2172 West 18th St. 67203

Part of Lot 9, described as beg. at the T) Same
front corner common to Lots 8 and 9, thence /
SEly along the front line of Lot 9, 37 feet;
thence NEly // to the line common to Lots 8&9
to the rear line of Lot 9; thence NWly along the rear
line of Lot 9 the rear corner common to said Lots

8 and 9 ; thence SWly along the line common to said
Lots 8 and 9 to the point of beginning, Block 2,
Womers Sixth Addition

n..11 k:l-

L
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Lot -operty Owner

Lot 10, except that part described as beg. meoln E. Siler & Marjorie J.
at the front corner common to Lots 10 & 11, 2152 West 18th St. 67203
thence NEly 13 7 feet to the rear corn er
common to Lots 10 and 11, thence NWly along the
rear line of said Lot 10, 1 foot; thence SWly to
a point on the front line of said Lot 10, 1 foot
NWly of beginning; thence SWly 1 ft. to beg. ;
and part of Lot 9, described as beg. at the
front corner common to lots 9 and 10; thence
NWly 38 feet; thence NEly along a line parallel
to the lot line common to lots 9 and 10 to a

point on the back line of Lot 9, 38 feet NEly from
the back corner common to Lots 9 and 10; thence
SEly 38 feet to back corner common to Lots 9 and
10; thence SWly 134 feet to point of beginnings
all in Bloc k 2, Womer 's Sixth Addition

All of Lot 11 and part of Lot 10, described as r 1 G. Kraus and Tina M
beginning at the front corner common to said 2142 West 18th Street
Lots 10 and 11; thence NEly 137 feet to the 67203

rear corner common to said Lots 10 and 11; thence
.,m .,4 NWly along the rear line of said Lot 10, 1 foot,
afte#; thence SWly to a point on the front line of said

4.3 Lot 10, 1 foot NI,Ily of beginning; thence SEly
91 2. 1 foot to beginning, all in Block 2, Womers
2311 Sixth AdditionN.1 I.42 D/,7·.44.4

2.

%42

12 2 Womers Sixth Addition

6-Ak V: Dak{/91%2

13 2 Sane

1"MINA LI

Willis J. Elliott & Beth E.
2132 West 18th St. 67203

,0Gthew J. Horsch & Martha M.
2122 West 18th 67203

IlliyE 14 2 Same *eharles L. Brandt & Patty A
V 2133 Bella Vista 67203

S

15 2 Same Aiorene T. Garver
2141 Bella Vista 67203

0 04¥29.

£
t

4/

9:€74*

All of Lot 16 and part of Lot 17 described 0eorge G. Kessler and
as beginning at the front corner common to /'Lucille V. Kessler
said Lots 16 and 17; thence NWly along the 2147 Bella Vista 67203

front line of said Lot 17, 13 feet; thence
SWly 142 feet more or less to a point on the
rear line of said Lot 17, said point being 13 ft
Wly from the rear corner common to said Lots 16
and 17; thence Ely 13 feet to the rear corner
common to said Lots 16 and 17; thence NEly 141
feet more or less to beginning, all in Block 2,
Womers Sixth Addition to Wichita. Kansas b

Lot 17,
Block 2 except above described portion, illiam B. McConachieWomers Sixth Addition Rhoda E. McConachie

2155 Bella Vista 67203

$.t /1 4.149·

-L
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Lot Block Addition ? roperty Owner

18 2 Womers Sixth Addition Kialter R. Zittel & Mildred A. 71©421
2163 Bella Vista 67203

420 2 Same t/Walter L. Groves & Edna L.

,/2177 Bella Vista 67203

Part of Lot 19 described as beg. at the 1)/Same
front corner common to said Lots 19 and 20; )
thence 9Wly 140 feet to the rear corner common

to said Lots 19 and 20; thence SEly along the
rear line of said Lot 19, 1 foot; thence NWly
140 feet more or less to beg. All in Block 2,
Womers Sixth Addition

Lot 19, Block 2, except above described //Aarold Q. Sharpe and
portion, Womers Sixth Addition  Genevieve E. Sharpe

2171 Bella Vista 67203

' t

21 2 Womers Sixth Addition 4/Larry L. De Brot & Linda
/ 2185 Bella Vista 67203

f

22 2 Same yKenneth W. Shreve & S. Horlene
V 2193 Bella Vista 67203

23 2 Same DPhillip C. Rader & Constance L.
2201 Bella Vista 67203

24 2 Same ,pd'. Dean Pressnall & Rita A.
V 2211 Bella Vista 67203

25 2 Same /61ifford W. Larson & Betty R.
V 2221 Bella Vista 67203

26 2 Same /£lring B. Smith & Anna
1 2233 Bella Vista 67203

27 2 Same ,/Jerome M. Laham & Karen G.

 2243 Bella Vista 67203

15 3 Same / t/Eenneth Kallail & Lorraine N.
V 2102 West 1, A St. 67203

16 3 Same /4arold B. Spurgeon & Marcella F.
V 2109 Bella Vista 67203

17 3 Same JAay Louise Mills
2111 West 18th St. 67203

18 3 Same Romas w. phillips & Lucille E. ,
4 2121 West 18th St. 67203

h

.

0



Lot Block Addition Property Owner

Carl E. Jones Addition tarl E. Jones & Katherine I.
358 Clayton 67203

R. L. Sloan Addition />Ronald L. Sloan & Kathie J.
1/ 1921 N. Sedgwick 67203

Friesen Addition /Billie D. Love & Wanda M.

V 1946 N. Meridian 67203

V/obert L. Clough & Viola A.
1950 N. Meridian 67203

14onald King & Mazie L.
V 1941 N. St. Clair 67203

Same 7 /Same
Lester Turley Addition George W. Carnady & Lucille 4% 4

'>(3 Address Unknown 44, -, 644-3£4.1
Same 4. F. Johnston-rBlanche -

 1938 N. Richmond 67203

Same 06an A. Lehl & Adenia A. Lehl ·37-

V' 1945 N. Meridian 67203
Aruce M. Trapp & Nancy A.

V 1648 N. Holyoke 67208

1 Cindy Addition /lred F. Bowers & Jaunita F.
4 1912 N. Richmond 67203

Garrison Acres ,i-Dorothy M. Doty
exc 4 1945 Porter Apt. 246 67203
E 186' &

Exc S 30'

E 186'

S ame

Same

4

1

2

3

4 Same

1 A

/*Gerald F. Tetro & Letha I.
1 A S ame 6/ 1903 N. Meridian 67203

94%
Beginning 957 feet North of the Southwest ren Delaney and Winifred F.
corner of Government Lot 4, Section 7, /1942 N. Meridian

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th ,/ 67203

P.M., thence East 330 feet, thence North
4 -9

parallel to Meridian line for a distance of
99 feet, thence West 330 feet, thence South
to beginning

Beginning 660 feet North of the Southwest 7 4arklane Savings & Loan Assoc.
corner of Government Lot 4, Section 7-27-1E 3832 East Harry 67218
thence East 330 feet, thence North parallel
to the Meridian line, for a distance of 99

... feet, thence West 330 feet, thence South
to beginning

ij·



10%34 .

Tract

Beginning 759 feet North of the Southwest
corner Government Lot 4, thence East 165
feet, North 99 feet, West 165 feet, South
to beginning, all in Section 7-27-1E

Beginning 858 feet north of the Southwest
corner of Government Lot 4, Section 7,
Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th
P.M., thence East 165 feet, thence north
parallel to Meridian Line for a distance of
99 feet, thence West 165 feet, thence South
to point of beginning, except the West 30 ft.
for road

The East Half of a tract described as

beginning 940 feet North of the Southeast
corner of Government Lot 4, Section 12,
Township 27 South, Range 1 West of the 6th
P.M., thence West 330 feet, thence North
100 feet, thence East 330 feet, thence South
100 feet, more or less to the point of beg.

iT«

Property Owner

vt). W. Harrison

Address Unknown ,/441)· 9.2 9-/S'/„)
Aix/AL·„ G-•(Uk/4

4,56 s e Jesus Saavedra and
/Dolores D. Saavedra

2008% Park Place
67203

eorge R. Delaney and A.
Marlene K. Delaney

F1941 N. Meridian

67203

y

1£9.

.t,kpl;6.7

rfid«

The West Half of the South 100 feet of a james W. Sloan and Linda Lee tract beginning 940 feet North of the 1920 N. Richmond

Southeast corner of Government Lot 4, 67203

thence West 330 feet, North to the South
bank of the Arkansas River, thence Easterly
along said South bank to Meridian Line, thence
South to point of beginning, all in the
Northeast Quarter of Section 12-27-1W

The South 110 feet of tte bllowing tract: 1/Ward D. Patrick & Vicki A. 
Beg. 720 feet North of the Southeast 1/ 321 S. Holyoke 67218 -
corner of Government Lot 4 in the NEi of V
Section 12-27-1W, thence West 330 feet;
thence North 220 feet; thence East 330
feet; thence South 220 feet to point of

beginning; except beg. 720 ft. North and - m
330 feet West of the SE corner said Govt.

Lot 4, thence North 110 ft; thence East
122.56 feet to center line of easement;
thence SWly along the centerline of said
easement to a point 218 feet West of the
East line of said NE&, thence West to beg.

 The South 110 feet of a tract of land beg. v etsy A. Ring, now Betsy A.Stone
j at a point on the meridian line 720 feet E. Duane Stone

ciht t :u:=illeYE;;-%,GE:C°lst );4 6 w/; >,f...„/67.203
limir -

330 feet; thence North 220 feet; thence East -
330 feet; thence South 220 feet to the place

of beginning

Elm
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Addition Property Owner

Meadowvale Addition D'Victor W. Badway Sr. & Ruth A.
1927 N. Edwards 67203

13 2 Same •·V XClinton Schoonover & Edith E.
A Address Unknown **e.... '30. 6-414,

14 2 Same Joseph L. StemasAJ1991 McLean Blvd. N.W. 67203

1 3 Same UMilford Q. Yetter & Agnes C.
opt 4 1985 McLean Blvd. N.W. 67203

2 3 Same /PHoward L. M(Gregor & Doris M.
1 1932 N. Edwards 67203

3 3 Same *John David Crayeraft and Ar..AZI 
Glenda Moore Crayeraft .MQ-2 -
Address Unknown 13*· „4·£ a.,4.,ai*T

4 3 Same
67/0/

>lierniann-V. Stoessel & iwila•Mae
 1920 N. Edwards 67203

5 3 Same V¢aul W. Williams and
/ Carolyn S. Williams

v/ 1914 N. Edwards 67203
8 3 Same FJames A. Boergen and

9 3 Same ,,¢•1#ill:Lam A. Rule & Cheryl
¢' 1915 N. Richmond 67203

10 3 Same 1/Robert M. Weber & Eleanor R.
1 1921 N. Richmond 67203

11 3 Same ,/knald L. Day & Jacqueline R.
 1927 N. Richmond 67203

12 3 Same ,/arrel R. Duncan & Shirley E.
V 1933 N. Richmond 67203

13 3 Same NNorman E. Swanson & Alta
 1975 McLean Blvd. N.W. 67203 -9433

Lot 1 Indian Hills 4th Addition Indian Hills Development Co., Insek 441905 SW Blvd. 67213 ,29rp

y



Lot Block Addition Troperty Owner
2 1 River Park Addition Habac, Inc .

1901 West 13th 67203

r 3 1 Same  daine

4 1 Same 3 •Same

5 1 Same 'Same

6 1 Same 0ame

7 1 Same 1 3 dame

7 4 Same /1/Peter J. Banks & Rita

 2001 Bullinger 67203
8 4 Same onald G. Kraft & Nancy L. Kraf

 2009 Bullinger 67203
9 4 Same obert J. Phye & Barbara J.

€4 k' 2017 Bullinger 67203

10 4 Same j.·RE,bert Greg Clark & Carol Jean

 2101 Bullinger 67203
11 4 Same /5oseph T. Naifeh and J. Andrea

1 2109 Bollinger 67203

12 4 Same /D*arkling Homes Inc.
 4007 West 18th 67212

1 5 Same A,/Vabac Inc,

1901 West 13th St. 67203

2 5 Same •Same

3 5 Same Jame

4 5 Same ame

5 5 Same  Jame
6 5 Same D Jame

7 5 Same  Jame
f

8 5 Same ame

9 5 Same

26 6 Same /Herbert A. Sparks
4007 West 18th St. 67212

27 6 Same 1/lparkling Homes Inc.
4007 West 18th 67212



Tract Property Owner

Beginning at the intersection of the East Utity of Wichita
line of Lot 1, Section 12, Township 27 204 S. Main 67202
South, Range 1 West of the 6th P.M., and the
established left bank line of the Arkansas

River; thence West along said established bank line
to a point 855 feet measured at right angles
to the East line of said Lot 1; thence North
parallel to the East line of said Lot 1 to a point
which is 200 feet from said established bank

line measured at right angles to said established
bank line; thence Easterly parallel to, and
equi-distant from the said established bank
line to a point on the East line of said Lot 1
200 feet from said established bank line measured '3

at right angles thereto; thence South along said
East line of said Lot 1 to the point of beginning.
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The Security Abstract & Title Company, Inc.,
hereby certifies the foregoing to be a true and correct list
of property owners of:

A 1000 foot radius of:1.1 of Government
Lot 1, in the Northwest Quarter of Section
7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East, except
that part of said Government Lot 1 which

has been dedicated for public streets El
as shown by the records on file in the Office of the Register
of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, on the 2nd day of
September, 1975 at 7:00 o'clock A.M.

THE SECURITY ABSTRABQ & TITLE COMPANY, ING

By

Vice President

Order No. 228885
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