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APPLICATION REQUEST:

1, Applicant

DATA SHBET
COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

Approval of proposed planned "LC" and "BB"

b 3%YE

z- 3
Pileq 1-14-72

development,
Carl Chuzy

Address

6572 E. Central 67208

Agent

Robert W. Kaplan

Phone _686-7274

Address

430 N. Market 67202

Phone _262-5175

General Location

NW Corner of Central and Woodlawn

Address

Proposed Use

CUP - Shopping center development and office park

AREA DATA

Acres

B W N
nillai

BExisting R/W

4063 5979 ( /oo ft. by /300 ft.)

Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning _"LC" and "BB"

Area Xis¥ (is not) platted. Addition
£t ft. £t
8t. st. st. ¢
fr. ft. £t.

Proposed R/W

_St.

st.

HISTORY

St.

PROCEDURE DATA

MAPC Meeting:
Date
Y.

L.

Action

wwt.,,/d_.? 6224/

CEARK SUTTON ASSOCIATES, NCORPCRATED
1712 FRICK BUILDING 437 GRANT STREET
PITTSBURGH, PA, 15218

AREA CODE (412) 281-3450
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September 18, 1980

Robert W, Kaplan
430 North Market
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Administrative Adjustment on
DP-45 - C.K.M. Commercial C,U.P,

Dear Mr. Kaplan:

I have enclosed your copy of the memo giving final approval
to the requested administrative adjustments to permit parking
in Parcel 2 and in the fire lane and access easement. Also
attached is a letter to Carl Chuzy from Charles W. Black.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ADC:el
Attachments




ASHBRIER ESTATES HOMFOMNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.
641 NORTE VOODLAWN #22

WICHITA, KANSAS 67208

September 10, 1980

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

Planning Department

Hetropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 North Main

VWichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lak.

Reference is made to your letter of July 21, 1980,
to Robert W. Kaplan Re: Request for Administrative Adjustment
for a portion of Parcel 2, DP-45-CKM Communi ty Unit Plan and
particularly to paragraph 4 on Page Two thereof.

We approve the location of parking in the area
142'x288' immediately west of the northwest corner of lot 9
in said Community Unit Plan.

Yours very truly,

ASHBRIER LETATES HOMROWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

i Olaste, U Btk

Charles W. Black, President

Mr. Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspection

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan

Mr. Carl Chuzy
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LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND KLINGE LAW BUILDING

ACBERT W. KAPLAN 430 NORTH MARKET
CALVIN MCMILLAN WICHITA. KANSAS 67202
RICHARD M. KLINGE Nisewai

CHARLES F. HARRIS September 15, 1980

RECEIVE])

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning SEP 16 1900
Metropolitan Area Planning Department

City Hall - Tenth Floor METROPOLITAN PLANNING
455 North Main Street ROUTE [J

Wichita, Kansas 67202 a

Re: Request for Administrative Adjustment for a portion
of Parcel 2, DP-45 - C.K.M. Community Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Lakin:

This correspondence is submitted in response to your
letter of July 21, 1980 and with enclosures is intended to
respond to the conditions set forth by the Metropolitan Area
Planning Department for approval of the Administrative Adjustment
herein requested.

You previously have my correspondence of July 7, 1980,
requesting an Administrative Adjustment for the purpose of per-
mitting sixty-six (66) parking stalls within an area 142' x 288'
in Lot 8, Kapaun First Addiition, as indicated on site plans pre-
viously furnished you and correctly identified in your ecorrespon-
dence of July 21, 1980. Your review of that request for
Administrative Adjustment revealed to us that certain parking for
that office building described as Building #1, Plaza del Sol
Office Park, 555 North Woodlawn, and identified by unnumbered
Paragraph 2 of your letter of July 21, 1980, as parking stalls
extending into the 50' access fire lane and drainage easement, a
distance of approximately 8'-10'. Plaza del Sol, Ine., therefore
requests an Administrative Adjustment permitting this existing
parking and subjeet to condition numbered 2 of your July 21,
1980, correspondence.




Mr. Robert A. Lakin
September 15, 1980
Page Two

You requested the reason for Administrative Adjustment
#1 whieh is the "R-5" parking. I stated quite candidly to you
and Mr. Galbraith that it is my client's intent to construet
additional buildings on Lot 9 to the south of the existing
buldings which ean be accomplished within the Community Unit Plan
limitation of 108,000 square feet of floor area. The parking for
Building #3 is neither feasable nor desirable because Building #3
faces west insofar as the major tenant's (Travelers) entrance is
concerned and they prefer their parking directly west of their
building rather than to the south.

Speaking to the nine (9) requirements, please be advised
that Item #1 has been complied with and Forrest Nagley of your
office has the requisite documents. There is apparently a
question regarding a drainage plan and my client's architeet is
resolving that with Engineering, which will in turn advise
Forrest when they are satisfied. We concur and agree to be bound
with requirement numbered 2 and numbered 3. I will hopefully
finalize my negotiations with the Ashbrier Estates Homeowners
Association through Mr. Brick yet this week, and Mr. Brick has
assured me that he will promptly furnish the required letter from
Ashbrier. Your requirement numbered 5 is spoken to in the
Covenant with Ashbrier which Mr. Brick and I are negotiating. A
plan showing the planting area in the north-south trafficway is
herewith enclosed and is supplemental to the written agreement of
the covenant from Plaza del Sol, Ine., which will be recorded.
We agree with your requirement numbered 6.

As to your requirement numbered 7, I am advised by the
architect that the acreage running in Parcel numbered 2 after
reduction of the parking area (142' x 288') is 11.06 acres.
Considering the density permitted and that which has heretofore
been constructed would provide the number of permitted units that
would still be permitted. Another way of stating the matter is
that .94 aeres (plus or minus) is utilized in parking which based
upon 12.4 D.U.'s per acres would reduce the permitted density by
12.4.

Requirements numbered 8 and 9 are addressed by this
letter and the enclosures that are herewith submitted.
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Mr. Robert A. Lakin
September 15, 1980
Page Three

I thank you for your consideration and will thank you in
advanee for your prompt review of this correspondence and accom-
panying enclosures.

Plaza de,l.\Sol', Ine.
o

~W. RAPLAN i
Attorney

RWK :mjm
Enclosures
P.S.: For details on the fence, see Sheet SA-1, detail No. 1.

The fence is six (6) foot rough sawn cedar (to be com-
patable with Ashbrier fence).




ASHBRIER ESTATES HOMFOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

641 NORTH VOODLAWN #22'

WICHITA, KANSAS 67208

September 10, 1280

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

Planning Department

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 North Main

Vichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Reference is made to your letter of July 21, 1980,
to Robert W. Kaplan Re: Request for Administrative Adjustment
for a portion of Parcel 2, DP-45~CKM Community Unit Plan an
particularly to paragrap on Page Two thereof.

We approve the location of parking in the area
142'x288' immediately west of the northwest corner of lot 9
in said Community Unit Plan.

Yours very truly,

ASHBRIER LSTATES HOMROWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

py CAeiles ) ol

Charles . Black, President

Mr. Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspection

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan

Mr. Carl Chuzy

% ah ARl i e et e PRl R e B
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Page T™o
Sidney J. Brick
August 27, 1980

cc: Robert B, Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Robert W. Kaplan, Kaplan, McMillan and Klinge
430 North lekat Wichita, Ks. 67202

Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central, Suite 102, Wichita 67208

Charles W. Black, President Ashbrier Estates Homeowner
Association, Inc., 641 N. Woodlawn #22, Wichita 67208




g.
|
i
1
;.
!
!

B, ST

LAW OFFICES OF
BRICK AND BELL
790 CENTURY PLAZA BUILDING
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202
SIONEY 4 BRICK (216} 267-5277
€ AOBERT BELL
3 M.GILLASRIE

August 20, 1980

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Director of Planning

Planning Department

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Enclosed is conditional approval of Ashbrier Estates
Homeowners Association, Inc. as referred to in your letter of
July 21, 1980 to Robert W. Kaplan.

If you have any questions or if additional informa-
tion is desired, please advise either the writer or Mr. Charles
W. Black.

Your cooperation is much appreciated.

Yours very truly,
BRICK AND BELL
) Q -

Sidney J. Brick

SJB:mm
Enclosure

cc: Mr. Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspection

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan
Mr. Carl Chuzy
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ASHBRIER ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

641 NORTH WOODLAWN #22
RECEIVE])

WICHITA, KANSAS 67208
AUG 22 1980

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
|

Mr. Robert A. Lakin ROUTE
Director of Planning D
Planning Department

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

August 19, 1980

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Reference is made to your letter of July 21, 1980 to
Robert W. Kaplan Re: Reguest for Administrative Adjustment for

a portion of Parcel 2, DP-45-CKM Community Unit Plan and par-
ticularly to paragraph 4 on Page Two thereof.
We approve the location of parking in the area 142'x

288" immediately west of the northwest corner of lot 9 in said
Community Unit Plan, subject to the following conditions:

1. The fire lane and drainage easement located along
the north undary of the tract covered by the CUP shall at all
times be maintained at such elevation that run-off water from
the Ashbrier Estates tract shall be readily handled by the
drainage easement so as to prevent any back-up of water onto
Ashbrier Estates.

2. A concrete curbing shall be erected along and two
feet (2') south of the fence separating the two properties in
order to protect the fence from vehicle damage.

3. A covenant running with the land to be furnished
by the CUP developers that any damage to the fence resulting
from vehicular traffic or vandalism along the fire lane will be
repaired at the sole expense of the developers.

4. Physical barriers shall be constructed so as to
provide no access to the fire lane from any of the area in the
CUP tract lying south of a line three hundred thirty-eight feet
(338') south of the north boundary line of the CUP tract. A
copy of the revised plans reflecting traffic control barriers
shall be submitted to this Association for its approval.

5. The proposed parking lot shall be so lighted so as
not to disturb Ashbrier Estates residents.




Mr. Robert A. Lakin
August 19, 1980
Page 2

6. Compliance with item 7 of your letter to Mr.

Kaplan.

Yours very truly,

ASHBRIER ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

By zLﬂabpzaa wJ e K

Charles W. Black, President

cc: Mr. Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspection

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan
Mr. Carl Chuzy
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Robert W, Knsln
July 21, 198

l:hmlﬂ“bh C.U.P. has not been officially amended since 3,
en several administrative adjustments. Any addi-
T to utilize portions of Lot 8 for uses different
ml.:zph family dwellings will require an amendment and
lic hearing for a mew C.U.P.

At such time as we are furnished the new information and the ot
split" is complete, we will then be in a position to review and
give final approval to your proposal.

Please call if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

rt B, er, oSupe
of Central Inspection

RAL:JHG:el
ce: Carl Chuzy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208




LAW OFFICES
KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND KLINGE LAW BUILDING
430 NORTH MARKET
WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

ROBERT W. KAPLAN
CALVIN MEMILLAN
RICHARD M. KLINGE 316.262.3175

CHARLES F. HARRIS

July 7, 1980

Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Director ﬂ D

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission JUL9 1980

Tenth F1 - City Hall
e o A U Mﬂ¥gramm PLANNING

Wichita, Kansas 67202 ROU g

iy oy e e g i

Re: Kapaun First Addition
CKM Community Unit Plan
Request for Administrative Adjustment

Dear Mr. Lak

My client, Carl Chuzy, as you are aware, is the
owner of Lots 8 and 9, Kapaun First Addition to Wichita,
Sedgwick County, Kansas, said lots formerly being encom-
passed in Parcels numbered 2 and 6 of CKM Community Unit
Plan. Plans have been submitted to Central Inspection
for plan review which provides for construction of an
office building of approximatly 20,000 sq. feet on Lot 9,
Kapaun First Addition, with a portion of the parking
requested for said building to be situated on Lot 8,
Kapaun First Addition. Lot 8, which is Parcel numbered 2,
provides for multi-family residential with a parking area
of 1.5 parking spaces per family unit. We are now re-
questing an Administrative Adjustment to the Community
Unit Plan permitting sixty-six (66) parking stalls to be
situated on said Lot 8, subject to our compliance with
Title 28.04.065 and 28.04.070 Al3(a) (b) of the Code of
the City of Wichita, Kansas.

Veryjtru,‘ti}’ yours,

of KAPLAN, McMILLAN AND E(LINGE

RWK :mjm

cc: Mr. Carl Chuzy




WICHITA-SEDGWICK @UNTY SR

. April 16, 1980

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

‘To

FROM

SUBJECT

Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DP-45 - Request for an administrative adjustment for the
CKM Community Unit Plan.

You are in receipt of a copy of a letter dated April 7, 1980,
from Thomas E. Pott to me, requesting an administrative
adjustment on Parcel 4 of the above captioned C.U.P. Our
files reflect that this is the fourth request-for an adminis-
trative adjustment submitted by Mr, Pott for Parcel #4 which
began back in 1978. We have agreed with all previous re-
quests by memorandum and each time notations have been made
on the official copies of the C.U.P. in our files. Needless
to say, it is becoming quite difficult to reconstruct what
has been requested and agreed upon for this one parcel.

It seems by this latest request that there is no longer a
need for the adjustment in the permitted height from 35 to
45 feet as approved by memorandum dated December 15, 1978.
It is also my understanding that there is no longer plans
for a 24,000 square foot building that was authorized by our
memorandum dated January 25, 1979. ’

This latest request is to allow the construction of a
structure at a setback of 30 feet from the west property line,
rather than 50 feet which was established in 1978 when the -
request for the 45 foot high structure was granted, This
latest request for adjustment is granted subject to the
following conditions: .

1. All buildings constructed on Parcel Four shall not exceed
35 feet in height.

2% The building setback line adjacent to Central shall
remain at 90 feet, as adjusted in 1978. ‘

3. The building setback line adjacent to the western edge
of Parcel Four shall be 30 feet, as originally approved
on the C.U.P. in 1973.

4, The maximum square footage of gross floor area for Parcel
Four shall not exceed 20,000 square feet, which includes
basement floor area. ’

i
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Page Two
Robert B. Feldner
April 16, 1980

5. All other conditions relating to Parcel Four shall be
complied with as approved on the C.U.P. by the Board
of City Commissioners on February 20, 1973.

Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request,
your signature of approval will indicate that you concur
with this latest request to comply with a 30 foot setback
from the west property line of Parcel Four subject to the

above condition. Please have your copy of the official C.U.P.

marked with these corrections and have your staff refer only
to this memorandum when reviewing plans for Parcel Four and
not to the ones in your file dated December 15, 1978 and
January 25, 1979.

By copy of this memorandum, the applicant and others are noti-
fied of our joint actions on this request and our determina-
tion that this request for these adjustments are in keeping
with the spirit and intent of the C.U.P. provisions.

-

%ﬁ{—éf%*

Director of Planning

APPROVED:

s .

Rovert B, Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspecti.on

RAL:JHG:el
Attachment
cc: Thomas E., Pott, McVay, Schmidt, Allen Architects
and Planners, 1133 Second St., 67214
= Carl Chuzy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208
United America Bank & Trust, 750 E. 2lst St., 67214










MOVAY SCHMIDT ALLEN ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS

April 7, 1980

Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Director EC EHVED

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 N. Main - 10th Floor APR g 1980

Wichita, Kansas 67202
, METROPOLITAN PLANNI
ROUTE [ e

Re: Kapaun First Addition

CKM Community Unit Plan 1

Dear Mr. Lakin:

I am again requesting an amendment to requirements for parcel
number 4 of CKM Community Unit Plan. In reviewing your records
you will find that in December of 1978 I requested, for our
client United American Bank, that the maximum building height
on parcel 4 be increased so as to accommodate a three-story,
20,000 square foot building. This request was approved sub-
ject to several conditions, one of which was that the building
setback line on the west side of parcel 4 be increased from 30
feet to 50 feet,

Now our client has reduced the scope of the project to a one-
story facility of approximately 7,000 square feet. I have en-
closed a preliminary site plan showing our need to return to
the original 30 foot setback from the west property line. Hy
request is that the west property setback be returned to the
original 30 feet and the maximum building height be returned
to 35 feet as originally stated. We see no problem with the
90 foot setback from Central Avenue which was also changed

in December 1978.

In reviewing my files on this preject, I notice that in your
letter to Bob Feldner, dated January 25, 1979, concerning a
gross floor area change request, you stated you would be most
reluctant to administratively approve any further requests
on this parcel.

I trust that since I am merely asking for a return to require-
ments as originally stated on the C.U.P. you will lock favorably
on this request.

. BCHMIDT ATIA.
DALE ALLEN AIA.
THOMAS E. POTT AIA.

1133 EAST SECOND ST WICHITA HANSAS 7214 TEL.318-383-0221




Page 2
Mr. Robert A. Lakin
April 7, 1980

If there is any more information you need to act on t
please let me know.

Sincepgly yours, é ! ’

Thomas E. Pott
TEP:wig

Enclosure

cc w/enc: Mr, Rebert Feldner

= N

i el e




o WICHlTA-SEDGWICK’.OUNTY . DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT January 25, 1979

TO

Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

FROM Reuert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUBJEST pDP 45 CKM Community Unit Plan

Request for Administrative Adjustment

Attached you will find a copy of a letter from Mr. Thomas Pott,
architect, requesting an administrative adjustment to the above
referenced CUP in order to permit the development of a 24,000
square foot gross floor area building on Parcel Number Four (4)
in lieu of the 20,000 square feet of gross floor area permitted
under the approved CUP, Mr. Pott notes in his letter that the
maximum land coverage of 30% and the required number of parking
spaces shall be provided and the adjustment is sought to utilize
basement floor area.

In reviewing the approved CUP we have noted that the proposed
24,000 feet of gross floor area represents a floor area ratio
of 31% which is well below the 40 to 45% considered a maximum
by us on large scale commercial development. In addition, the
parcel description for Parcel 4 lists a maximum gross floor area
of 20,000 square feet, plus or minus which indicates some dis-
cretion in interpretation. Given these facts plus the proposed
building coverage of only 11 to 12% as depicted on the site plan
submitted by Mr. Pott, it is my feeling that the adjustment

to 24,000 square feet of gross floor area on Parcel 4 does not
represent a substantial deviation from the spirit and intent

of the approved plan. This adjustment is made subject to the
following conditions:

L. Development proceeding in accordance with the site plan
submitted by Mr. Pott in this request. Two (2) copies
of said site plan shall be submitted for our records
prior to the issuance of building permits on the site.

2y Parking shall be provided in accordance with Secticn
28.04.141 of the Code of the City of Wichita.

One other point I would like to mention is that this is the third
different reguest for administrative adjustment in conjunction
with this develcpment on Parcel 4. Although each request is some-
what minor, I will be reluctant to administratively approve further
requests on this parcel without formnal amendment of the Community
Unit Plan or other action of the governing body.

. —




Page 2 Q .

January 25, 1979
Robert B. Feldner
Re: DP 45

Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request,
your signature of approval will indicate that you concur that
this adjustment is in keeping with the spirit and intent of the
CUP provisions and is not a substantial deviation of the plan.
By copy of this memo, the applicant and others are notified of
our joint action on this request.

‘FRobert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

APPROVED:

obert B. Feldner
Superintendent of Central Inspection

RAL:MM: bbc
cc: Thomas E. Pott, McVay, Schmidt, Allen, Architects and Planners
1133 E. Second St., 67214
carl Chuzy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208
United American Bank & Trust, 750 E. 21st St., 67214




MCVAY SCHMIDT ALLEN ARCHITECTS AND FPLANNERS

January 16, 1979

ctor
‘1 u.ng Commission

Wichita, Kansas

Re: Kapaun Firs:
CKM Communitv
Request for .

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Our client, United American Bank, who is lessee of parcel
number four of the above referenced Community Unit Plan
requests the following administrative adjustment to their
parcel.

CKM Community Unit Plan allows for a maximum pross floor
area of 20,000 sq, ft. The financial institution planned
for this site will have three floors totaling approximately
18,000 sq. ft, above grade, and if this request is granted,
approximately 6,000 sq. ft. of basement.

Assuming that favorable action is taken on this request,
we will be able to comply with the maximum land coverage
and parking ratio as presently reauired by the above
referenced Community Unit Plan and zoning ordinances.

If there are any nvections, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely yours, .

Thomas E. Pott
TEP :wig

. SCHMIDT
DAL ALLEN
THOMAS B PC.

1133 BAST GECOND ST “ICHITA IANIABR &7214 THL.316-283-0221




January 25, 1979

Robert B. Feldnar, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Robert A. Lakin, Dirsctor of Planning

DP 45 CKM Community Unit Plan
Request for Administrative Adjustment

Attached you will find a copy of a letter from Mr. Thomas Pott,
architect, requesting an administrative adjustment to the above
referenced CUP in order to permit the developmant of a 24,000
square foot gross floor area building on Parcel Number Pour (4)
in lieu of the 20,000 square feet of gross floor area permitted
under the approved CUP. Mr. Pott notes in his letter that the
maximum land coverage of 30% and the required number of parking
spaces shall be provided and the adjustment is sought to utilise
basement floor area.

In revieving the approved CUF we have noted that the proposed
24,000 feet of gross floor area represents a floor area ratio

of 318 which is well below the 40 to 45% considered & maximum
by us on large scala commercial development. In addition,
parcel desoription for Parcel 4 lists a maximum gross floor arsa
of 20,000 sguare feet, plus or minus which indicates some dis-
cretion ia interpreta Given these facts plus the proposed
bui coverage of only 11 to 12% as depicted on the site plan
submitted by Mr. Pott, it is my feeling that the adjustment

to 24,000 square feet of gross floor area cn Parcel 4 does not
represent a substantial deviation from the spirit and intent

of the approved plan. This adjustment is made subject to the
following conditions:

1. g ’:nmunm:;tuﬂ.:n
submit: Nr. Pott this request. Two (2) cop.
of said site plan shall be submitted for our records
prior to the issuance of building permits on the site.

2. Parking shall be provided in accordance with Section
28.04.141 of the Code of the City of Wichita.

One other point I would like to mention is that this is the third
different request for administrative adjustment in conjunction
with this development on Parcel 4. Although each request is some-
wvhat minor, I will be reluctant to administratively appm further
requests on this parcel without formal amendment of the Community
Unit Plan or other action of the governing body.




and ethnn are notified of

Director of Planning

Superintendent of Cantral Inspection

RAL:MM: bbe
@o: Thomas E. Pott, McVay, Schmidt, Allen, Architects and Planners
1133 E. Becond 8t., 67214
Carl Chusy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208
United American Bank & Trust, 750 E. 2lst Bt., 67214







Page Two
Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
December 15, 1978

Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request,
your signature of approval will indicate that you concur
that thﬂlpropostl 18 in keeping with the spirit and intent
of the C.U.P. provisions and is not a substantial deviation
of the Plan. Should you concur, please mark the official
copy of the C.U.P. by indicating the 45 foot height liimi-
1',:":1’{9? on Parcel Four (4) as well as the adjustments in s

ack lines.

ert A.
Director of Planning

ert B, Feldner
Superintendent of Central Inspection

RAL:MM:el
Attachment

cc: Thomas E, Pott, McVay, Schmidt, Allen Architects
and Planners, 1133 East Second Street, 67214
Carl Chuzy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208
United American Bank and Trust, 750 E. 21st St. ,67214




WICHITA-SEDGWICK @B UNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Q DATE
“¥ December 15, 1978

——-

Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

TO
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
SUBJECT DP-45 - C-K-M Community Unit Plan

Request for Administrative adjustment.

Attached you will find a copy of a letter requesting an
administrative adjustment to the above referenced C.U.P.
in order to permit a maximum building height of 45 feet
on Parcel Number Four (4) in lieu of the %5 foot limi-
tation currently on the plan., Mr, Pott notes in his
letter that the adjcining parcel permits a height of

80 feet and that their proposed building will be set
back further than the building setback lines existing
on Parcel Four (4)

In reviewing our records of the public hearings and other
correspondence relating to the approval of this. Community
Unit Plan, it is our opinion that the intent of the height
limitation on this parcel was to restrict structural
height to three stories. Normally, three stories can be
accommodated in 35 feet, but Mr. Pott has supplied infor-
mation relating to their proposed building which indicates
that a 45 foot building height is needed to accommodate
three stories. Given this particular situation and based
on the fact that an 80 foot height restriction is ex-
isting on the C.U.P. for the parcel to the east and

north, and the property to the west could have at least

an 80 foot structure, it is my interpretation that the
requested height increase does not violate the spirit and
intent of the Community Unit Plan provisions, nor is it a
substantial deviation from the approved plan. This inter-
pretation is made subject to the following conditions:

1. All buildings constructed on Parcel Four shall not
exceed three (3) stories, or 45 feet in heighrt.
2. The building setback line adjacent to Central Avenue

shall be increased to the

same depth (90 feet) as

the parcel to the east (Parcel Three).

3. The building setback line on the western edge of
Parcel Four shall be increased from thirty (30) feet
to fifty (50) feet.
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Page Two
Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
December 15, 1978

| Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request,
{ your signature of approval will indicate that you concur
that this proposal is in keeping with the spirit and intent
of the C.U.P. provisions and is not a substantial deviation
of the Plan. Should you concur, please mark the official
copy of the C.U.P. by indicating the 45 foot height limi-
tation on Parcel Four (4) as well as the adjustments in set-
back lines.

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

APPROVED:

LAy

Robert B. Feldner
Superintendent of Central Inspection :

RAL:MM:el
Attachment

cc: Thomas E. Pott, McVay, Schmidt, Allen Architects
a and Planners, 1133 East Second Street, 67214
Carl Chuzy, 6572 E. Central, Suite 102, 67208
United American Bank and Trust, 750 E. 21lst St.,67214




MCVAY SCHMIDT

December 8, 1978

Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Directer
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
455 N. Main - 10th Floor

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Kapaun First Addition
CKM Community Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Lakin:

Mr. Galbraith has indicated that I should direct the following
request to you.

Enclosed are supportive data concerning a request to amend the
maximum building height requirement of 35 feet for parcel num-
ber 4 of the CKM Community Unit Plan to 45 feet. Our client,
United American Bank, is proposing a three-story 20,000 square
foot building for this site and in preliminary planning we
have arrived at the following heights:

First Floor 12 feet

Mechanical and structural §on

Second Floor 0 "

Mechanical and structural 4 "

Third Floor 0 "

Mechanical and structural gt

Roof slopes, ete. 3 B

Total 45 feet.

We feel that the above dimensiens are réaliatic figures, and
that we can plan within this maximum.

Please note that the maximum height allowed on parcel 3
directly east of us, is 80 feet and the topography is such
that our parcel is the lowest land facing Central Avenue.

I am enclosing a very preliminary site plan and want to point
out that our proposed building is set back from Central far

B E _SCHMIDT A.IA.
DALE ALLEN A.IA.
THOMAS E. FOTT A.LA.

1133 EAST S8ECOND &T. WICHITA HANSAS 67314 TEL.316-263-0221

L U JIPO e L
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Page 2
Mr. Robert A. Lakin
December B8, 1978

more than that required. We will be approximately 100 feet
from the south property line which will put us behind the
setback for parcel 3. We will also be approximately 50 feet
from the west property line which might be of some interest
to Kansas Lighting, presently on that site.

If there are any more data you might require to act on this
request, please let me know.

cc w/enc: Mr. Robert Feldner
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PARCEL NUMBER 1

‘Single-Fami ly And Other
: “Permitted "AA" Uses i
Total Net Area 3.7¢ Ac.* : 163,950 Sq. Ft.x * :
Maximum Bullding Heignt 35 Ft.
& Parking Ratio as Required by Zonlng Ordinance

Proposed General Use

SR - e A

"PARCEL NUMBER 2

Proposed General Use Multi-Family Rosldential

g A
Total Net Arca 12.00 Ac.t 522,720 Sq. ft.%

k1A
Maximum Building Height = 5 35 Ft.

Parkling katio 1.5 Spaces per D. U.
Denslty not to Excedo 12.4 D.U.s/Acre

PARCEL NUMBER 3
Proposed General Use Shopping Center

Total Net Area 6.54 7:.* 302,710 Sq. *t.
taximum Gross Floor *1aa 121,084 Sy. 1.
-Floor Area katio = .40
Maximum Building Heinht 80 I't,
ttaximum Land Coverage 308
Parking Ratio as Required by Zoning Ordinance

ARCEL NUMBER 4
 Proposad General Use . . Financlal !

Total Het Area 1.73 Ac.* 75,123 Sa.
Maximum Gross Floor Area 20,000 S3.
Floor Area Ratio El S i
“faximym Buildjng Height GRS I P
Maximum Land Coverage 30%
Parking Ratio as Required by Zoning Ordinance

PARCEL_NUMBER 5
Proposed General Use Z Food Service & Retall Sales

Total Wet Area 5.0% Ac.t 220,019 Sq. Ft.2
Maximum Gross fioor Area 88,006 Sq. Ft.x
Floor Area RaTiu .40
Maximum Building height 35 ft. .-
i Maximum Lard ‘ overaye Ty
: Parking Ratio as Rewuired Ly Zoning Ordinance

'PARCEL NUMBER 6, °

—_— '

; Froposed General Use Church, Schoal, in=
DT S UARE ’ stitutional, oftice
Total Net Area 6.21 Ac.?* 270,400 Sq. Ft.t
Maximun Gross Flzor Area 108,160 Sq. 1.2
Floor Area Ratio - Al 7
MaxImum Bullaing Height 55 Ft.
Maximum Land Coverage 308 -
Parking Patio as Required by Zoning Ordinance

- PARCEL NUMBER 7

Proposed General Use Financial

"L Zoning

Total Net Area .34 Ac.% 15,000 Sq. Ft.*
Maximum Gross Floor Area 6,000 Sq. Ft,2
Floor Area Ratio .40
Maximum Building Heijht 35 F1.
Maximum Land Coverage | 308
Parking Ratlo as Required by Zoning Ordinance

ccess Control

E-meanl g
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LAW oFFICES
APl MCMILLAN AND KLINGE 1 W BUILDING
RODERT W. KAPLAN ) 10 NORTH MARKET
CALVIN MEMILLAN
RICHARD M. KLINGE

CHARLES F. HARRIS

Office Of The City Man>,
a il
L o

gl it
City Clerk, City of Wichita el

455 North Main, City Hall
Wickita, Kansas 67202

ATT: DON GISICK
Dear Sir:

RE: C-K-M Community Unit Plan
Central and Woodlawn Streets
Wichita, Kansas

I have been instructed by the Department of Public Works that if

I wish a temporary waiver from certain community unit plan require-
ments, that I must present the plan to the City Commission for its
approval.

I am, therefore,requesting that the matter of the C-K-M Community
Unit Plan be placed upon the agenda of the City Commission at the
earliest possible date, at which time I will request a temporary
waiver of certain screening and landscaping requirements.

Should you need further information to docket this matter, please
contact me by telephone.

e
s

Very truly,yours,
1"7 _
G b 1

0

bert W. Kaplan of
KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND (KLINGE

SR ey I B e v,
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY August 4, 1978 DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Files :"55:45 - C-K-M Community Unit Plan
L/S 0383, Lot 6, Kapaun lst Addition

FROM Louise Olivarez, Junior Planner

SUBJECT Maximum land coverage for Parcel 3 of
DP-45, which is Lot 6 of Kapaun lst
Addition

A lot split has been approved for Lot 6, Kapaun
1st Addition (L/S-0383). The real estate sales
contract limited the size of a building on the
northwest portion of the lot split to 15,]00
square feet. This is approximately a 39% coverage
of that portion of the lot. The CUP limited the
coverage on the entire lot to a maximum of 30%.

If the building which is constructed on the north-
west portion of the split lot does actually exceed
30% coverage, then coverage on the balance of the lot
will have to be reduced accordingly.

Lieeal. .
é:s?a‘fi%&j

Junior Planner

LO:bh
cc: Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

suly 26, 1978

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO

FROM

BUBJECT

Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DP-45 - C-K-M Community Unit Plan,
Request for Administrative Interpretation

Attached you will find a copy of a letter requesting an
administrative interpretation as to whether a racquetball
center is a permitted use under the provisions of Parcel 3
of the above referenced Community Unit Plan located on the
northwest corner of Central and Woodlawn.

The parcel description for Parcel 3 lists "shopping center"
as the permitted use with no limitation on the total number
of buildings. If one considers a shopping center to encom-
pass a number of free standing buildings occupied by com-
mercial usage then, in my opinion, a racquetball center
would fall within the range of permitted uses. Certainly

it would not be out of character with the other free standing
buildings which have been developed along the Central
frontage on Parcel 5 (which lists "retail sales'" as the
permitted use).

Your signature below shall indicate that you concur in the
administrative interpretation that a racquetball center is
a permitted shopping center use. -

Rober .
Director of Planning

obert Feldner

Superintendent of
Central Inspection

RAL:MM:el

Attachment

cck Calvini}fguillaza- Kaplan,MtMillan and Klinge
Law Bu: ing, 0 N. Market, 67202 = ) & D
Carl Chuzy,-886-E. Central, 67208 (& 72 €Gdtid % 100
Thomas D. Jacob, 5920 E. Central, 67208




LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN. McMiLLAN AND KLINGE LAW BUILDING
ROBERT W. KAPLAN 430 NORTH MARKET

CALVIN McMILLAN WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

RICHARD M. KUNGE 3i8-2682-5175

July 21, 1978

Mr. Bob Lakin

Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission

10th Floor, City Hall

455 North Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Supreme Court East Racquetball Club
Dear Mr. Lakin:

In regard to the approval of the lot split submitted to you on a
portion of Lot 6, Kapaun First Addition to Wichita, Kansas, please
be advised that on behalf of Carl Chuzy, owner, we request that
you administratively interpret the CKM Community Unit Plan last
revised March 1, 1973, as allowing the use of a racquetball center
on Parcel 3 of the CUP, Lot 6 of the plat.

Very truly yours,
KAP LLAN AND KLINGE

alvin McMillan
CM/mjm
ce: Mr. Tom Jacobs

Mr. Bill Cohen
Mr. Al Caro
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MCVAY SCHMIDT ALLEN ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS
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May 15, 1978

Mr. Bob Lakin

Director of Plamning
City Hall - 455 N, Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Detached Facility for United American Bank
in the Kapaun First Addition

Dear Bob:

I am writing for our client to request a variance from a
general provision of the C-K-M-Community Unit Plan dated
March 1, 1973, concerning the above noted project.

CGeneral Provision No. 12 of said C.U.P, says:
"A landscape plan for the 10 foot planting area
along the perimeter of the site indicating the
location, type, specifications of planting
materials, shall be submitted to the Planning
Department for approval prior to the issuance
of any building permit."

s
permanent facility
He request permission to waive the
planting plan requirement for the temporary facility,
and submit said planting plan for your approval prior
to issuance of a building permit for the Permanent
facility.

Since yours, ‘,
s O f

omas E. Pott
TEP:wig

- SCHMIDT AT A
MAS B POTT A.IA.
HKENNETH D HEIDEBRECHT ALA.

BSECOND 8T, WICHITA KANSAS a7aia TEL.318-383-0221
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August 18, 1977

Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

BP-45 ~ C-K-M Community Unit Plan, Parcel 2.
Addition

Kapaun Second

Upon receipt of your memorandum of August 12, 1977 concerning
the methods you use in determining setbacks for multiple
family developments associated with CUP's, Jack Galbraith and
Glen Lytle reviewed the specifics of the CUP and plans with
John Riddel. We are all in agreement with the three methods
you use to determine setbacks (or yard areas on CUP's).

We did raise a gualtian to your second to the last paragraph
in calculating density for multiple family dwellings exclu-
sive of public or private streets. We all believe that when
Section 28.04.190.4 was written that the word "streets"
pertained to public streets and that we did not expect that
to determine density, you would have to first subtract all
rivate drives, circulation isles or areas designated as
'fire lane easements” or "private access easements”. In

the writing of the text, we did not intend to place that
type of burden on the Inspection Division in having to make
that type of density calculation. As you are aware, in
caleulating density on multiple family projects not associ-
ated with CUP's you don't subtract "private streets"” in
determining density.

John Riddel expressed that he had never determined density
on CUP's in the past by first subutnc:ing private street
areas, but he said that by reading the definition of street,
he believed that was the correct interpretation. He did
state that if we felt that such areas should not have to be
subtracted, he would agree as he also felt that it was not
the intent. He asked us to place our thoughts in a memo

to you and if you concur, we believe that the word "street"
in section 28.04.190.4 should be interpreted as a "public
street" and that density is to be calculated on the parcel
or lot area not including public streets.

If there area any questions, please call.
Robert A, Lakin
Director of Planning
RAL:JHG:el
cc: John Riddel, Public Works-Plans Examination Section
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICE OF Central Inspection Division DATE August 12,

5 151871

.\ METROPOLITAN -

TO Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning ‘. BLANNING &

e ~

N

Gy D

FROM Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection \(:‘{twl\v
SUBJECT DP-45 - C-K-M Community Unit,

Parcel 2, Kapaun Second Addition

Our application of building setback lines to establish yard areas for a multiple
family zoning district within a Residential Community Unit Plan is as follows:

If there are platted building setback lines, then building walls and
projections shall be constructed so as to comply with such setbacks.

If there are building setback lines shown on the approved CUP, then
building walls and projections shall be constructed so as to comply
with such setbacks,

Unless otherwise specified by platting or by the approved CUP,
building setback lines are required to be established as required
by the Zoning Ordinance around the perimeter of each separate
multiple family zoning district within the approved CUP and zoning
setback lines are not imposed on each structure within such zoning
district. Building setback lines as required by the Uniform Build-
ing Code are imposed on all buildings in all zoning districts in
all instances.

The density of dwelling units for a specific multiple family zoning district located
within a CUP shall be as specified in the Zoning Ordinance exclusive of public or
private streets (Reference: Zoning Ordinance, Section 28.04.020, definition of
Ygtreet" and Section 28,04,190, CUP Regulations).

We presently have a building project for the subject area and are reviewing the
plans in accordance with the foregoing paragraphs. Unless you note a serious
problem, we will proceed with the review and permit issuance.




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY 7 DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT November 5, 1973

BEUBJECT

Robert Feldner, Supt. of Central Inspec:ﬁaﬂﬁk‘/

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Plarming/

DP-45 - C-K-M Community Unit Plan

Attached is a copy of a letter from James R. Vosburgh requesting
that the 30-foot setback indicated on the CUP between Parcels

1l and 2, be moved north a distance of 4 feet. This CUP was ap-
proved by the Board of City Commissioners on February 20, 1973,
subject to several conditions. One of the conditions of approval
which offers limited flexibility to the developer, is as follows:

The development of this property proceeding in
accordance with the development plan as approved
by the Planning Commission and City Commission,
and any substantial deviation of the plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Central In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall
constitute a violation of the building permit
authorizing construction of the proposed devel-
opment.

In reviewing this request and the minutes of associated plat, KA-
PAUN SECOND ADDITION, the minutes reflect that Bob Lakin pointed
out for the clarification of the Planning Commission that the 30
feet in question, which is indicated on the plat as Reserve A
(private drive, drainage and utility easement, fire lane), was
located to the north of the dimensions indicated on the CUP a
distance of 12 feet. He commented that he had reviewed this
matter with you and a representative of the opposition, Mr. Glen
Vess, and neither of you expressed a concern or objected to this
minor change.

Inasmuch as this was agreed to on the plat, the applicant now
finds that the proposed dwelling units on Lots 8, 19, 20, 31, 32,
43, 44 and 55 encroach into the 30-foot setback as indicated on
the CUP a distance of 4 feet. This Department is of the opinion
that inasmuch as the 30-foot separation is still maintained, an
adjustment of the 30-foot satback by moving it north 4 feet does
not violate the purpose and intent of the Community Unit Plan pro-
visions, nor is it a substantial deviation of the plan which would
require an amendment to the Plan.




Page 2 - Robert Feldner, Supt. of Central Inspection
November 5, 1973

i
|
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Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request, your
signature of approval will indicate that you concur that this
proposal is in keeping with the purpose and intent of the CUP
provisions and is not a substantial deviation of the Plan. Should
you concur, please mark the official copy of the CUP in your
office by indicating the 30-foot setback has been moved north a
distance of 4 feet.

RAL: JHG:ber
Attachment
cc: James R. Vosburgh

7611 Donegal
Wichita, Kansas

APPROVED: 2’%‘}&?

Robert Feldner, Superintendent
of Central Inspection




November 5, 19713

Robert Feldner, Supt. of Central Inspection :
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

DP-45 - C-K-M Community Unit Plan

Attached is a copy of a letter from James R. Vosburgh requesting
that the 30-foot setback indicated on the CUP between Parcels

1 and 2, be roved north a distance of 4 feet, This CUP was ap-

P d by the d of City Commissioners on February 20, 1973,
subject to several conditions. One of the conditions of approval
which offers limited flexibility to the developer, is as follows:

The development of this property proceeding in
accordance with the development plan as approved
by the Planning Commission and City Commission,
and any substantial deviation of the plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Central In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall
constitute a violation of the building permit
authorizing construction of the proposed devel-
opment.

In reviewing this request and the minutes of associated plat, KA-
PAUN SECOND ADDITION, the minutes reflect that Bob Lakin pointed
out for the clarification of the Planning Commission that the 30
feet in question, which is indicated on the plat as Reserve A
(private drive, drainage and utility easement, fire lane), was
located to the north of the dimensions indicated on the CUP a
distance of 12 feet. He commented that he had reviewed this
matter with you and a representative of the opposition, Hr. Glen
Vess, and neither of you expressed a concern or objected to this
minor change.

Inasmuch as this was agreed to on the plat, the applicant now
finds that the proposed cwelling units on Lots 8, 19, 20, 31, 32,
43, 44 and 55 encroach into the 30-foot setback as indicated on
the CUP a distance of 4 feet. This Department is of the opinion
that inasmuch as the 30-foot separation is still maintained, an
adjustment of the 30-foot satback by moving it north 4 feet does
not violate the purpose and intent of the Community Unit Plan pro-
visions, nor is it a substantial deviation of the pPlan which would
require an amendment to the Plan.




Page 2 - Robert Feldner, Supt. of Central Inspection
November 5, 1973

Upon your review of this memo and attached letter of request, your
signature of approval will indicate that you concur that this
proposal is in keeping with the purpose and intent of the CUP
provisions and is not a substantial deviation of the Plan. Should
you concur, please mark the official copy of the CUP in your
office by indicating the 30-foot setback has been moved north a
diatance of 4 ieet.

RAL: JHG:ber
Attachment
cc: James R. Vosburgh

7611 Denegal
Wichita, Kansas

Robert Feldner, Super:
of Central Inspection
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October 31, 1973

Mr. Robert Lakin
Director of Planning
City Annex

Wichita, Kansas

Re: Kapaun Second Addition to Wichita, Kansas and
C-K-M Community Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Lakin:

The community unit plan .as finally approved has a: 30 foot
building set back line from the south edge of Parcel One into

Parcel Two.

At the time that Kapaun Second Addition was platted and
approved by all authorities and commissions involved, the lots
were to be moved 10 feet to the %‘ on the single family
lots still maintaining a 30 foot separation between the tier of
lots in Parcel One and the tier of lots in Parcel Two.

We are now asking for permits on lots in Parcel Two as
platted in Kapaun Second Addition and the building permits, if
granted as asked, would allow the buildings to encroach four feet
North of the set back line as shown on the CUP above referred to.

After conferring with the Central Inspection Department, we
find that it would be necessary to obtain a letter from you
stating that in your opinion this is not a substantial deviation
from the CUP thus authorizing Central Inspection to issue the
requested building permits.

It was always our understanding that it was our intention and
the intention of the Planning Commission to maintain a thirty foot
separation between the single family units and the community units,
and this four foot deviation will still allow the thirty foot
separation.

We will be deeply appreciative of your cooperation and help

in this matter.
Very truly yours
s M .47/

JAMES R. VOSBURGH
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April 6, 1973

Robert Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

DP-45 ~ C-K-M CUP - At the Northwest corner of
Central and Woodlawn

On February 20, 1973, the Board of City Commissioners approved
the above captioned CUP subject to the following conditions:

1. Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners
or the application be considered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not consti-
tute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for development
and be binding upon the present owners, their successors
and assigns, unl amended,

The development of this property shall proceed in accor-
dance with the development plan recommended for
approval by the Planning Commission and approved by the
governing body, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall consti-
tute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development.

Any major chauges in this development plan shall be
resubmitted to the Planning Commission and to the
City Commission for consideration.

Attached for your information and files is an approved copy
of the CUP. Please note that no building permits are to be
issued on subject property until such time as the land has
been platted and the plat recorded with the Register of Deeds.

If you have any questions, please contact our office.

JHG: W
attachment







February 23, 1973

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan, Attorney
Kaplan, McMillan and Anderson
430 North Market

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Z-1414 - "AA" to "BB" and
"AA" and "LC" to "LC"; and
DP-45 - CKM Commercial Com-
munity Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Kaplan:

The City Commission, at its regular meeting on February 20, 13973,
considered the above-captiond cases. The action of the City
Commission was to approve the zoning for Parcel 1 to remain as
"AR" Single-family, the "BB" Office District for Parcel 6, the
“ILC" Light Commercial classification for Parcels 4, 5 and 7 and
for Parcel 3 to the same depth from Central as granted on the
area to the west known as Kretchmar Addition, and to "R-5"
General Residence classification on Parcel 2 and the north part
of Parcel 3. The Commission also approved the CUP, subject to
the appropriate revisions being made for parcel boundaries

and setbacks and appropriate parcel description changes, and
subject to the following conditions:

1. Delete Condition #17 under General Provisions.

2. Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the




Page 2 - Mr. Robert W. Kaplan
February 23, 1973

plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construc-
tion of the proposed development.

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

‘The dimensions of "LC" zoning on the Kretchmar Addition to the
west is 630 feet measured from the section line of Central.

Enclosed with Bill Yung's copy of this letter is a marked copy
of the CUP. Several changes, as indicated, need to be made on
the plan and apporopriate corrections made in the parcel
descriptions for Parcels 2 and 3. Also, based on this action,
it is necessary that you provide us new legal descriptions re-
flecting the zoning changes to "R-5", "BB" and "LC".

We would appreciate you authorizing Bill Yung to make the
necessary corrections and submit four corrected copies of
the CUP to our office by March 9, 1973, so that we can close
these files.

If you have any questions concerning these cases, please
contact our office.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner
JHG :ber

cc: Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central 67208
Bill Yung, Oblinger-Smith Corp., 625 lst Nat'l Bank Bldg. 67202
Richard Holmes, Brown Building 67202
John G. Vess, Jr., 6403 East Murdock 67206
Nancy Bachus, 6409 East Elm 67206
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February 22, 1973

Ralph Wulz, City Manager
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Branch Library - Murdock and Woodlawn

Based on the City Commission's action to approve the neighbor-
hood Community Unit Plan at Kapaun, it is my belief, and concurred
in by the Superintendent of Central Inspection, that a library
site at the corner of Murdock and Woodlawn would present certain
problems in terms of obtaining a building permit. The land it-
self will have to be platted whether at the corner or farther to
the south. However, based on the approval of Parcel 1 as single-
family lots, with the lotting configuration and with the setback
contained thereon, the siting opportunities are rather limited.
This is set out a little more clearly in the attached sketch.

The red diagonal lines indicate that area which I believe to be
buildable area on a site 200 by 300 feet at the corner.

The alternatives would seem to be:
1. Fit a building into the diagonally lined area.

. 2. Move the site farther to the south so that it falls
within Parcel 2. In this event, it would be hoped that
the entire frontage, excepting a driveway arca to the
south, might be acquired, rather than leave a small
unuseable sliver for building site for other than
library uses.

Amend the Community Unit Plan. An amendment would
require readvertising and going through the hearing
procedures, etc.

I attempted to point this problem out at the City Commission meeting;
however, was unable to complete an explanation of what I considered
to be siting problems on the corner location. An additional change
which will probably be made in the final revised CUP will be the
reduction from 60 feet to 50 feet of the right-of-way needed for
Woodlawn, based on the less intense use of Parcel 2, portion of
Parcel 3, etc. This final determination would be made at the time
of platting, but it might make a difference in terms of a particular
tract of land the Library Board might purchase. Of course, if they
were to buy the land already platted, they would be getting a known
quantity rather than buying it metes and bounds and then proceeding
to plat it themselves.

RAL:ber
Attachment
cc: Ford Rockwell, Librarian, w/a
Robert Feldner, Supt. of Central Inspection, w/a




City Manager's Agenda Item Page

RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING
AND APPROVAL OF COMMERCIAL CUP

DP-45 CONSIDERED BY BCC 10-3-72 Def
CONSIDERED BY BCC 10-31-72 Ref back
RECONSIDERED BY MAPC:

CASE NO. 2-1414 CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 9-14-72

REQUEST: "AA" to "BB" and "AA" and "LC" to "LC"
Approval of Commercial CUP

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT):
Shopping Center development, office park and/or multiple
family residential.

GENERAL LOCATION: West side of Woodlawn between Central and Murdock

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

"AR" to "BB" - Com. 960 feet N and 60 feet W of the SE Corner of
the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27 S, R 1 E of the 6th
P,M., th W 530 feet, th N 90 feet, th W 740 feet, th N 250 feet,
th E 1,270 feet, th S 340 feet to place of beginning.

"AA" and "LC" to "LC" - The SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27
S, R1E of the 6th P.M., Sedgwick County, Kansas, Ex Com. 960 feet
N and 60 feet W of the SE Cor of the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec.
13, Twp. 27 S, R 1 E of the 6th P.M., th W 530 feet, th N 90 feet,
th W 740 feet, th N 250 feet, th E 1,270 feet, th W 340 feet to
place of beginning.

Commercial Community Unit Plan - SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13,
Twp. 27 S, R 1 E of 6th P.M.

APPLICANT: Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central, Suite 203 67208
COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT: Robert W. Kaplan, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY: Richard Holmes, attorney, spoke in
opposition on behalf of property owners in the area. Roger Wilson,
Glen Vess and John Vess also spoke in opposition.

SURROUNDING ZONING: To the north is "AA"; east is "aA", "aA", "B" and
"LC"; south is "AA", "A", "BB" and "LC"; west is "AA" and "LC".

LAND USE: Subject property is vacant; north is single-family; east is
single-family and shopping center; south is single-family, offices and
service station; west is retail business and riding stables.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: That Parcel 1 remain as "AA" single-
family:; and that the "BB" Office District be approved for the areas
designated as Parcels 2 and 6, and that "LC" Light Commercial be ap-
proved for the remaining Parcels 3, 4, 5, and 7; and the approval of
the amended CUP be subject to deleting the wuse "shopping center" from
Parcel 6 and adding new uses "churches and schools", and subject to
the following standard conditions: (See attached excerpt of Planning
Cormission minutes of January 18, 1973 for conditions.) Jackson moved,
Burnett seconded and it carried by a vote of 5 in favor (Jackeon,
Burnett, Blakey, Taylor and Kamen) and 1 opposed (Hennessy). Harrison
abstained.

NOTE: 53.23% of the property owners within 200 feet are represented by

valld protest petitions which have been filed as provided by law. There-

fore a 4/5ths vote on the part of the City Commission will be required
in corder to approve the zone change.

ACTION: 1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the Metro-
litan Area Planning Commission, subject to the conditions of platting, and
nstruct the Planning Department to forward the ordinance for first reading
when the plat is forwarded to the City Commission; or
2. Take such action as the City Commission deems appropriate.




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 14, 1972:

2la. case No. 2-1414 - Carl Chuzy requests change from "AA"
to "BB" for commencing 960 feet north and 60 feet West
o e southeast corner of the southeast quarter of the
southeast quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South, Range
1 East of the 6th P.M., thence west 530 feet; thence north
90 feet; thence west 740 feet; thence north 250 feet;
thence east 1,270 feet, thence south 340 feet to place
of beginning, and change from "AA" and "LC" to "LC" for
the southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of Section
13, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M.,
except commencing 960 feet north and 60 feet west of the
southeast corner of the southeast quarter of the southeast
quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of
the 6th P.M,, thence west 530 feet, thence north 90 feet,
thence west 740 feet, thence north 250 feet, thence east
1,270 feet, thence south 340 feet to place of beginning.

All ggnierallﬁ located on the west side of woodlawn between
Central and Murdock.

Case No. DP-45 - Carl Chuzy requests approval of commercial
£ for property legally described as the southeast quarter
of the southeast quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South,
Range 1 East of 6th P.M. Generally located on the west side
of Woodlawn between Central and Murdock.

==—-0d’ awn between Central and Murdock.

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

Comments

1. The applicant is requesting a zone change from "AA" and
"LC" to the "BB" Office District and the "LC" Light Com-
mercial District on approximately 36 net acres of prop-
erty b ded on the h by Central Avenue, on the north
by Murdock Avenue, and on the east by Woodlawn Avenue.

At present, there is approximately 1.7 acres of existing
"LC" zoning located at the northwest corner of Central and
Woodlawn, with the balance of the area being zoned the
"AA" Single family classification. All of subject prop-
erty was formally utilized as the Kapaun High School com-
plex. The applicant is requesting approximately 28 acres
of "LC" zoning and 8 acres of "BB" zoning.

As required by the CUP provisions of the zoning ordinance
and where a tract of land contains more than 6 acres proposed
for light commercial development and is under single con-
trol, a development plan has been submitted for review and
approval by the Planning Commission. The plan indicates

the required information pertaining to proposed land use,
maximum building heights and building coverage, ma

number of curb cuts, sign control, minimum building setbacks
and screening controls.

The plan as submitted indicates 6 parcels, 5 of which pro-
pose commercial uses, including all uses permitted in shop-
ping centers, automotive, food service, and financial, at a
proposed maximum gross floor area of 471,086 square feet.
The sixth parcel, which is adjacent to Murdock, indicates
offices and multiple family, with the maximum gross floor
area for the offices listed as 146,080 square feet. No
maximum dwelling unit density has been listed for this
parcel and it should be pointed out that the maximum per-
mitted by the requested "BB" district would permit 74
dwelling units per acre. If apartments are intended,

the density should be indicated on the plan.

In our initial discussions of this proposed project with
the applicant and his representatives, we urged the pro-
posal of residential uses on the south side of Murdock
that would be compatible with the single-family homes to
the north and to the east of Woodlawn. This general area
has some of the highest quality homes in Wichita and it was
stressed that every effort should be made to protect home
owners from the encroachment of non-compatible uses.




As it was felt that it would be difficult to justify a pro-
ject which now proposes 617,000 square feet of retail and
office space, the applicant was encouraged to redesign the
CUP to provide residential uses adjacent to Murdock

(medium density apartments and townhouses) for a large
portion of the area, with the commercial activities

being kept adjacent to Central.

With the proposal for Kellogg Mall and other approved
CUP's, as well as other developed shopping centers in
this northeast area of Wichita, consideration should
first be given to the justification of another shopping
center of this magnitude.

As with other proposals for commercial development of this
size, potential traffic generations and controls are a
major problem. The plan proposes additional rights-of-
way for both Central and Woodlawn for future acceleration-
deceleration lanes and channelization of traffic. One of
the concerns expressed by representatives of the Traffic
Engineering Division was that the proposed north major
entrance was not aligned with an existing street to the
east which would pose future problems for a medial break to
serve the shopping center and the neighborhood on the east
and to facilitate the handling of traffic on Woodlawn.

Perimeter traffic circulation within and adjacent to the

site must also be a consideration. The plan proposes to
terminate both Murdock and Brookside Parkway on the west with
cul-de-sacs. It is the opinion of the Department that Brook-
side Parkway should be extended north to connect with Mur-
dock so as to permit adequate perimeter traffic circulation.
Also, inasmuch as no access is proposed from the development
to Murdock and since offices, multiple family, and shopping
center uses are all proposed within the area, an interior
circulation plan is also needed.

Upon the determination as to the appropriateness of the
zone change request and the proposed development plan, ap-
proval should be subject to consideration of the following
recommended conditions:

A, Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

Changing condition #12 under "General Provisions" to
read as follows: A landscaped plan for the 1l0-foot
planting area along the perimeter of the site, indicat-
ing the location, type and specifications of planting
materials, shall be submitted to the Planning Depart-
ment for approval prior to the issuance of any build-
ing permit.

Changing condition #13 to read as follows: An interior
circulation roadway shall be designed and submitted

to the Department of Public Works for review and approval
prior to the issuance of any building permit on Parcels
#1, 2, 4 and 6.

Eliminate condition #17 and instead, indicate on the
plan the extension of Brookside Parkway to connect with
Murdock.

Determination as to whether or not the north major
entrance on Woodlawn should be adjusted to align with
Claytonia on the east.

:Tlicata the proposed residential density for Parcel
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The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial
development and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing con-
struction of the proposed development.

I. Any major changes in this development plan being re-
submitted to the Planning Commission and City Commission
for their consideration.

GALBRAITH emphasized the concern of the staff that it is
difficult to justify another project at this location, which pro-
poses 617,000 square feet of office and retail floor space, that
the applicant had been urged to redesign the CUP providing for
residential uses (apartments and townhouses) adjacent to Murdock
with the commercial activities being kept adjacent to Central.

GALBRAITH commented further, that although to terminate
Brookside Parkway by a cul-de-sac, as proposed by the developer,
would be advantageous to the residences on Murdock, it is felt that
there is a need for the street to continue on to the north and tie
in with Murdock if the development actually materializes to the
density and intensity proposed.

GALBRAITH said that the Traffic Engineer originally recom-
mended that the major entrance on the north be across from Clay-
tonia Street so that in the event medials are later constructed
there would be left turn movements both to the shopping center
and the residential area to the east. If it is determined by the
residents on Claytonia that they do not want to be located at a
medial break, then the location of the proposed major entrance
is satisfactory. The d major entrance to the south is
opposite the major entrance to Normandy Square on the east side
of Woodlawn.

GALBRAITH continued that several protest petitions were de-
livered, but that valid protest petition forms must be filed in
the Office of the City Clerk by those property owners within a
radius of 200 feet within 14 days after this hearing in order to
be considered a legal protest.

CHAIRMAN HENNESSY said that both he and Mr. Blakey (Vice
Chairman) are members of the First Bible Baptist Church, which is
interested in possibly acquiring the present Kapaun High School
building for church facilities, and he asked if anyone felt they
would have a conflict of interest.

ROBERT KAPLAN, attorney for the applicant, and RICHARD HOLMES,
attorney for those in opposition, both stated they would see no
conflict.

BILL YOUNG, consultant with Oblinger-Smith Corporation,
land planning consultants, spoke on behalf of the developer, and
stated that while Mr. Galbraith has covered many items, there are
other matters to be presented.

YOUNG pointed out that one area that has not been discussed
has been the changing conditions that have occurred in subject
area generally in recent months. The Catholic Church no longer
operates Kapaun High School as it has been vacant for sometime,
which in itself creates a problem for the neighborhood. There
is the opportunity to place the property back on the tax rolls
and an opportunity for development which would be compatible to
the surrounding area.

s, 002 P g
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YOUNG stated that they have made an attempt to compromise and
it is obvious to recognize that persons buying homes in this area
some years ago when the school was in operation, would naturally
have anticipated that it would continue; however, it is not
reasonable that the land remain vacant to become a problem so
far as maintenance and so a change in land use must occur.

YOUNG reviewed the proposed development, parcel-by-parcel,
as follows:

Parcel 3 - This parcel has been committed for use by a finan-
cial Institution and while the capability for development is 20,000
square feet, in all probability the final institution committed for
this tract will not be that large. He pointed out that at this
stage there is a reasonable amount of flexibility provided.

Parcel 4 - This parcel is committed for a full service area,
i.e., grocery store and cafeteria and while the maximum floor
area is indicated as 78,046 square feet, the present plans are
for 50,000 square feet. 2

Parcel 5 - This parcel has been considered for an automotive
center (excluding new and used car sales), but there have been
inguiries for other uses, such as financial institution (pos-
sibly a building and loan company), and it appears that one of
these types of uses would be the most logical, however, it is
not definitely committed at this time. He asked that the Commis-
sion keep in mind the possible use of this tract for other than
automcbile center as indicated on the plan.

Parcel 6 - This parcel is the location of the Kapaun High
School structure. YOUNG said that negotiations are taking place
for the possible sale of this parcel to a church, but that no
firm decision has been reached at this time. He stated that his
client considers the use of the building for church facilities
to be ideal and possibly the best use. He pointed out that if
the sale is made, it would result in a substantial change of the
overall area to be developed for light commercial and with the
reduction of the square footage, would also be a reduction in all
other possible concerns.

Parcel 1 - YOUNG said they have asked for "BB" zoning in order
to have more flexibility of use, and since submission of the plan
they have had many inquiries for apartment development as well as
offices and office complex structures. Any development on this
parcel would be oriented toward Woodlawn with adequate parking.

As for density of apartment development, YOUNG said they would
like to have "BB" zoning as requested, but if apartments are de-
veloped, they would be willing to limit such development to not
exceed 28 units per acre.

Parcel 2 - YOUNG then pointed out that this parcel is 14
acres and 1s proposed for the shopping center in general, and
he said they have had numerous inquiries and are very optimistic
for proper development of the area.

YOUNG next referred to the matter of protecting the neigh-
borhood and pointed out that his client has concurred from the
beginning that they should have no curb cut or opportunity for
a curb cut on Murdock and he felt this would lend a great deal
protection to the residential area so far as limiting traffiec.
He said the 10-foot buffer along the north side would be solid
plant material, and such plan for screening would have to be
approved prior to issuance of any building permit.

YOUNG also pointed out that the center as a whole would
have three front doors and no adjacent property would be looking
into the back door of any of their proposed facilities. Also,
the plan has been developed with requirements for additional
street right-of-way to be dedicated from subject property to
accommodate decel and turning movements where required, and the
channelization has been shown, although will not be installed
immediately, but only if and when it is required, which would be

a later decision for the City.




As for entrance points, YOUNG pointed out that there are
two major entrances proposed on Woodlawn and one on Central, and
that loading and unloading would be on the interior roadways.

When questioned as to the possibility of a service road
on the north, YOUNG felt that a service road might tend to en-
courage more traffic along the north side. HENNESSY suggested
that a service road, 35-foot setback and landscape screening
would tend to control noise generated by the proposed uses.

HENNESSY asked where the decel lane would start heading
south on Woodlawn and YOUNG said their dedication provides for
a decel lane the full length of their property and use of medials
or decel lanes would be designed in accordance with City Engineer-
ing standards.

BURNETT referred to the request for "BB" and the earlier
reference to possibly development which would actually require
a lesser or more restrictive type zoning district, and YOUNG
said they would like to have "BB" as requested, but if developed
for apartments they would be willing to guarantee that it would
be no more dense than allowed in the "R-6" classification. When
questioned as to whether they would like to amend the application
to request "R-6" instead of "BB", YOUNG said they would not.

RICHARD HOLMES, attorney, said that he represented the entire
group of neighborhood residents who are opposed to the application,
which includes those present and others, or 51 of the 71 owners of
property within 200 feet and 149 owners within 1,000 feet. He

ted that b 400 and 450 property owners and business people
in the area have filed protest petitions, which includes all of the
owners on Murdock, practically all of those on the east side of
Woodlawn and all but one or two on the south side of Central.

HOIMES referred to the provisions of the zoning ordinance which
states that "In interpreting and applying the provisions of this
chapter, they shall be held to the minimum requirements for the
promotion of the public safety, health, convenience, comfort,
propriety, general welfare and the preservation of personal and
property rights." With respect to private rights, HOLMES pointed
out that there are approximately 1,000 homes in the immediate area
which would be adversely affected by this development, each of
which is valued at from $30 to $40 thousand dollars. Residents
of the area are young people with growing families, which could be
affected by the traffic problems and hazards which will be gener-
ated; elderly people and widows who have practically their life
savings invested in their property and are vitally concerned as to
their property values. Homes were purchased in this area in
reliance on the fact that there was an existing high school and
it was naturally assumed that it would continue to be so used.
HOLMES granted that some type of development will occur since
the school is no longer operating, but felt that what is proposed
is not in the best interest of the public at large. He felt that
those whom he represents deserve the protection of the Planning
and City Commissions in protecting their rights and should be
considered over and above the relatively few people who will be
benefitted by the CUP proposed.

HOLMES stated he was concerned also about the general welfare
and questioned the need for this shopping center as it is bound
to be a detriment to existing business establishments in the area,
and he specified Normandy Center, the center at 13th and Wood-
lawn, as well as smaller neighborhood centers within a mile or so
of subject location and the larger ones already planned or ap-
proved. He felt shopping facilities would be so numerous in this
general area that the economics of the neighborhood would not
support another center of this size. He referred to the Chrysler
development on Kellogg (something over 1,300,000 square feet), the
regional center for COMOTARA northeast of 21st and Woodlawn, and
the approved CUP'S for proposed centers at Central and Rock Road
a mile east of subject location. Also Lincoln Heights to the
south at Oliver and Douglas.




One of the big problems, HOLMES stated, will be the traffic
generated on Central and Woodlawn, and more particularly that
generated on the residential streets in the area. He referred
to the staff comments that a major traffic problem will exist
necessitating additional traffic controls, possibly widening of
the major streets, medials, etc, and while the staff suggests
the extension of Brookside Parkway to Murdock, he felt this
would defeat one of the purposes of not having any access on Murdock,
and would merely provide a route whereby motorists could avoid the
congestion which is sure to be at Woodlawn and Central. He
suggested also that in view of the heavy traffic on the two major
streets, the intersection should be considered as reasonable to
expect a high accident count, especially since Woodlawn is the
only through street from Kellogg between Oliver and Rock Road, and
also the COMOTARA project and Chrysler project will generate traf-
fic, much of which can be expected to utilize streets in this area.
HOLMES also noted the Chisholm Creek development of 134 condominium
units planned at 37th and Woodlawn. HOLMES said the COMOTARA pro-
ject anticipates 18,000 residents and 13,000 employees, so problems
will be generated trafficwise.
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HOIMES presented a chart showing traffic projections and said
it was based on figures provided by the Traffic Engineer's office.
HOIMES said the figures were based on studies made by the Traffic
Engineering Division whereby the 1970 traffic count was increased
at the rate of 2% per year which has been determined the ordinary
rate of increased growth, and then applied what they term a
generation rate which convers additional traffic generated by
a shopping center of commercial development. He said that 8 or 9
days in 1971 were picked at random and the projected traffic has
indicated 13,500 vehicles per day going north on Woodlawn; 12,735
going east on Central; 12,887 going south on Woodlawn. Based on
the generation rate of comparable shopping centers, the Traffic
Engineer's Office feels that an increase of from 29 to B0 percent,
or from 3,950 to 10,286 additional cars can be anticipated in a
24-hour period. HOLMES said that in all fairness, he should point
out that two of the days chosen were during the Christmas holidays
and of course the so-called generation rates were considerably
higher, which accounts for the 80%; however, most of the average
days studied resulted in 30 to 50 percent anticipated increase
over existing traffic.

HOLMES said that while it has been mentioned that the
developers are willing to dedicate additional right-of-way for
widening of the streets, he questioned who would pay for improve-
ments and pointed out that ordinarily the street improvements are
assessed either to the City-at-large on major streets or adjoining
poperty owners, and he commented further that it will be expensive
to the property owners and taxpayers in this area regardless of how
it is assesseed.

HOLMES referred back to the matter of traffic and related
problems associated with Lincoln Heights center where employees
park on the residential streets, thus making it difficult for
homeowners to utilize their own driveways, and he visualized the
same thing happening related to subject development, because mer-
chants like to reserve off-street parking for their customers.

In summing up the cbjections, HOIMES emphasized that: there
is no demonstrated need for this development; the proposal will
create a tremendous traffic problem, increased crime and vandalism,
create additional pollution, trash, noise; and would cause home-
owners and business people in the area to suffer a detriment in
order to confer an advantage on a few people that have invested in
subject property.

HOLMES agreed that some development should occur, and sug-
gested that development in a residential manner (except for the
existing "LC" on the corner), even at a loss to the developer
is not a "drop in the bucket" when compared to the loss to the
many homeowners if the development is permitted as submitted.

He emphasized that it is primarily a residential neighborhood and

should be retained as such, The attorney said that he has been

ggvised that developers are looking for residential lots in the
ty.
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TAYLOR asked Mr. Holmes if there is not just as much crime
and vandalism when property is left vacant as the existing school
building is now, as if developed for commercial. HOLMES said
the school has experienced some vandalism, but he doubted that
other types of crime would be as much.

RISING asked Mr. Holmes what he and his clients thought
should be done with the property. HOLMES agreed that it should
not lie idle, but stated they have made no studies, but felt
it could be developed for single-family and multiple family with
possibly some light commercial along Central, which he stated
could no doubt return a fair return to the owners.

BURNETT referred to the COMOTARA development and said it was
his understanding it would be an individual city within itself,
and questioned the comparison made with respect to facilities to
be provided in COMOTARA. HOLMES said he did not mean to indicate
that it is strictly a shopping ter develop t, as he under-
stands it will be residential, office and commercial, including
6,000 homes and anticipated employment of around 13,500. He
continued that his reference was primarily related to the traffic
which it will generate and ‘.ae fact that there will be consider-
able shopping center facilities provided which will have a bearing
on the need for subject center.

In the discussion, it was suggested that the shopping facil-
ities in COMOTARA will no doubt be designed primarily for the
residents of that area, but HOLMES suggested that they would no
doubt have hopes of drawing from beyond that point.

HENNESSY wondered if perhaps someone had put the "cart before
the horse" in acquiring subject property prior to approval of
zoning. HOLMES said from his experience many projects of this
nature are contingent on obtaining the necessary zoning for whatever
is proposed.

HENNESSY referred to the investment made by the owner and
the possibility of resolving the differences brought out by the
attorney so that there could be reasonable use of the property.

HOLMES sald they were willing to discuss a compromise with
the applicant and his attorney and have been furnished renderings
and information on what is proposed, and he did not know defi-
nitely whether some compromise might be reached, but was recep-
tive to the idea.

TAYLOR asked the feeling of the opposition with respect to
the possible utilization of the existing school building for some-
thing other than school facilities. HOLMES said he had not heard
of the possibility of a church acquiring the property until this
meeting and he did not know how his clients would react, but did
not think they would oppose its use for church facilities or
private school since they have not cbjected to Kapaun High when
it was operating.

TAYLOR commented that Mr. Holmes had mentioned redevelopment
for housing and asked if he was suggesting the school building
be razed. HOLMES sald that was not his intent if the present
building can be put to a reasonable use.

JACKSON commented that while Mr. Holmes has submitted traf-
fic counts and projected counts as provided by the Traffic Engineer,
since a representative of that Division is not present, the Com-
mission cannot be sure the figures are correct.

HOLMES said the figures are subject to a certain amount of
interpretation as he indicated earlier, especially so far as
days and application of percentages from other shopping centers
which were considered comparable.

RISING also indicated a desire to have the traffic expert's
opinions so far as traffic problems anticipated, and asked that
in the future the staff arrange to have someone from the Traffic
Engineering Division present when traffic problems are foreseen.




BLAKEY commented that any time there is commercial development,
it is an established fact that there will be traffic problems,
and said that the figures presented by Mr, Holmes are probably
very accurate, and he was willing to accept them unless Mr. Kaplan,
attorney for the applicant, had some objection.

ROBERT KAPLAN, attorney representing the applicant, did not
consider it necessary to delve further into the traffic matter,
and said their planners, Oblinger and Smith, have met with the
Traffic Engineer extensively and the matter of traffic has been
previously discussed with the Traffic Engineer and Planning De-
partment staff, and it was his feeling that they have encompassed
all recommendations made, with the exception of the north entrance
and its alignment with Claytonia, and as reported earlier in this
meeting, the Traffic Engineer has indicated that there would
probably be room for one medial break in the event Woodlawn traf-
fic in the future should be channeled. He said there was no parti-
cular reason that the Traffic Engineer wanted the major entrance
to the north aligned with Claytonia, but if the residents wanted
a medial break and the shopping center developers wanted a medial
break, there is room for only one. KAPLAN said he met with
residents on Claytonia and it was his understanding they were not
in favor of having a medial break. With respect to extension of
Brookside to Murdock, KAPLAN said in the discussions it was
indicated that it might be necessary to extend Brookside in the
event there would be light commercial development to the west on
the Bruce property.

LAKIN pointed out that any time there is this much square feet
of commercial on a given corner there will be a substantial in-
crease in traffic, and with respect to the figures presented, LAKIN
said it would take sometime to go back and reconstruct the
figures, but he thought the arterial system, with Central and Wood-
lawn with 100-foot rights-of-way, plus what would be required for
additional dedication, would probably be sufficient in terms of
the network to handle the high volume anticipated.

KAPLAN referred to Mr. Holmes' statement of 1,000 homes

north of subject area, and said he limited himself to the 1,000
foot radius where notices were sent and there appears to be about
206 homes. 1In regard to the feasibility of the center, KAPLAN
pointed out that the applicant does not propose to build structures
that are not leased; and as customary, leases will be signed be-
fore construction starts. He stated that if there are no tenants
available then there would be no construction. KAPLAN did not
consider it reasonable to surmise that because there are other
developments that that automatically eliminates the possibility of
tenants for this site. He commented that competition is healthy.

As for the possibility of a compromise, KAPLAN said they
mailed out to the residents of the 1,000 foot area, two letters
explaining the proposed development and a colored aerial view, and
offered to attend meetings to review the proposal and provide
additional information, and indicated they were open to suggestions
either at his office or to Oblinger and Smith. With very few ex-
ceptions, there was no response from the owners.

ROGER WILSON, attormey in opposition, said that as far as
the shopping center itself is concerned, they.are unalterably
opposed, except for the part already zoned light commercial. He
said he is not appearing as the attorney of record because he has
a conflict in that he owns property and lives in the area. He
continued that they are concerned about protecting the residential
neighborhood into which it is proposed to place this major
shopping center. He said they realize Central is a major thoro-
fare and residents on the south side of Central are opposed to
the magnitude of what is proposed.

Reference was made to the traffic figures and WILSON said
they can only be considered as "rule of thumb” projections, but
traffic will be increased, and in fact the whole purpose of the
center is to generate traffic as it cannot be sustained by
residents in the immediate area and the owner will want to draw
people to the area from outside. WILSON maintained that the
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need for such a center does not exist, it is a residential area
and the neighbors are strongly opposed as it will create a
radical change in the residential neighborhood and devalue
property values. WILSON said that while KAPLAN said they see

no need for a curb cut on Murdock, the City staff has recommended
Brookside Parkway be extended to Murdock, which means motorists
would be cutting thru and thus additional traffic on the residen-
tial streets will be added. He stated they do not see any pos=-
sibility of a compromise.

WILSON said he had noted the purchase price of subject tract
was around 1 1/2 million dollars, and he did not think this should
be a consideration for the Planning Commission in determining
proper zoning, since its responsibility is to protect neighborhoods
and promote good development of commercial areas - it is not a body
to promote business transactions.

WILSON stated that the homeowners are much concerned because
their homes are in jeopardy, not only as to value but as to
livability, and they see no possibility of a compromise so far
as the use especially of Parcels 1 and 2.

HOLMES said that if he said there were 1,000 homes immediately
to the north he wanted to correct that statement because what he
meant was the 1,000 homes to the north, east, south and west, which
may or may not be within the 1,000 foot-radius.

KAPLAN said he had nothing further to add, other than they
think they have done an excellent job and engaged the services of
professional planning consultants, and that while he himself
resides within the area, he would prefer to see development under
the plan submitted, than to leave it open for develoment by some
one less concerned with the integrity of the neighborhood than
the present owner.

GLEN VESS, 6403 East Murdock, spoke in opposition and ques-
tioned the use of the high school building for church purposes. He
was advised that the building could be used for church purposes
without any change in zoning. VESS said he bought a home in this
area because it was a desirable residential area and if this center
is permitted, it would decrease the value of his property $10,000,
and he pointed out that the residents and homeowners in this area
are just as much concerned with their investment as the owner of
subject property is concerned with his investment. He maintained
that the price paid by the owner for the property should not be
considered. He said the purchase of a home is usually the biggest
investment a person makes and their values should be protected.

BURNETT asked by whose standards and what rule was being fol-
lowed to determine that the residential property would be devalued.

VESS said he actually didn't have any figures, other than when
Normandy Center was constructed, residents most affected in that
case hired a company to make a study as to the affect on residential
values and it was determined that residences would be devalued about
$5,000 on the south side of Elm and $3,000 on the north side.

He maintained that if real estate values can drop that much when
back yards abut an alley, he estimated his property would be de-
valued $10,000 when the center is visible from his front window, and
he maintained that no one would want to buy a home directly across
t'ge street from such a center if there was an alternative to buy
elsewhere.

RISING asked if there was any information available as to the
success of other shopping centers in the general area, Normandy
Center, for example - are there vacant stores.

TAYLOR commented that on the Zoning Committee field trip
she noted a small store front vacant in Prairie Village, but she
did not think the Commission could base its decision on how
prosperous or how unsuccessful other activities in the surround-
ing area are.
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RISING said he felt the same way, but believed that the time
was coming when there may be new criteria for determining zoning.
He referred to the recent presentation of the Planning Department
staff of projected population and what Wichita might be like in
the year 2000. He commented that it would seem that there should
be some method of projecting how much area is needed for various
land uses to provide services for a population of so many people,
and that is why he asked how successful other centers in this general
area were.

NANCY BACKUS, a resident of the area, said that tenant turnover
in Normandy Center is tremendous and that there has been a vacancy
in Prairie Village since the opening of The Mall on East Harry.

FRED LINDE, 6008 Grace, also spoke in opposition. It was his
feeling that the residents who have been in this area for 17 or 18
years should have superior rights when it comes to deciding
what should be done with the neighborhood. Had the shopping cen-
ter been developed when homes were purchased, then it would be
a different story, but since the residents were there first, he
considered they should have priority and their rights should be
protected.

HENNESSY complimented those present in opposition for their
interest in what occurs in their neighborhood, and said the
Planning Commission's recommendation would be passed on to the
City Commission for a final decision.

BLAREY stated that from his home he can look into Carl Bell's
market, and that he recently voted for zoning for an apartment
complex (244 apartments) only 150 feet from his front door, not
because he wanted the development, but because he thought it
was good zoning for the City of Wichita, and regardless of how
subject application turns out, menbers of the Planning Commission
look at good zoning and that is the primary interest of all the
Commissioners - the proper land use. BLAKEY said he did not feel his
home had deteriorated because of the apartment development, and in
fact felt it was worth more today than when he purchased it five
years ago.

JACKSON said he appreciated the interest shown by those present,
and commented further that the plan submitted is one of the best
submitted since he has been a member of the Commission.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission consider
Case Z-1414 and DP-45 together. JACKSON moved,
BURNETT seconded and it carried unanimously.

BURNETT said he also appreciated the interest shown by the
people and commented further that this is a most difficult decision
to make.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
approval of the request for "LC" Light Commercial
and "BB" Office District (z-1414) and approval

of the Community Unit Plan (DP-45), subject to the
following conditions:

Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or
the application be considered denied and closed.

Changing condition #12 under "General Provisions" to
read as follows: A landscaped plan for the 10-foot
planting area along the perimeter of the site, indicat-
ing the location, type and specifications of planting
materials, shall be submitted to the Planning Depart-
ment for approval prior to the issuance of any build-
ing permit.

Changing condition #13 to read as follows: An interior
cireculation roadway shall be designed and submitted to
the Department of Public Works for review and approval
prior to the issuance of any building permit on Parcels
#1, #2, #4 and %6.
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Changing condition #17 to read as follows: Determining,
at the time of platting, the necessity of extending
Brookside Parkway to Murdock.

Determining, at the time of platting, as to whether or
not the north major entrance on Woodlawn should be
adjusted to align with Claytonia on the east.

Indicate the proposed residential density for Parcel
#1 as not exceeding 29 dwelling units per acre.

Adding "Financial" to the proposed uses on Parcel #5.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial
development and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing con-
struction of the proposed development.

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

BURNETT moved, KAMEN seconded and the motion
carried by a vote of 5 in favor (Burnett, Kamen,
Taylor, Jackson and Blakey) and 2 opposed (Hen-
nessy and Rising).

HENNESSY indicated his vote was because of the desirable
residential neighborhood involved and an effort to preserve prop-
erty values of the homeowners, and he felt the shopping center pro-
posed would be "putting the cart before the horse."

RISING commented that there are many advantages to i ing
property values and thereby taxes, but fundamentally he was opposed
because of his feeling that this is really not the best use. He
felt there is a good segment of subject property along Central which
might be desirable for commercial development and thought there was
a better way of developing the tract as a whole than as submitted.
He referred to his previous statement that there will no doubt be
new ways developed in time for looking at the more fundamental
issues in planning.

EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF JANUARY 18, 1973:

2a. Case No. %-1414 - Carl Chuzy requests change from "AA"

0 BB” for commencing 960 feet north and 60 feet West

of the southeast corner of the southeast quarter of the
southeast quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South, Range
1l East of the 6th P.M., thence west 530 feet; thence north
90 feet; thence west 740 feet; thence north 250 faet;
thence east 1,270 feet, thence south 340 feet to place

of beginning, and change from "AA" and "LC" to "LC" for
the southeast quarter of the southeast quarter of Section
13, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M.,
except commencing 960 feet north and 60 feet west of the
southeast corner of the southeast quarter of the southeast
quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of
" the 6th P.M., thence west 530 feet, thence north 90 feet,
thence west 740 feet, thence north 250 feet, thence east
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1,270 feet, thence south 340 feet to place of beginning.

All generally located on the west side of Woodlawn between
ﬁénl— and §Gﬂ5§.

Case No. DP-45 - Carl Chuzy requests %:onl of Commercial

CUP for property legally described as the so east quarter

of the southeast quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South,

Range 1 Bast of 6th P.M. Generally located on the west side

of Woodlawn between Central and Hih'é?i.

The Chairman asked Lakin to summarize previous considerations
and actions on the above cases.

LAKIN pointed the area out on the map and reviewed the
previous considerations of this application by the Planning
Commission on Septenmber 14, 1972. (See minutes of that date for
the staff report and discussion.) LAKIN reviewed the following
revised staff report based on the revised CUP submitted sub-
sequent to hearings by the City Commission:

_Comments

1. The previous staff report is attached to this report.
Attention is called to items of that report.

2. The Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, on September
14, 1972, recommended approval of the zoning and the CUP
submitted at that time, subject to certain conditions.
The Board of City Commissioners, in considering the case
on Octcber 31, 1972, returned the CUP and zoning request
to the Planning Commission as it "did not agree with the
commercial nature of the proposed Community Unit Plan.”

After the Planning Commission meeting of September 14,
1972, the area residents submitted protest pestitions
against the zoning change requests which will require a
4/5ths vote of the City Commission to make any change.

A revised CUP has been submitted (no change in the zoning
requests has bean made) which:

A. Creatas a tier of single-family lots on Murdock.

B. Reduces in area the tracts originally deaigned for
offices or multi-family.

C. Reduces in area the large tract designated for a
shopping center area.

The CUP as resubmitted is still substantially commercial
in nature.

The requested light commercial totals 409,038 square
feet of floor area, plus 26,000 square feet of floor
area for financial uses. These figures do not include
the parcel proposed as either offices or multi-family.
The total acreage for Parcels 3 thru 7 is 25.55 acres.
Normandy Center to the east has 8.66 acres (both "LC"
and "B") with 91,300 square feet (est.) of floor area
now developed (including service station). Twin Lakes,
for comparison purp ; was thorized 330,000 square
feat of floor area.

The pattern of light commercial zoning seems to have been
established on Central between Oliver and Woodlawn. Con-
tinuation of these past actions would indicate the estab-
lishment of "LC" on the Central frontage. The Commission
may wish to establish "LC" comparable to that on other

nearby corners. If more is to be granted, the applicant
should be asked to provide justification (such as market
studies) for the additional "LC". Although additional

"LC" and the development thereof will bring more traffic




Enlarge Parcel 2 to include area deleted from Parcel 3,
and establish multi-family and institutional uses with
density ot to exceed 12.4 dwelling units per acre.
Allow parking structures (one story) to be built within
the north setback line.

Require solid architectural wall along the north line
of Parcel 2 whenever open off-street parking areas are
provided.

Designate cul-de-sac on west as alt te to be det ined
at the time of platting.

Adjust acreage, floor area figures to conform to allocation
established.

Establish as standard conditions the following:

A. Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any porticn of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial
development and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing con-
struction of the prop d develer t.

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

A question was brought up as to how many acres are involved
in this development plan and how it compares in size with others
which have been dewveloped or approved. LAKIN said subject site
is 36 acres, with approximately 28 acres requested for "LC"
zoning. In terms of zoning, he pointed out that Kellogg Mall
(Chrysler project at northwest corner of Rock Road and Kellogg)
as well as Air Park CUP at Kellogg and Ridge Road were both
large sites and proposed for regional centers. These two
have not been developed as yet, however. He estimated that
Twin Lakes and Marina Lakes combined would about equal subject
site in terms of acres. As to the largest, LARIN indicated
subject project would be one of the largest in acreage, but
buildable floor area should be considered also and the staff
report sets out some comparisons in this respect.

TAYIOR asked Lakin to outline again the configuration of
Parcels 3 and 5 as suggasted by the staff, and LAKIN did so,
and indicated that it was felt rearrangement of Parcel lines as
suggested would result in more reasonable and more buildable
sites, and would tend to discourage stringing out of develop-
ment.

LAKIN reported that protest patitions since the last hearing
amounted to over 53t which would require a 4/5ths vote on the
part of the City Commission to approve these requests. In dis-
cussion of the suggested revisions, LAKIN pointed out that "R-5"
as suggested in the staff report is approximately the same density
as the "A" Two family district, but does allow flaxibility in
type of development, i.e., townhouses, patio apartments, etc.
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The fact that the Library Board has indicated an interest
in a site in the northeast portion of this plan for a branch
library was brought up. LAKIN said he understood the Library
Board has been authorized to negotiate for a site 300 by 200
feet at the intersection of Murdock and Woodlawn. He felt that
perahps more frontage on Woodlawn was available north of Parcel
6 which would be better and permit the row of single-family
lots to remain on Murdock.

HENNESEY asked concerning the Bruce Tract to the west of
subject property and how much commercial zoning there is at that
location. He also commented that the City owns a tract in the
area to the west and north.

LAKIN said the City's tract for park purposes is 30 acres
and that there must be about 30 to 35 acres in the Bruce Tract.
He stated that the staff has favored development in this general
area to the west in such a way as to avoid having to construct
a bridge over the drainage ditch which would be quite expensive.

BILL YUNG, Oblinger-smith Corporation, said they have been
retained by the applicant and have prepared the revisions to
the CUP as submitted earlier. He pointed out the various
changes on the plan as he explained them. He stated that the
basic change was along Murdock where they have indicated single-
family lots because of the protest previously shown by the
residents of the single-family homes to the north of Murdock.

In the beginning, the developer was opposed to that idea be-
cause of the additional curb cuts and traffic on Murdock, but in
an effort to please residents of the area they have redrawn the
plan in this respect. He pointed out that the original proposal
did not have any curb cuts on Murdock and thus posed no problem
of additional traffic there.

Parcel 2, to the south of the tier of single-family lots,
has been shown at a depth which they consider reasonable for
the intended use (offices and/or multi-family) and it would pro-
vide some visual protection as well as sound buffer for the
residences to the north.

The size of Parcel 3 (for "LC" zoning) was reduced with the
creation of the changes above outlined; Parcel 6 (school site)
has been retained for "LC" b of the tainty of what
will ocour on this tract. He indicated that it is still the
desire of the owner to sell the building for church purposes and
that negotiations are still in process. He stated that if the
sale to the church does not materialize, then they may have to
alter their thinking in terms of retaining the school building,
and if it is removed, Parcels 3 and 6 could be designed in a
far better commercial complex.

Parcel 4, YUNG stated, remains as originally submitted.
Parcel 5 has been redesigned for commercial because of the
interest of several food diaspenser type businesses that are
interested in the site. They are interested in the piece as
shown which is the reason for the jog referred to by the Plan-
ning Department staff.

YUNG said they have retained Parcel 7 for a financial
institution instead of the original proposed service station.
LAKIN said that the Central Inspection Division has determined
H;;I. banks or savings and loan associations must have "LC"
zoning.

BURNETT asked Yung what his feelings were on the Planning
staff proposal. YUNG said they are somewhat regulated by what
they know about the market and feasiblity and have been guided
by what their potential clients desire, and have tried to provide
protection for the residences on the north side of Murdock. He
commented that it is a matter of what the market will stand and
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what is feasible and the best use for this particular property.
YUNG pointed out that the owner cannot allow land to remain idle
indefinitely and they are attempting to design something to al-
lawdm highest and best use and in line with market and economic
con ons .

BURNETT asked if he felt the market would not be as great
for "R-5" type development as what has been suggested for Parcel
3. YUNG said there might be a market for that type of use, but
the financial feasibility also enters into the case. With
respect to lot size of the single-family lots on Murdock, YUNG
said they are of the same frontage and depth as those on the
north side of Murdock. Again, when gquestioned about high-rise
or condominium apartments, YUNG said to his knowledge there has
not been any strong inquiries regarding high-rise apartmants.

TAYLOR msked his reaction to limiting the development of
Parcel € to institutions and eliminating any reference to shop-
ping center use. YUNG said they would like to have "LC" in order
to have more flexibility in that it is Aifficult to redevelop
because of the existing structure. He did not believe it would
be practical, at least in their present thinking, to attempt to
develop under any other type zoning.

As to his reaction to the suggestion of reducing the size
of Parcel 3 to south of the existing sewer easement, he said
they would like to retain the "LC" as reguested, and he doubted
that his client would be willing to amend the request for any
more restricted type zoning.

HENNESSY checked with those in opposition to see if they
wanted to present their case or speak to any comments made thus
far, and RICHARD HOLMES, attorney for those in opposition, sug-
gested the proponents complete their presentation.

ROBERT KAPLAN, attorney for the applicant, commented that
YUNG has explained the technical changes in the CUP and revised
plan, and he would review the plan generally and point out the
actions that have been taken since the last meeting to continue
the plans for a guality development, and would explain the uses
for which each parcel is planned. He felt his presentation would
demonstrate just how well insulated and anchored and buffered the
area really would be. It was his personal opinion that the man-
ner in which it is proposed to develop this property will result
in one of the best designed developments in the City.

Parcel 7 (southeast correr of subject plan), KAPLAN said,
is definitely committed to a savings and loan association which
requires "LC" zoning. Parcel 3, the most substantial area, is
recessed well into the 40-acre tract, to the west of which is
the Bruce Tract (the owner is not opposed to this application),
which is undeveloped and open arca, except for a riding stable
and bridle paths for horse riding.

KAPLAN pointed out that the north side of subject tract
is anchored by a tier of single-family lots extending all along
the south side of Murdock (cul-de-sac at the west end of Mur-
dock), and with "S5B" zoning to the south (Parcel 2) of the
tier of single-family lots, so the single-family residences now
existing on the north side of Murdock are double buffered ("AA"
and “BB" zoning south of Murdock). He pointed out that it has
been the traditional policy to buffer with "BB" between single-
family and "LC" developments, and this has been accepted by the
Planning Commission many times in the past. He said the single-
family lots proposed are the same size as those on the north
side of Murdock, with the possible exception of some around the
cul-de-sac at the west end.

KAPLAN continued by pointing out that at the northeast cor-
ner of subject CUP, they anticipate a library facility in the
"AA" area, commenting further that while negotiations have not
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been completed for a definite location, they are very hopeful
in this respect, and feel that this corner also, with such a
development, would provide insulation and buffering of the area
proposed for retail uses.

KAPLAN referred to Parcel 6 (school site) and the fact

that they are still striving to negotiate with the church which
had been referred to at previous discussions of this application
as wanting to buy the property for church purposes, and he said
they are still hopeful that a deal can be made in this respect.
He said he and his client are trying very hard to carry through
with the library and church negotiations. FKAPLAN raferred again
to Parcel 7 and the fact that it will be a local savings and loan
association which will conatruct a beautiful facility, and it can
be assumed that the library facility will be also.

KAPLAN next referred to Parcel 4 and the fact that it is
proposed also for a bank or savings and loan association, and
he summarized the fact that buffering type development is
proposed at all four corners (library, savings and loan, bank,
and single-family)., He doubted if there was another commarable
development as well anchored. In referring to the Central Street
frontage, KAPLAN reiterated what had already been pointed out -
that a pattern of light commercial has been followed from Broad-
way to Beech, and there is nothing unique or unusual about the
request for "LC" on Central. He said that Parcel 5 is proposed
for food service and a family type rostaurant operation, all of
which would be quality construction. He stated that they do not
anticipate any strip or string type devalopment. Reference was
made again to Parcel 3, and KAPLAN noted that retail shops would
be developed, and he referred again to the buffering which has
been provided.

KAPLAN suggested that it was not reasonable to compare
center-for-center, based on acreage of light commercial, and it
was his thinking that the Twin Lakes Center was developed prior
to the limitation of 30% ground coverage. He commented that the
ratio of development proposed by his client to raw ground at 30%
coverage is a better ratio than at Twin Lakes Shopping Center. As
an illustration he commented that 400,000 square feet of floor
space on 5 acres 1s one thing, but the same square footage of
floor area on 20 or 30 acres is somcthing else, so he did not
consider it fair to consider only the size of the tract involved.

KAPLEN felt that the plan as submitted provides for utiliza-
tion of the ground in an advantaceous manner and in accordance
with the ordinance, and affords protection for everyone concerned
because of the extremely well bufforing, anchoring and desirable
land uses projected. He felt that the land planners (Oblinger-
Smith) have done an excellent job in desiqning the tract for
development.

In summary, KAPLAH referred to the proposed library site
and in view of Lakin's comments earlier, suggested that if
negotiations are completed prior to any approval of this plan,
then that particular tract would become an exception from the
plan.

HENNESSY asked Kaplan if he actually felt that the sugges—
tions made in Item 9 of the staff report would be uneconomical.

KAPLAN said they would not be the most advantageous use of
the land and its cost, and that under "R-5" zoning (12 units per
actz) the cost of acquisition of the property could not be
achieved.

HENNESSY expressed a desire to see compromise among the
applicant and those in opposition if at all possible.

KAPLAN said they would like nothing better than to have
a development that everyone would be satisfied with, but several
attempts have been made for compromise - they have offered
certain things in the overall plan and zoning which would be a
disadvantage to Mr Chuzy, but were offered in an attempt to
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eliminate cbjection, but all such efforts have failed. In
reference to the proposal submitted by the Kapaun Neighbors,
KAPLAN said it is not one which his client can consider. In
further explaining efforts for compromise, KAPLAN said they

have conferred with one of the residents of the area and he had
advised the applicant what he thought would satisfy the residents,
it was reduced to writing and drawn up by Oblinger-Smith, but
when it was submitted to other residents of the area, it was com-
pletely unacceptable, so there is apparently no possibility of
conpromise. He said his client cannot agree to a plan or devel-
opment which would not be economically feasible.

KAPLAN said they have not been derelict in their attempts
for conciliation even though such efforts have apparently failed.
He suggested that it will no doubt be unrealistic to hope to
satisfy everyone, but they have done everything they possibly
can to make the proposal palatable to everyone.

In response to further information as to the possible
library site, KAPLAN submitted an overlay on the CUP. There
was brief discussion and the possibility pointed out of a revi-
sion in parcel configuration, depending on the final tract to
be purchased by the Library Board, if such does materialize.
it was noted that such a use would be permitted in any type zon-

ng.

LAKIN said that it is his understanding the Library Board
has not hired an architect yet, but the Librarian had indicated
his only desire for access to the structure would be from Wood-
lawn. FKAPLAN said they would depend on their land planner for
advice as to configuration and proper site planning for develop-
ment. He suggested that some of the items being discussed would
no doubt be taken up during platting. He further said that if
the negotiations with the Library Board are consummated, once the
deed is delivered, the Library Board will be involved in platting
and access points, etc., for that particular tract.

RICHARD HOLMES, attorney representing residential prop-
erty owners in the area, spoke in opposition. For the record,
he stated he would not repeat in full the previous arguments
submitted at the prior hearing because he felt the Commissioners
were all familiar with the desires of his clients.

For the record, however, he pointed out that he represented
51 out of 71 owners of property within a 200-foot radius of the
CUP proposal and 149 owners within a radius of 1,000 feet, which
includes all of the property owners on the north side of Murdock.

HOLMES said he would point out several basic points. There
seems to be a couple of inconsistencies mentioned; one, in
General Provisions #9 of the CUP it states that the existing
building (Kapaun High) shall remain on Parcel 6, then in General
Provision #16 it is stated that in the event Parcels 2 and 6 are
developed jointly, no setback will be necessary along the eastern
side of Parcel 3. HOLMES commented that Parcel 6 is indicated
for shopping center, institutional and office uses and he did not
see how such wording can be considered consistent with the state-
ment that the existing building will remain on the site.

HOLMEE said he considered this important in that the
Revised CUP was submitted, but that no request has been made
for a change in zoning. The CUP sets out certain uses for the
property, but the zoning application which originally requested
"BB* across the north side (now shown for "AA" development on
the CUP) still remains. He was also concerned about the descrip-
tion for the library site and felt it is surely a very recent
development and he considered it unfortunate that it has been
brought out at this time. He pointed out that although Mr. Kap-
lan has indicated it is a proposal which has been pending for
sometime, it was not publicized until just prior to this meeting,
and there has been rather strong reaction from the neighbors
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against such a proposal adjacent to Murdock as they don't feel
it would be appropriate, and it is not included in the Revised
CUP as a proposed use. He agreed, however, that the plan does
indicate "AA" uses and he understands that a library facility
can be permitted in such zoning.

HOLMES suggested also that the City already owns 30 acres
within a one-half mile radius of this area, which could be
utilized as a library site without the expense of buying another
tract.

HOLMES next referred to the fact that one of the prime
problems as pointad out before relates to the generation of
traffic, and he stated that in discussion with the Traffic
Engineer he was informed that it is anticipated, based on past
experience and studies, that 400,000 square feet of light com-
mercial development would generate from 14,000 to 30,000 addi-
tional vehicles per day in this area.

HOLMES next referred to the suggestion of the staff that
some justification of the economic necd for such a development
should be submitted. He continued that his figures show that
there are 11 shopping centers within a 3-mile radius of this
particular location, and he noted that the need for a center of
this size was questioned by the City Commission, which 4id not
!.:1 the large commercial nature of the development was advis-
able.

In referring to Mr. Kaplan's statement concerning double
buffering on the north, HOLMES pointed out that such might
serve as a double buffer to the homes on the north side of Mur-
dock, but not for those proposed for the south side by this
plan. He felt that the real issue is whether or not this is
primarily a residential neighborhood and should remain as such,
or whether the majority of subject property should be utilized
in some fashion other than single-family. He strongly felt that
the property should be utilized for something compatible with
the residential area and the desires of the residents.

As for efforts to compromise, he agreed that there have been
numerous meetings, and his clients are sincere in their attempts
to compromise, and he felt that Mr. Chuzy has been sincere in
his attempts to submit a proposal that was a minimum of what he
felt he could reasonably and financially accept.

HOLMES repeated that he agrees the property must be utilized,
but was strong in his belief that it should be compatible with
the neighbrhood and something which is acceptable to the people
who have invested in quality homes and were entitled to something
more than increased traffic and problems that an "LC" develop-
ment of this size would entail.

HOLMES said it disturbed him that the Kapaun school site
is being requested for "LC" when that is really not the manner
in which the owner wants to develop, and he suggested it be con-
aidered for office or institutional zoning, ahd he noted again
that the zoning requests are not consistent with the CUP,

HOIMES brought up the fact that Parcel 5 has been indicated
for food service, and in view of the numerous times he has been
asked by his clients if Mr. Blakey, who is with The Fleming
Company, plans on establishing an IGA supermarket on this tract.
If this is a possibility, then it has basen inferred that there
might be a conflict of interest for Mr. Blakey to vote on this
matter.

BLAKEY said his company is seeking locations all over
Wichita and admitted that they would like to have a market in
this general area. He pointed out the fact that there is a
Dillon market and Safeway Store, Carl Bell Market, etc., gen-
erally in the area along Central (farther to the east) and he




® ®

doubted that they would be interested in another location on
subject property. BLAKEY stated that if the zoning is approved,
then there would be efforts made to have an IGA store in the CUP
area.

HOLMES said he raised the question only because of the
numerous times he has been guestioned on the matter by some of
his clients.

BURNETT said he considered it an unfair question merely
because Mr. Blakey is a member of the Commission, and suggested
that there is likelihcod that everybody on the Commission at one
time or another might be construed as having a conflict of
interest. He continued that the Commissioners are members of
this Body to try to zone property for the welfare of the City at
large in the future.

BURNETT asked Mr. Holmes what the Kapaun Neighbors really
thought was desirable development. HOLMES answered that the
proposal has been submitted and is shown on the wall. The plan
proposes "AA" in the northern portion and for the Kapaun School
structure site; "A" for the large portion west of the School:
"LC" for a small area at the southeast corner of the tract and
"BB" for the balance of the Central frontage west of the "LC",
He indicated he did not consider it his responsibility to tell
the owners how it should be developed, but did think there were
more compatible uses with adjacent development than what has
been projected. He conceded that since the Kapaun neighborhood
plan had been submitted, they have indicated they would not
:pposo a reasonable depth of "LC" across the entire Central

'rontage.

TAYLOR said she agreed with Mr. Holmes to a certain extent
concerning the question of the library branch site and the fact
that it is not shown as such on the CUP.

KAMEN referred to the inference previously that there is
City property clese by which might have been used for the library
site, and said that he has investigated this point and learned
that the Park Board acquires land for their own use and not for
resale, even for another public use.

JACKSON referred to the fact that the planned single-
family development along Murdock will generate more traffic
on Murdock than the original plan which eliminated any access
to Murdock, and yet the traffic matter was one of the points
for strong opposition by residents on the north side of Mur-
dock. He pointed out that there is certain to be more traffic
under the present prorosal of single-family homes.

HOLMES agreed that there would be more residential traffic
on Murdock, but referred back to the fear of the property
owners on the north side of Murdock that Brookside Parkway to
the west of subject property might some day be opened to sub-
ject area and then extended north to Murdock, thus channeling
commercial traffic from the center onto Murdock. JACKSON
commented that apparently the area residents are no longer con-
cerned about traffic. HOLMES said it was not correct to say
they were not concerned, but felt that the single-family devel-
opment would generate much less traffic than to have access from
the Center to the west and then into Murdock. HOLMES commented

that it would appear to be the weighing of one matter against
the other and apparently the residents are more favorable to
more residential type traffic than to look into an office type
development on the south side of Murdock.

The Chairman declared a recess at 8:45. The Commission re-
convened with the following members present: Alvin J. Hennessy,
Chairman; Bob Blakey; Marjorie Taylor; Harlan Kamen; James Bur-
nett; Howard V. Harrison, and Abner V. J. Jackson. Member
sbsent was Austin Riasing.
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CHAIRMAN HENNESSY pointed out that Howard V. Harrison, a
mnbnz of the comluion. had just arrived and had not heard the
ion. To avoid any possible feelings of an
u.ntd.r hcnlng. he asked Mr. Kaplan and Mr, Holmes if they would
be opposed to Mr. Harrison's consideration and vote in this
matter.

KAPLAN said he and his client would defer to Mr. Harrison's
own sound judgment and that he had no desire to reiterate what
had already heen presanted. HOLMES felt Mr. Kaplan had made a
diplomatic statement and said he would concur and defer to Mr.
Harrison's own feelings in the matter.

GLENN VESS, 6403 East Murdock, co-chairman of Kapaun Neigh-
bors, before starting his presentation in opposition, asked Mr.
Balkey if there waan't an IGA store at Edgemoor and Central.
BLAKEY agreed that there is, but that they want to relocate and
as late as three weeks ago were discussing the possible sale of
this site to the Library Board for a branch location.

VESS thanked the staff and Commissioners for this special
meating to hear the Kapaun Neighbors, He commented that people
generally are apathetic so far as City government is concerned,
crime in the streets, etec., - not that people don't resent such
things, but for the most part they just talk and nothing is done
however, there is one exception and that is when a person's
home is threatened. He referred to the intense interest of the
residents of the area in that they have attended this hearing
and the one on September 14, 1972, as well as three meetings
by the City Commission, which he felt was proof of the interest.
He continued that the home is probably the largest purchase made
by the average family, and he introduced three families of the
Kapaun area which he considered a cross section of the residents.

VESS introduced Mrs. Wert, & widow who has her own home on
East Central; Mr. and Mrs. George Young, residents on Murdock,
who are retired; Mr. and Mrs. Bachus, a young couple on East Elm,
who bought their home to raise their family: and another resident
on Claytonia.

VESS referred to wording in the zoning ordinance that the
purpose of zoning is to prevent overcrowding of land, to
preserve property values, to promote the general welfare,
p:bllc safety and the preservation of personal and property
rights.

VESS pointed out that while there has heen much said about
efforts of the applicant to compromise, the only change that has
been made is the showing on the CUP of 120 feet for single-
family lots on the north edge of the subject property, and the
request for zoning has not been changed. The request is still for
"BB" Office Zoning on that proposed for single-family develop-
ment. He emphasirzed the fact that they are not opposed to devel-
opment, but want such developmen® to be in keeping with the
residential neighborhood. He pointed out that within a radius of
three miles they have 13 shopping centers, and the one being
proposed is certainly not needed. He suggested that if it was
at the edge of town there would be a need, but at subject loca-
tion it can only create a lot of commercial and problems for the
residential area vhere there is already traffic congestion at
the Normandy Center.

VEES said they have submitted a plan which they consider
desirable and orderly for subject property, and that even in the
last few days have agreed to not oppose light commercial all
along the Central Street frontage for a reasonable depth, sc to
say the residents are opposed to development is not true.

As to the size of subject tract compared with other centers,
VESS said that the CUP for The Mall is 29.1 acres; Twin Lakes
is 19.3 acres; Eastgate is 23.7 acres and Park Lane 16 acres,
while subject CUP encompasses approximately 36 acres. The re-
ferred to centers have offices and banks as well as retail
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centers. He maintained that with the exception of the Kellogg
Mall recently approved, but not under construction, subject
center would be the largest in the City.

VESE felt that to approve this request would open up a
vast amount of area for cc ial develor t and, further,
it would be difficult for any future Commimsion to avoid qgrant-
ing light commercial to Mrs. Bruce, the owner to the west, if
it was requested. VESS said the opposition rep ta h on
Elm, Jacqueline, Claytonia, Murdock, Marjorie and Central and
the protest submitted to the City Commission contained over
400 signatures and over and above those within the 200-foot
radiusa 80 it is not just people across the streat who are
opposed.

VESS said the residential type traffic to be generated from
the proposed single-family homes on the south side of Murdock
would not be so cbjectionable hecause it would be slow and
principally passenger type vehicles as opposed to truck traffic
from a commercial development.

Por comparison purposes, VESS said he had analyzed taxes
paid on homes in the area bounded by 9th, Mission, Edgemoor and
Second, and five houses south of Central and East of Woodlawn
(608 homes) and hased on the formula utilized and the years
chosen, this resulted in a return to the County of $8,074,000
paid in property taxes, out of which §2,220,000 was paid to the
City. The purpose of this submission was to indicate the fact
that there is a large tax return from this area which would be
decreased through lowering of property values if this raquest is
approved.

VESS referred also to several examples of attempted devel-
opment through the United States which was blocked through
efforts of residents and the detrimental affect such would have
on raesidential areas. He c d that opposing arquments in-
cluded traffic congestion, environmental and social problems
which would result, lowering of property values, etc. VESS
stated that the increased traffic and detrimental affect of what
ie proposed on the residential property in the general area would
make it impossible to sell a home without sacrificing, and to
relocate in view of the rising costs of construction in the last
few years, would mean increased expenditure to replace the home
sold. He commented that no potential buyer would want a home
with a shopping center right across the street when he could buy
in a residential area for the same money.

VESS said they have really tried to compromise with the
applicant and have "gone down the road" quite a bit with the
plan they have submitted. He commented that they kaep hearing
that sooner or later there will be "LC" on Central. He con-
tinued that it was his understanding that one of the goals of
the Planning Commission so far as rezoning is to benefit most
of the people involved, and in this case a fine residential
neighborhood is involved, and if "LC" is granted it will only
lead to more along Central. He said they realize the property
will not remain vacant, but were specifically opposed to the
school site (Parcel 6) becoming a shopping center.

VESS also asked where the parking lot for the library would
be located if that use actually materializes, and commented that
it would no doubt be open until 9:00 a.m. and have a lighted
parking lot, and to locate it right across the street from the
single-family homes on Murdock would not be desirable. He
urged that some other location in the 40 acres be considered
which would be satisfactory with the Kapaun Neighbors. VESS
said all they want to do is protect the residential neighbor-
ho:d and any development which will complement the area, they
welcome.

HENNESSY asked if he heard correctly that the opposition
is not now opposed to "LC" along Central. VESS said they would
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consider “LC" if it could be limited in depth to the showing of
"BB" on the Kapaun Neighbors plan, provided they wera provided
a covenant that would assure them that in 6 months or a year,
they would not have to appear again in opposition to another
application for anything on this tract. After study of the maps
!.: was ng{oed it would be approximately 350 feet in depth north
of Central.

BURNETT asked Vess if he was opposed to "LC" on Parcel 6
(Rapaun structure parcel) and VESE said they would be much more
inclined to approve "BB" than "LC".

BURNETT asked if they were opposed to what is proposed for
Parcel 1. VESS said they were not opposed to single-family, but
that the request is for "BB" on this parcel.

LAKIN pointed out that that is true - the request is still
for "BB", but the CUP would limit the uses permitted thereon.

JACKSON asked if the opposition would have any abjection
if uses in Parcel 6 were limited to institutional, and VESS said
they have no objection to a church or institutional type uses.

After some discussion and computation, it was decided
that to eliminate Parcel 6 for "LC" would reduce the acreage
6.21 and the leaseable floor space 108,000 aquare feet. It
was pointed out that if Parcel 6 was approved for "BB", the
residential area to the north and east would be buffered.

VESE agreed that would he true, but it would not eliminate
the large area for shopping center (Parcel 3) and he stated
again that it would be difficult to deny zoning when requested
on the Bruce Tract to the west along the north side of Central
if "LC" was approved on this parcel. He commented also that
with the increased light commercial would come the widening
of Central and Woodlawn and increased costs to the taxpayers.
He stated that he is not arquing the point that Central will
not be "LC" eventually, but to extend it to the depth requested
he felt was unrealistic and not in keeping with other light
commercial approvals in the City. He doubted that the Commis-
:iog had ever approved anything of this magnitude in a residen-

al area.

BLAKEY referred to the northwest quarter of this section
where there is 27 acres of "LC" owned by Mr. Claude Lambe
that is surrounded by residences. LAKIN indicated this zoning
was granted in 1951 or 1952. VESS commented that apparently
whoever was living in the surrounding areas did not care.

BURNETT asked the feelings if Parcel 3 is recommended for
“BB" - Office park type development and said he was trying to
£ind out what the Kapaun Neighbors want for this parcal,

VESS said they do not want a shopping center and would be
more inclined to favor high-rise apartments or duplexes, town-
houses, an "R-5" zoning, although he was merely speaking as
chairman and had not checked with the entire group.

HENNESSY suggested the discussion may be reaching a point
where something acceptable to all concerned might he resolved,
and asked if it might be desirable to give the parties a chance
to confer again.

KAPLAN said he appreciated the efforts of Mr. Burnett and
the other Commissioners and while it appears there is a chance,
judging from previous meetings with the opposition, a compromise
is not possible, and while he is willing to negotiate, he would
appreciate the Planning Commission taking a vote on this matter
at this meeting.
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KAPLAN stated that if Parcel 3 is to he rezoned as
raquested ("LC") then he would recommend to Mr. Chuzy a "BB"
classification for Parcel 6, if that would appease the opposi-
tion, but it won't.

BLAKEY asked if his understanding was correct that the
applicant would be willing to remove the "LC" request for Par-
cel € and accept "BB" if the balance of the application could
be approved as submitted. KAPLAN said if he could feel certain
that there would be no opposition expressed when this is sub-
mitted to the City Commigsion, then he would recommend to his
client that he accept "BB" for Parcel 6, if that would resolve
the disagreemants.

HENNESSY said that is why he brought it up - that he felt
they were getting somewhere in this matter and that he has confi-
dence in the people involved. It was pointed out that to ap-
prove any change would require a 4/5ths vote of the City Com-
mission and there has been indication from two of the City
Commissionera that they would not be favorable to this change,
so it was the feeling of the Chairman that from the applicant's
standpoint it might be desirable to attempt a further compromise
effort, and he pointed out that all members of the Planning
Commission are trying to work with all those involved in this
matter.

KAPLAN agreed with the last statement, and said he would
like nothing better than to see this matter settled.

VESS said they could not compromise with “LC" on Parcel 3
to the depth shown, but would accept "A" or “R-5" roning that
would permit residential uses, such as townhouses, garden
apartments or duplexes. He continued that he would want to
confer with the others of the Kapaun area as to their feelings
on "BB" on the Kapaun Site. He reiterated they are in favor of
the "AA" on Murdock and "LC" on Central, but to a limited depth,
but not for the entire depth of Parcel 2 because it would open
up the area to the west for further light commercial zoning.

KAPLAN pointed out that so far as limiting the bulk of
Parcel 3 to the "R-5" classification, which is really the equal
of duplex zoning because it allows the same number of units per
acre, but does permit a different style of architecture and
townhouses, that is really the same thing the Kapaun Neighbors
have proposed in their plan and is simply not feasible.

There was brief discussion ahout how much leaseable floor
space would he lost if "LC" was approved just on the Central
Street frontage in Parcel 3 for a limited depth, with multiple
family housing to the north of the “LC". The question was asked
whether or not the light commercial uses contemplated could
be rearranged to result in the amount being equal to what is
proposed for Parcel 3.

LAKIN hurriedly calculated the figures and indicated it
would appear to reduce the leaseable floor area 25 to 30% of
the original proposal.

VESS astressed the fact that the Kapaun Neighbors have
attempted to compromise in spite of what anyone else may say,
and he pointed out that the only compromise the applicant has
made is to indicate single-family homes on the south side of
Murdock; however, they have not changed any of their zoning
requests.

JACKSON asked if they would rather have "LC" on Parcel 6
(school site) or on Parcel 3 and VESS said they don't want it
on either parcel. JACKSON commented that the Kapaun Neighhors
constitute the area to the north and east principally and in
view of the agr t with respect to "LC" on Central it appears
the residents to the west and south are not too much concerned
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with development on Central. JACKSON also suggestad that it
might be to the best interests of the residents to th- north

and east to have Parcel 6 "BB" with the "LC" orientec .o Central.
VESS said they cannot rely on what happens in Parcel 6 and they
cannot accept "LC" for the large area in Parcel 3 because of the
retail uses which would be permitted, and the opening up of the
Central frontage farther to the west if regquested.

JACKSON pointed ocut that an inroad of "LC" has already been
approved in the area to the west and as far as the Bruce Tract,
he doubted that it would be economically feasible that the owners
would ever expect to develop a shopping center if the one being
discussed at this time is in existence. VESS commented that pos-
sibly not a shopping center, but there could be other freestand-
ing and drive-in type commercial uses.

- JACKSOH suggested the possibility of the developers of
the Bruce Tract leaning more toward condominiums or multiple-
family housing in view of the shopping facilities which would
be provided by the subject proposal if it is approved and the
development occurs.

VESS commented that everyone is spaculating as to what
might happen, but in his opinion the average citizen is not
interested in buying a condominium overlooking a shopping cen-
ter. JACKSON disagreed, and pointed out that in recent years
development has often been in exactly that manner - multiple
family or high-rise apartments next to shopping facilities.

BURNETT refoerred to the earlier staff suggestion that
Parcel 3 only extend north to the sewer line easement and
a squaring off of the parcel.

KAPLAN said he read the revised staff report very care-
fully but would have to consider building setback, easements,
etc. He stated further that if the opposition would accept
"BB" on Parcel 6 rather than "LC", he would recommend such to
his client, and the matter could be settled at this meeting by
a vote of the Planning Commission.

JACKSON suggested another recess if there is to be further
consultation by Mr. Kaplan and those in opposition.

VESS asked those of the RKapaun Neighbors whom he represents
if they desired to receive or entertain anything further, or
elaborate on what he had presented. There was no response. He
suggested the Commissioners look at the two plans - the revised
one submitted by the applicant and that submitted by the Kapaun
Neighbors, and pointed out that the neighborhood is the one
that has made the most compromise efforts, the only one on the
part of the applicant being the showing of the single-family
lots on the south side of Murdock in the CUP, but without an
amendment to the zoning request for "BB" for this arca. He said
they would see no reason to change that zoning, and they would
compromise on Parcel 6 to accept "3B", but could not compromise
on the "LC" for Parcel 3.

HENNESSY asked if either faction had anything else to present
because he wanted everyone to feel they had a fair and impartial
hearing.

KAPLAN commented that most of what he would say would ke
repeating, but he did point out that although Twin Lakes may
be 12.3 acres, the 28 acres requasted for "LC" in subject case,
would have much less ground impact. He said they analyzed the
tax situation also and with commercial zoning it can do nothing
but lessen tax pald by residential properties in the area.

HENNESSY expressed the Commission's thanks for the interest
and presence of those at the meeting and considered it good for
the community when the citizens take part.
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JOHN VESS, on behalf of the Kapaun Neighbors, reviewad the
compromise efforts made by those in opposition, and to Jackson's
remark that the people to the south have apparently "sold out”
because there is no longer opposition to "LC" along Central.

VESS said they are still just as much interested as in the begin-
ning and that they have not "sold out", but that it is just one
more way in which they have attempted to compromise.

JACKSON said that maybe his choice of words was not proper,
but if it is a compromise then it would appear to be to the detri-
ment of the neighbors on the south. He stated that he was merely
pointing out that the majority of the Kapaun Neighbors live in
the areas to the north and ecast of subject property.

VESS felt that while it may be detrimental to those across
the street on the south side of Central, it is not as detri-
mental as if there was no compromise and the entire thing
became "LC".

JOHN VESS felt that the traffic congestion created by what
is being proposed will not be limited strictly to the intersection,
but will be widespread through the nearby residential streets.

JACKSON commented that he is concerned not just for this
immediate area, but also considers the overall good of the City
at large in projects of this nature.

KAPLAN stated in view of efforts of the Commiseion to bring
together the opronent and proponent, if it will resolve the
matter he would withdraw the request for "LC" on Parcel 6.

HOLMES said he d@id not think that would resolve the matter be-
cause they are apparently still interested in having "LC" on the
entire area of Parcel 3 and his clients cannot go along with that.

JACKSON commented that at least when it goes back to the
City Commission, the Planning Commission will have made a strong
effort for compromise.

KAPLAN asked Mr. Holmes how much "LC" his clients were willing
for the applicant to have on Parcel 3, and HOLMES said they were
willing to concede to the extent of that shown as "BB" on the
neighborhood plan.

HENNESSY offercd compliments to both the proponents and
opponents and said they have done a tremendous job. His personal
hope was that this matter could be accepted by all parties, and he
stated he would not want to think the Planning Commission had been
derelict in its efforts to help in a solution to the differences
expressed.

HARRISON asked for a 5-minute recess, and the Chairman
declared a short recess, after which the Commission reconvened
with the same members and staff members present.

KAPLAN said that during the recess, he and those in opposition
have between themselves decided that in view of the lateness of
the hour, it would he appropriate and they requested the Planning
Commission to vote or determine its recommendation; however, they
also agreed that they would continue to discuss and meet right
up to the time of the City Commission maeting to reach an amicable
compromise.

HENNESSY wondered if it would be appropriate for the Com~
mission to make a recommendation to the City Commission under
these circumstances.

HARRISON commented that any type of recommendation could
have some adverse influence on the City Commission if they ap-
proach it from the standpoint that there are negotiations under-
way. He questioned whether or not the Planning Commission should
vote at this time,
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HOLMES said there is a possibility of resolving things before
the City Commission meeting, but there is no assurance. He felt
the consensus of both factions is that the Planning Commission
make its decision as it sees fit and if either side cannot "live
with it" they will try to resolve the matter in the meantime.

EKAPLAN said that is essentially correct as Mr. Holmes
reported.

TAYLOR saild the poasibility of the librarv site concerned
her and felt that if the Commission is about to make a recom-
mendation, Mr. Kaplan should be asked if negotiations with the
Library Board are serious enough to consider the site for the
library or if the Commission should offer an alternate in its
recommendation and ask that the site be located in the "BB" sec-
tion of Parcel 2 just north of the major entrance on Woodlawn
rather than on the corner of Murdock.

KAPLAN said he certainly thought that would he a possibi-
lity, but again he could not direct himself to a mattexr on which
he has no authority. lie said the Library Board approved and made
a request for the corner location, whether or not the Board would
find a variance of that dimension feasible or not, he did not
know.

TAYLOR felt the Commission should make that recommendation
for the consideration of the Library Board.

JACKSON said he would submit a motlon and try to incorporate
the feelings of both the applicant and the Kapaun Nelghbors
as he has satisfied himself that this is not only good zoning but
will be compatible if there is enough talk involved among the
parties that something can he worked out previous to the time this
case comes before the City Commission for final approval.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend

to the City Commission on Case 2-1414 that

Parcel 1 ramain as “AA" Single-Family, and that

the "BB" Office District be approved for the areas
designated as Parcels 2 and 6, and that "LC® Licht
Commercial be approved for the remaining Parcels 3, 4,
5, and 7; and the approval of the amended CUP be sub-
ject to deleting the use "shopping center” from
Parcel 6 and adding new uses "churches and schools",
and subject to the following standard conditions:

Platting of subject property within cone year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Cormunity Unit Plan doces not con-
atitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construc-
tion of the proposed development.

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

Jackson moved and Burnett seconded the motion.

BURNETT said he did not think they could say enocugh for
the way the Commission has tried to bring the proponent and




opponents together in this case and he thought everyone involved
had done an outstanding job.

HARRISON asked for a clarification of the motion and LAKIN
went over it step-by-step pointing out the various parcels
involved and the zoning recommended by the motion.

VOTE ON THE ABOVE MOTION: Carried by a vote
o n favor (Jackson, Burnett, Blakey, Taylor,

and Kamen) and 1 opposed (Hennessy). Harrison
abstained.




TO THE WICHITA - SEDGWICK COUNTY METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

Presented herewith are 400 to 438 signatures of resi-

dential and business property owners and operators of businesses
in the immediate area generally surrounding and neighboring the
following described real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter (SE/4) of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4) of Section 13, Township 27

South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M., Sedgwick

County, Kansas;
who, by affixing their signatures to the documents herewith pre-
sented, do protest against, disapprove of, and object to the pro-

posed change of zoning classification of said property and the

adoption of a community unit plan covering the same for which an

application is now pending.

There are 71 separately owned properties locatsd with-
in 200 feet of the above described real property and the protest
petitions herewith presented contain the signatures of the owners

_of 51 of those properties.




PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the :'.mmeldiate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M, Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to t.hié Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
éo, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the :Lmne.di.ate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pri)posad change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imme‘diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imne-diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by aff:.x:.ng our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr0posed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the prloposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr'oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Da: Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immédia.te
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the p::]oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Date ame of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imma-d:‘.ate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr'oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending befcre the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the praposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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FROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
ptoperi:y owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area gemerally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the proposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Commumnity Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential a.m:i business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the irme'diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr‘oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Date Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

VWe, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the i:nme'diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr‘oposecl change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imme‘diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr‘oposad change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imne.diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas; ;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and cbjection to the prbposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imme.diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

Gth. P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the p::)oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro- ..

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imme-diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and cbjection to the pr;:posed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, lfo: which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

Ve, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the imméd:i.ate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr::posed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr]oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Date Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the i.mméd.iate
area dgenerally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and cbjection to the px:loposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the :imne-diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the Prloposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.

Date Name of Property Owner or Business
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwiclt County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the pr’oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the immediate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-

cate our disapproval of and objection to the pri:posed change

of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-

cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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PROTEST PETITION

We, the undersigned, being residential and business
property owners, and operators of businesses in the :‘.mne'diate
area generally surrounding and neighboring the following de-
scribed real property, to-wit:

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast

Quarter (SE/4 SE/4) of Section 13,

Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M., Sedgwick County, Kansas;
do, by affixing our signatures to this Protest Petition, indi-
cate our disapproval of and objection to the p.r]oposed change
of zoning classification of said property and the adoption of
a Community Unit Plan covering the same, for which an Appli-
cation is now pending before the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-

politan Area Planning Commission.
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January 23, 1973

Ford Rockwell, City Librarian 5

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

"Kapaun" Community Unit Plan - DP-485

The Planning Commission, at their special public hearing on
January 18, 1973, approved the Kapaun Community Unit Plan,
subject to a series of amendments. One of them included the
establishment of single-family lots completely along the
north side of the tract adjacent to Murdock. They also
approved, then, a tract of land immediately south thereof
between this tier of single-family lots and the Kapaun
School., This tract was zoned for "BB" Office District

and was set out in a fashion that the Library Board could
locate a branch library on this tract.

Although I know the public uses need not conform to the zoning
district, this Community Unit Plan, if approved before the
Library Board would take title to any land, because of the
setbacks and the special controls thereon, would preclude

the use of a tract of land on Murdock and Woodlawn. This

is caused primarily by the setback lines that are established
and the tract lines in the CUP.

The tract of land immediately south of the single-family lots
being proposed is just a little over 200 feet in width along
Woodlawn and the depth, of course, could be any part of the
tract.

If there is any question concerning the location of the "BB"
Districts or the limitations placed on other tracts involved,
please contact either myself or Jack Galbraith in my office.

RAL:ber
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HorMes, DARRAH AND MELLOR
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
800 BROWN BUILDING

A. L. HOLMES (1880-1020) ‘WicHTA, KANSAS 67202

W. €. HoLMES (1087-1088) TELEPHONE (318) 263-4403

RICHARD W. HOLMES

JOMN JAY DARRAN January 22 3 1973

Mr. Jack Galbraith

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Annex Building

Wichita, Kansas

Re: C-K-M Community Unit Plan
Dear Jack:

1 am returning herewith the copy of the latest C-K-M
Community Unit Plan on the Kapaun property which you loaned to
me last week. It is my understanding that the matter will not
come before the City Commission before February 20,1973.

Thanks again for your cooperation and assistance in this
matter.

Yours very truly,

oA

Richard W. Holmes
of HOLMES, DARRAH AND MELLOR




January 22, 1973

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan, Attorney
Kaplan, McMillan and Anderson
430 North Market

Wichita, Kansas 67202

7-1414 - "AA" to "BB" and
“AA" and "LC" to "LC"; and
DP-45 - CKM Commercial
Community Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Kaplan:
The Planning Commission, at a special meeting on January 18,

1973, considered the above-captioned zone case and associated
amended CUP. The action of the Planning Commission on zoning

was to recommend that Parcel 1 remain as "AN® Single-Family, and
that the "BB" Office District be approved for the areas designated
Parcels 2 and 6, and that "LC" Light Commercial be approved

for the remaining Parcels 3, 4, 5, and 7; and the approval of the
amended CUP be subject to deleting the use "shopping center" from
Parcel 6 and adding new uses "churches and schools”, and subject
to the following standard conditions:

a Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construc-
tion of the proposed development.
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Page 2 - Mr. Robert W. Kaplan
January 22, 1973

d. Any major changes in this development plan being resub-
mitted to the Planning Commission and City Commission
for their consideration.

Based on this recommendation, it is necessary that you provide us
new legals reflecting the above recommendation for "BB" and "LC",

and 10 corrected copies of the CUP by February 2, 1973.

Although we announced that this case would go to the City Com~
mission on February 6, 1973, we are advised that a full City
Commission will not be available until February 20. We will
send the case forward for hearing on that date, the meeting to
be held in Room 201 City Building, 204 South Main. ‘The City
Manager's office advises me that they will place this item on
the agenda with the notation that it will not be hecard before
10:00 a.m. I would appreciate it if you and those receiving
copies of this letter would advise your associates and clients
of the change in dates.

Sincerely,

Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning

RAL:ber

cc: Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central 67208
Bill Yung, Oblinger-Smith Corp., 625 lst Nat'l Bank Bldg.
Richard Holmes, Brown Building 67202
John G. Vess, Jr., 6403 East Murdock 67206
Nancy Bachus, 6409 East Elm 67206

67202




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AFEA PLAMNING DEPARTMENT

ITAPC HEARING DAT January 18, 1973
RCVISED REPORT

Case No. 2-1414 Request: “AA" to "BB"; and “AA" and
"LC" to "LC" together with
Case No. DP-45 an approval of a Development
Plan
e e U i e e R RN SR e
Acres: "BB' - g 340 ft. by 1270 ft.
"Lc" - 28 930 ft. by 1270 ft.

S e el T e

Comments

1. The previous staff report is attached to this report.
Attention is called to items of that report.

2. The iletropolitan Area Planning Commission, on September
14, 1872, recommended approval of the zoning and the cuP
submitted at that time, subject to certain conditions.
The Board of City Commissioners, in considering the case
on October 31, 1972, returned the CUP and zoning request
to the Planning Commission as it "did not agree with the
commercial nature of the proposed Community Unit Plan."

After the Planning Commission meeting of September 14,
1972, the area residents submitted protest petitions
against the zoning change requests vhich will require a
4/5ths vote of the City Commission to make any change.

A revised CUP has been submitted (no change in the zoning
requests has been made) which:

Creates a tier of single-family lots on iurdock.

Reduces in area the tracts originally designed for
offices or multi-family.

Reduces in area the large tract designated for a
shopping center area.

The CUP as resubmitted is still substantially commercial
in nature.

The requested light commercial totals 409,038 square
feet of floor area, plus 26,000 square feet of floor
area for financial uses. These figures do not include
the parcel proposed as either offices or multi-family.
The total acreage for Parcels 3 thru 7 is 25.55 acres.
Normandy Center to the east has 8.66 acres (both "LCY
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7.

9.

9.

January 18, 1973

and “B") with ©1 +300 square feet (est.) of floor area
now developed (including service station).

for comparison Purposes, wvas authorized 330 .

feet of floor area.

ese
lishment of “LC" on the Central frontage. The Commission
may wish to establish "LC' comarable to that on other
nearby corners. IFf more is to he granted, the applicant
should be asked to provide justificati
studies) for the additional "Lc*, Although additional
"LC" and the development thereof will bring more traffic
and to some degree congestion, this amount can be handled
thru reconstruction of the intersection and sections
of Central and 'foodlawn. This would probably need to
take the form of construction that has occurred in the
Twin Lakes area.

It would seem that Parcel 6 (site of the school) is not
vell suited to light commercial uses due to the structure
itself. It is recommended that the Planning Commission
consider ©establishing “BB" ang limiting the uses to
offices or institutional uses, church or school. This
would assist in maintaining "Joodlawn as a non-~commercial
street.

For the tract(s) to the north of the commercial, a number
of alternates are available.

A. A tier of single-family lots on Murdock with offices
or multi-family to the south. As subnitted and if
"LC" is not reduced, Parcel ? is not a good parcel
in shavre with which to design a project in keeping
with the neighborhood.

The entire arsa could be established for multiple fanily
with townhouses on the north, and with other types of
hultiple family units for the balance. The townhouse
density should not exceed the "n-5" equivalent.

The entire area could be established as an office park,

Single—-fami:l.y lots could be platted around a series
of north-south oriented cul-de-sacs, which would
enter onto lMurdock,

The neighborhood submitted an alternate land use arrange-
ment to the city Commission. & copy of their submittal
is attached.

10. If the Planning Commission concurs in the Board of City

Comnission's reasons for roferral, i.e., other land use
Plans could he developed for the entire site. As an
examle, an office park could be created centered around
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January 18, 1273

Kapaun and having its own internal street system. Another
alternate is for higher density housing, such as two or
three high-rise apartment 5uildings with aroupings of
townhouses clustered around tiem. Kapau:. could he re-
served for a church or institu“ional use.

It is difficult to provide recommendations for specific con-
ditions for the CUP until the policy questions on land use
are resolved. However, based on the last received plan of
the applicants, consideration could he given to the following:

Reduce the "LC' areas of Parcel 3 to a depth equal to
"LC" on the west (apprcximately the depth to the existing
east-west private scwer eascment).

Eliminate the jog of the east boundary line on Parcel 3
by Lringing the east line as drawn on the north part of
the parcel straight south to Central.

Reduce Parcel 5 to accommodate the boundary change in
Parcel 3.

Establish Central Street setback lines on Central to 150
feet to elimirate the strip commercial ivok and encourage
center type development.

Change Parcel 6 to "B3” and delete "Shopping Center® as
a use, and add as new uses, “churches and schools®.

Enlarge Parcel 2 to include area deleted from Parcel 3,
and establish multi-family and institutional uses with
density not to eiceed 12.4 dwelling units per acre.
Allow parking structures (one story) Lo he built within
the north setback line.

Require solid architectural wall along the north line
of Parcel 2 whenever open off-street parking areas are
provided.

DCesignate cul-de-sac on west as alternate to be determined
at the time of nlatting.

Adjust acreage, floor area figures to conform to allocation
established.

Establish as standard conditions the following:

P. Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval iy the Toard of City Commissicners or
the application he cornsidered denied and closed.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Comnunity Unit Plan does nct con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial
development and be Linding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.
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January18, 1973

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development prlan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintenlent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing con-
struction of the proposed development.

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

Attachments 3 - Staff Report - September 14, 1972
Neighborhood Plan
Revised cup







January 9, 1973

The files

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Case No. 2-1414 and‘é?—is

In a meeting held with Carl Chuzy, Bob Kaplan and representa-
tives of Oblinger and Smith, on Friday, January 5, 1973, a
revised Community Unit Plan was presented by the applicant
and discussed with me. At that same meeting I discussed
with them my intention to schedule a public hearing on the
evening of January 18, at 7:00 p.m. for further considera-
tion of this matter after having had it referred back to
the Planning Commission by the City Commission. I asked
the specific guestion of Mr. Kaplan, attorney for the
applicant, as to whether or not he felt there was any need
to re-advertise the case in the newspaper before scheduling
such hearing. He replied to me that in his opinion he did
not see any necessity either legal or otherwise of such re-
advertising.

RAL:ber
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PETERSO N 1115 EAST HARRY STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67211

MATERIAL HANDLING INC. AREA CODE 316 283-3292
24 Nov '72

6102 Jacqueline St.,
Wichita , Kansas

Mr. Robert Lakin

Director of Planning

Wichita Planning Dept

104 S, Main St.,

Wichita, Kansas Re: Kapaun Zoning
Woodlawn at Central

Dear Mr, Lakin:
As I understand it, there is to be a hearing with your department,

the planning commission , and interested persons of the neighborhood, at
some date , soon.

I will appreciated it very much if you will have your office notify
me . in advagpce , of the next meeting. Above business address will do ,
or, resideme. I plan to be present.

Thank you.

Sincerely;j




LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDERSON | ) LAW BUILD
ROBERT W. KAPLAN 241 | I 430 NORTH MARRET
CALVIN L.McMILLAN 1 i : b WicHITA, KANSAS 67202

D. KEITH ANDERSON
262-5175

November 22, 1972

REFERENGE: TCH_o2_ Pumele
AGENDA FOR:_____1i0y_28 1972

Robert G. Finch, Executive Assistant City Manager
Office of City Manager

City Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: Kapaun Property Rezoning

Dear Mr. Finch:

Please consider this letter as a request for the undersigned to
appear on the public agenda of the Wichita City Commission on
Tuesday, November 28, 1972.

The subject of my request is the C-K-M Community Unit Plan which
is generally referred to as the Kapaurd property.

I will appreciate being advised of my place on the agenda as soon
as possible so that I can plan my time accordingly.

Very truly yours,

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDER/SbN
3

il
By: /(.C /L,.,A/lr};g,:l«w/
) Robert W. Kag‘a‘

ol

RWK/drb !

cc: Richard W. Holmes




LAW OFFICES }

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDERSON Law BuILEING

ROBERT W. KAPLAN 430 NORTH MARHKET
CALVIN L,McMILLAN WICHITA, KANSAS 87202

D.KEITH ANDERSON ¥
z2e2-8175

November 22, 1972

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning
Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Annex

Wichita, Kansas

RE: Kapaun
Dear Bob:

I was finally able to contact Bill Yung and he indicated that he
was going to call and talk with either you or Jack Galbraith and
would like to get with you next week before this matter is
rescheduled. I thought that a mid-December scheduling date might
be a little early if your office requires 2 weeks review time in
the event an amendment was submitted.

e e —

At any rate, if members of your staff would be available next week,
I understand that Bill will meet with you and discuss a new date
for a public hearing at that time.

Incidentally, after reviewing to the extent I was able to do so the
action of the Commission on the 31st day of October, I have asked
for another hearing on the Commission agenda and will do this as
soon as possible so as not to unnecessarily delay anyone.

Very truly yours,

KAPLAN, MgMILJAN AND ANDERFON'
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LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDERSON
ROBERT W. KAPLAN
CALVIN L, McMILLAN
D. KEITH ANDERSON 2 =
z2ez-s178

LAW BUILDING
430 NORTH MARKET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

October 27, 1972

REFERENCE: ITEM____ fe2

AGENDA FOR: OCT 3. Wit

Robert G. Finch, Executive Assistant City Manager
Office of the City Manager

City Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

SION

RE: Kapaun Memorial High School Property

Dear Sir:

I enclose herewith a copy of a letter respecting the referenced
property which I would appreciate being brought to the attention

of the Commissioners.

I must also advise that I have a matter pending in Federal
Bankruptcy Court on Tuesday, 9:30 a.m., in addition to the jury
trial matter which I had previously advised you of. A written
continuance of the matter in Federal court was made; and enclosed
is a copy of Judge Morton's reply. Please also bring this letter
to the attention of the Commissioners.

L
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Thank you.

o
i

Very truly yours,

KAPLAN, M N AND ANDERSON
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Paul R Brown
& aSSOCIateS 102 Colorado Derby Bldg. / Wichita, Kansas 67202 / (316) 264-0394

Paul R. Brown Earl G. Teubner Betty M. Spingler Garnet P, Mason Ronald Hopkins

October 26, 1972

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan

Kaplan, McMillan and Anderson
430 North Market

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Kapaun Memorial High School Property
Dear Mr. Kaplan:

In response to your letter of October 24, I have made a very brief
analysis to give you my estimate of anticipated ad valorem taxes
which should result from the development of conmercial area in the
Kapaun High School land. Your letter indicates that the commercial
land area is approximately 21.41 acres or 932,435 square feet, more
or less, and that the floor arca to be considered on this site and
devoted to light commercial use will be 362,926 square feet. I am
assuming that this building area will be developed with 248,920
square feet for retail shops, 20,000 squarc feet for a bank,

78,046 square feet as a super-market and family cafeteria and with
the balance of 15,960 square feet either as an automotive service
facility or more likely a savings and loan facility.

If these developments take place for these respective uvses, it is
my estimate that the developed land value will be approximately
$1,165,775, and the buildings would have a value of approximately
§7,328,000, Thirty per cent of this combined value would be
slightly over $2,500,000, and based on the 1972 will levy, this
should reflect a total ad valorem tax of around $280,000 per year.

Since I did not have the paving area or other land improvement
structures which might be made for beautification, etc,, 1 have not
attempted Lo estinate any value for either of these categories.

1 hope, this will give you some guidance in your analysis of this
matter.

Very truly yours,

PAUL R, BROWN & ASSOCIATES
7 S

PRB:s
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FEDERAL BANKRUPTCY C& RT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF KANSAS
403 U, 8. COURT HQUSE
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

316:207-6311 EXT. 464

HON. ROBERT B. MORTON
PRESIDING

October 27, 1972

Robert . KXaplan
430 iI. Market
Wichita, Xansas 67202

Re: Hob L. and Eiko Brown
In Bankruptcy 22210-B-2 and 22211-B-2

Dear Ir. Kaplan:

ON

Receipt is acknowledged of your request for a con-
tinuance on the nearing scheduled on Tuesdav, Dctober 31,
1972 at 3:30 a.m. regarding the discharpeabilitv of the
dabt of lMcConnell AFB Federal Credit Union,

I repgret to advise that due to our heavy calendar
the raguest must be denied notwithstanding other conflicts
of walech the court has been advised.

v

Yerm truly
Edwin J, Dreiling

2JJ E. First St,
Wiecnita, Xansas
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RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING
AND APPROVAL OF COMMERCIAL CUP

CASE NO. 2-1414 CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 9-14-72
DP-45

REQUEST: "AA" to "BB" and "AA" and "LC" to "LC"
Approval of Commercial CUP

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) :
Shopping Center development, office park and/or multiple
family residential.

GENERAL LOCATION: West side of Woodlawn between Central and Murdock
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

"AA" to "BB" - Com. 960 feet N and 60 feet W of the SE Corner of
the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27 S, R 1 E of the 6th
P.M., th W 530 feet, th N 90 feet, th W 740 feet, th N 250 feet,
th E 1,270 feet, th S 340 feet to place of beginning.

“AAR" and "LC" to "LC" - The SE 1/4 cf the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27

s R1 E of the P.M., Sedgwick County, Kansas, Ex Com. 960 feet

N and 60 feet W of the SE Cor of the SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec.
13, Twp. 27 S, R 1 E of the 6th P.M., th W 530 feet, th N 90 feet,
th W 740 feet, th N 250 feet, th E 1,270 feet, th W 340 feet to
place of beginning.

Commercial Community Unit Plan - SE 1/4 of the SE 1/4 of Sec. 13,
TWP. 8, E o P.M.

APPLICANT: Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central, Suite 203 67208
COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT: Robert W. Kaplan, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY: Richard Holmes, attorney, spoke in
opposition on behalf of property owners in the area. Roger Wilson,
attorney living in the area, spoke in opposition. Glen Vess, a
resident of the area, also spoke in opposition.

SURROUNDING ZONING: To the north is "AA"; east is "AA", "A", "B" and
"LC"; south is "aA", "A", "BB" and "LC"; west is "AA" and "LC".

LAND USE: Subject property is vacant; north is single-family; east is
single-family and shopping center; south is single-family, offices and
service station; west is retail business and riding stables.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION :
That the request for "LC" Light Commercial and "BB" Office District
(Z-1414) be approved and that the Community Unit Plan (DP-45), be
approved, subject to the conditions as shown by the attached excerpt
from the Planning Commission minutes of September 14, 1972. BURNETT
moved, KAMEN seconded and it carried by a vote of 5 in favor (Bur-
nngti:. l;men, Taylor, Jackson and Blakey) and 2 opposed (Hennessy and
sing).

NOTE: 53.23% of the property owners within 200 feet is represented by
valld protest petitions which have been filed as provided by law.
Therefore, a 4/5ths vote on the part of the City Commission will be
required in order to approve the zone change.

ACTION: 1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, subject to the conditions of
platting, and instruct the Planning Department to forward the ordin-
a:;ca for first reading when the plat is forwarded to the City Commis~-
sion; or

2. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration. The City Commission states the
following reasons for its action:




September 18, 1972

Mr. Robert W. Kaplan, Attorney
Kaplan, McMillan and Anderson
430 North Market

Wichita, Kansas 67202

2-1414 - "AA" and "LCY

to "LC" and "BBY

DP-45 - Commercial CUP

Northwest corner of

Central and Woodlawn
Dear lMr. Kaplan:

At its regular meeting on September 14, 1972, the Metro-
politan Area Planning Commission considered the above two
cases. It was the action of the Planning Commission to
recommend the approval of the request for the "LC" Light
Commercial and the "BB" Office District, and the approval
of the Community Unit Plan subject to the following condi-
tions:

A. Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or
the application be considered denied and closed.

et

Changing condition #12 under "General Provisions" to
read as follows: A landscaped plan for the 10-foot
planting area along the perimeter of the site, indicat-
ing the location, type and specifications of planting
materials, shall be submitted to the Planning Depart-
ment for approval prior to the issuance of any build-
ing permit.

Changing condition #13 to read as follows: An interior
circulation roadway shall be designed and submitted to
the Department of Public Works for review and approval
prior to the issuance of any building permit on Parcels
#1, 42, #4 and #6.

Changing condition #17 to read as follows: Determining,
at the time of platting, the necessity of extending
Brookside Parkway to Murdock.




page 2 - lr, Robert W. Kaplan
September 18, 1972

E. Determining, at the time of platting, asut:o whether or
not the north major entrance on Woodlawn should be
adjusted to align with Claytonia on the east.

Indicate the proposed residential density for Parcel
#1 as not exceeding 29 dwelling units per acre. (Please
indicate the maximum number.)

Adding "Financial" to the proposed uses on Parcel #5.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall run with the land for commercial
development and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this property proceeding in accord-
ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing con-
struction of the proposed development.

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

It is necessary that ten copies of the plan indicating these
corrections as well as changing the location of the Brookside
Parkway cul-de-sac, which we previously discussed, be submitted
to our office by 5:00 p.m. on September 27, 1972, so that
these two cases can be forwarded to the Board of City com-
misioners for their consideration at their regular meeting of
October 3, 1972. The Commission meeting will start at 9:00
a.m. in Room 201 City Building, 204 South Main.

If you have any questions concerning the Commission's action,
Please contact our office.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner
JHG:ber
cc: Carl Chuzy, 6572 East Central 67208
Bill Young, Oblinger-Smith Corp., 625 lst Nat'l Bank Bldg.
Richard Holmes, Brown Building 67202
Roger Wilson, R. H. Garvey Building 67202
John G. Vess, Jr., 6403 East Murdock 67206
Nancy Bachus, 6409 East Elm 67206
Fred Linde , 6008 Grace 67208

L

:




September 18, 1972

Mr. Richard Holmes, Attorney
Brown Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: 2-1414 - "AA" and "LC"
to "LC" and "BB"
DP-45 - Commercial cUP
Northwest corner of
Central and Woodlawn
Dear Mr. Kaplan:

At its regular meeting on September 14, 1972, the Metro-
politan Area Planning Commission considered the above two
cases. The action of the Planning Commission is shown in
the enclosed copy of our letter to Mr. Kaplan.

Inasmuch as you advised that you have obtained copies of
the valid protest petition form from our ofice and are
Prepared to submit them to the City Clerk, this is to advise
you that they must be submitted to the Office of the City
Clerk by 5:00 p.m. on September 28, 1972, to be calculated
prior to the City Commission meeting on October 3, 1972.

If you need additional copies or have any questions, please
contact our office.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner
JHG:ber

cc: Roger Wilson, R. H. Garvey Building 67202
John G. Vess, Jr., 6403 East Murodck 67206
Nancy Bachus, 6409 East Elm 67206
Fred Linde, 6008 Grace 67208




LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDERSON LAW BUILDING
ROBERT W.KAPLAN 430 NORTH MARKET
CALVIN L, McMILLAN WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

D. KEITH ANDERSON ™
2682-5178

September 12, 1972

Wichita Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Building Annex, 104 South Main Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202

ATT: Jack Galbraith

Gentlemen:

RE: Woodlawn and Central Property

I thought it appropriate to advise you of certain recent develop-
ments on the Chaplain Kapaun Memorial High School site so that
You would have such information as is presently available regard-
ing development plans.

You will please find enclosed herewith a letter from First Bible
Baptist Church of 1156 North Oliver in Wichita, confirming the
several months of negotiations that have been carried on between
the representatives of the church and Mr. Carl Chuzy in regard to

a sale of the present structure which is incorporated as parcel

Six on the Community Unit Plan. I have discussed the matter with
Rev. Hopper, Pastor of First Bible Baptist Church, and I understand
that the purchase of the present structure by the First Bible Baptist
Church has been the subject of several meetings of the church
representatives and it is the desire of my client to make this
structure available to the First Bible Baptist Church before
considering any other use. In the event the transaction is
consummated with the church, then, of course, parcel six with a
maximum gross floor area of 108,160 square feet would be devoted

to institutional use and would not be light commercial.

Parcel number three, which is denoted as financial and contains a
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Wichita Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission

ATT: Jack Galbraith

September 12, 1972

7 30 La e A o T Y N N e

maximum gross floor area of 20,000 square feet has been reserved
to a local institution for a banking facility. This parcel, there-
fore, is already committed.

Parcel number four containing a total of 78,046 square feet, is

also committed to a local organization for the purposes of a super-
market and cafeteria operation. Although the parcel contains 78,060
square feet, we are advised that the original structure will contain
approximately 50,000 square feet and will be of an unusual interior
architecture with unusual decor, fixturing, lighting, etc. We are
advised that this particular location lends itself to a high decor
operation and gourmet food sections and the like. The operator we
believe to be one of Wichita's finest and the operator's market
studies and analysis of the area have convinced him that this is a
choice location for the type of store he anticipates. Construction
will start on that store just as soon as and in the event all legal
requirements are met.

Parcel number five, while designated for automotive (excluding new
and us car sales) is also being considered for an additional
financial institution. We have had several requests from local
savings and loan facilities; and we would ask that the legend on
parcel number five be amended to include not only automotive but
financial as this seems to be a strong possibility at the present
time. I further understand that parcel five is already encompassed
within the area previously zoned light commercial. Therefore, it
appears to me that in the event the transaction on parcel six is
consummated with the First Bible Baptist Church, and since parcels
three, four and five are either already committed or already zoned,
and further since parcel one is designated for non-commercial, the
only area of light commercial not already totally committed is parcel
number two containing 248,920 square feet at maximum and we are
working with several quality tenants in regard to this. Assuming
then, the sale of parcel six to First Bible Baptist Church, it would
appear that approximately 50% of the area on which light commercial
zoning is requested is either already zoned or is already committed
for development. Therefore, the only space available for lease will
be contained within parcel two.

Parcel number one, of course, is requested for "BB" as and for
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Wichita Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission
Jack Galbraith
1972

buffer with the potential of office park and/or townhouse or garden-—
type apartments. While the request is for "BB", in no event have
we considered an apartment density in excess of that which would be
permissible under R6 general residence district and this, I believe,
would address itself to comment of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Department as contained in paragraph numbered 3 of the Agenda.

In regard to paragraph numbered 5 of the Agenda, I should advise, as
I am not sure that I have advised you previously, that an in-person
meeting was held with Mr. Paul Graves regarding the non-alignment of
the Woodlawn major entrance with Claytonia Street; and we understood
that it was the comment of traffic engineering only that one medial
break would be available in the event Woodlawn was ultimately channel-
ized but that no position was being taken as to any necessity for
aligning the major entrance with Claytonia Street except as relates
to the medial break. Mr. Chuzy and I were able to confer in substan-—
tial detail with a resident on Claytonia regarding this problem and
regarding the feeling of Claytonia residents regarding the medial
break; and while not speaking for other homeowners, this particular
resident, who is very knowledgable regarding our Community Unit Plan,
advises that he would prefer to see the major entrance and Claytonia
not aligned and that he would prefer not to have a medial break to
serve Claytonia Street. It is this particular resident's feeling
that the non-alignment and the lack of a medial break for Claytonia
would best serve to reduce traffic on Claytonia and would serve to
enhance the privacy of his particular residential street.

I am enclosing some additional copies of the letter from the First
Bible Baptist Church in the event you see fit to distribute the same
to the commissioners or further interested parties for their
information.

I believe this brings you current on recent progress tha we have
made on the anticipated development of this site; and I think this
perhaps will answer some questions that were heretofore unanswered
only by reason of the fact that certain transactions have only
recently progressed to the extents herein expressed.
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Wichita Sedgwick County Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission

ATT: Jack Galbraith

September 12, 1972

Pa fou.

As always, regardless of the decision of the Commission on this
matter, I wish to express my personal appreciation for your time
and assistance in this matter.
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1156 NORTH OLIVER « WICHITA, KANSAS 67208 « MU 2-6545

Doyle B. Hopper, Pastor
Lee Drennan, Associate Pastor

September 8, 1972
To Whom It May Concern:

The Finance Committee of the First Bible Baptist Church, composed
of twelve Deacons and six Trustees, has been in serious negotiation
with Mr. Carl Chuzy and Mr, Bob Kaplan in regards to the purchase of
the Kapaun High School for a new church site.

Of course, it is understood that this purchase would be subject to

our ability to finance and the approval of the membership of our church.
The Chairman of our Trustees is Mr. Virgil Slaughter, and the Chairman
of our Deacons is Mr. Dale Folsom.

Pl
Sincerely,

Doyle B. Hopper =~ Pastor

Lee Drennan = Secretary of the Church Board
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August 3, 1972

Files
Jck H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

Request for Information by
Fred Linde on cases filed at
Kapaun

& the above date, Fred Linde came into the office and
requested information as to the applications filed

on the Kapaun High School site. As he lives a block

to the north, he had heard of neighborhood meetings. He
expressed concern over the scale of development proposed.

While in the office, I furnished him copies of City and
County zoning requlations, Subdivision Regulations, list of
closing and hearing dates, jurisdictional map for zoning
and sub regs. He stated that he wanted to call Bob Lakin
next week to discuss various general items.

JHG :ber

cc: Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning




WICHITA-SEDG'TICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAIl AREA PLATIING DEPARTMENT

I"APC HEARING DATE: SEPT. 14, 1972

Case No. 2-1414 Fequest: “AA" to "BB" & "AA" &
“LC" to "LCT
HMo. DP-45 Anproval of a Development Plan
under the CUP provisions of
the zoning ordinance

Location: MWest side of Moodlawn betwveen Central and Murdock

T e b S e e S B S

Reason: Shopping Center developrent, office park and/or
multiple family residential

T R S A o N TR e S T S

Acres: "BB" - 8 Size: 340 ft. by 1270 ft.
'Let - 28 230 ft. by 1270 ft.

____'——'——*—_._—___________

I Land Use Zoning

Existing Vacant "AAY & ‘LCY
North Single-family N
East Single-family & shopping center ['AA","A","p g 're®
South Single-family, offices & service

Station "AA","A","BR"&"LC"
WVest Retail business & riding stables YAAR g VERom

Existing RA? - Woodlawn (half) 3n ft, Platted: No
Proposed R/17 - Woodlawn (half) 60 & 75 ft. Sidewalk- No
Existing R/" - Central (half) 30 ft. History: MNone
Proprosed R/'7 - Central (half) 60 & 75 ft.

T e e i 1 o D o M| | SIS e e

Comments

1. The amplicant is reguesting a zone change from "AA“ and
"LC" to the "BB" Office District and the “Lc* Light Com-
mercial District on approximately 36 net acres of prop-
erty bounded on the south by Central Avenue, on the north
by Murdock Avenue, and on the east by Woodlawn Avenue.

At present, there is approximately 1.7 acres of existing

' 2zoning located at the northwest corner of Central and
Yoodlawn, with the balance of the area being zoned the
"AA" Single family classification. All of subject prop-
erty was formally utilized as the Kapaun High School com-
plex. The applicant is requesting approximately 28 acres
of "LC' zoning and 8 acres of "BB" zoning.




. Page 2 - Case Nos. 2-1414 and DP-45

2.

September 14, 1972

As required by the CUP provisions of the zoning ordinance
and where a tract of land contains more than 6 acres proposed
for light commercial development and is under single con-
trol, a development rlan has heen submitted for review and
approval by the Planning Commission. The nlan indicates

the required information mertaining to nroposed land use,
maximum building heights and building coverage, maximum
number of curb cuts, sign control, minimum building sethacks
and screening controls.

The plan as submitted indicates 6 parcels, 5 of which pro-
pose commercial uses, including all uses permitted in shop -
ring centers, automotive, food service, and financial, at a
proposed maximum gross floor area of 471,086 square feet.
The sixth parcel, which is adjacent to ‘lurdock, indicates
offices and multiple family, with the maximum gross floor
area for the offices listed as 146,080 square feet. ilo
maximum dwelling unit density has been listed for this
parcel and it should be nointed out that the maximum per-~
mitted by the requested 'NB" district would permit 74
dwelling units per acre. If armartments are intended,

the density should be indicated on the plan.

In our initial discussions of this proposed nroject with
the apnlicant and his representatives, we urged the pro-
posal of residential uses on the south side of ilurdock
that would be compatible with the single-family homes to
the north and to the east of Woodlawn. This general area
has some of the highest quality homes in "ichita and it was
stressed that every effort should be made to protect home
owners from the encroachment of non-comnatible uses.

As it was felt that it would be @ifficult to justify a pro-
ject which now proposes 617,M00 square feet of retail and
office space, the apolicant vas encouraged to redesign the
CUP to provide residential uses adjacent to 'urdock

(medium density apartments and townhouses) for a large
portion of the area, with the commercial activities

being kept adjacent to Central.

With the proposal for Kelloqg ’all and other anproved
CUP's, as well as other developed shonping centers in
this northeast area of Wichita, consideration should
first be given to the justification of another shopping
center of this magnitude.

As with other proposals for commercial development of this
size, potential traffic generations and controls are a
major nroblem. The plan proposes additional rights-of~
way for hoth Central and Woodlawn for future acceleration-
deceleration lanes and channelization of traffic. One of
the concerns expressed by representatives of the Traffic
EZngineering Division was that the proposed north major
entrance was not aligned with an existing street to the
east vhich would pose future nroblems for a medial break to
serve the shopping center and the neighborhood on the east
and to facilitate the handling of traffic on "oodlawn.
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September 14, 1972

Perimeter traffic circulation within and adjacent to the
site must also be a consideration. The nlan pronoses to
terminate both ifurdock and Brookside Parkway on the west with
cul-de-sacs. It is the opinion of the Department that Brook-

as no access is propose

to Murdock and since offices, multinle family, and shopping
center uses are all proposed within the area, an interior
circulation plan is also needed.

Upon the determination as to the appronriateness of the
zone change request and the nronosed develorment plan, ap-
proval should be subject to consideration of the following
recormended conditions:

A,

Platting of subject property within one year from the

date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners or
the application be considered denied and closed.

Changing condition 212 under "General Provisions" to
read as follows: A landscaped plan for the 10~foot
planting area along the perimeter of the site, indicat-
ing the location, type and specifications of planting
materials, shall be submitted to the Planning Depart-
ment for approval prior to the issuance of any build-
ing permit.

Changing condition #13 to read as follows: An interior
circulation roadway shall be designed and submitted

to the Department of Public Works for review and approval
prrior to the issuance of any building permit on Parcels
#1, 2, 4 and ¢.

Eliminate condition #17 and instead, indicate on the
plan the extension of Brookside Parkway to connect with
!lurdock .

Determination as to whether or not the north major
entrance on Woodlawn should be adjusted to align with
Clayvtonia on the east.

Indicate the proposed residential density for Parcel
1

The transfer of title of all or
included within

the land for commercial
g upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

The development of this bProperty proceeding in accord-
ance with the development nlan as approved by the Plan-
ning Commission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central




Page 4 - Case llos. 2-1414 and dp-45
September 14, 1972

Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the huilding permit authorizing con-
struction of the rronosed development.

Any major changes in this development nlan being re-
submitted to the Planning Commission and City Commission
for their consideration.

SRR 54




THE VICKERS TRUSTS
1100 VICKERS-KSB&T BLDG.
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

Telephone 316 267-5275

September 12, 1972

Mr. Robert A, Lakin, Secretary
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202
Dear Mr, Lakin:
Your Notice to Adjoining Property Owners, addressed to Helen
Vickers Springer, et al, conceming the Kapaun High School property, has
been forwarded to me. Will you please direct future correspondence and

matters concerning this property to me, as Administrator of the Vickers

Trus

Sincerely yours,

// 3
rtvd 7. Aé-(-tw
obert F, Vickers

Administrator

s | g o b
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LAW OFFICES

KAPLAN, MCMILLAN AND ANDERSON LAW BUILBING
ROBERT W. KAPLAN 430 NORTH MARKET
CALVIN L.McMILLAN G WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

D. KEITH ANDERSON =
2e2-s178

August.22, 1972

Frederick A, and Frances Linde
6008 Grace Lane
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Dear Frederick and Frances Linde:

On June 28, 1972, the Catholic Diocese of Wichita sold the Chaplain Kapaun
Memorial High School site to a Wichita investor, The investor is desirous
of developing the property into a fashionable shopping center, buffered on
the north by an office park and/or garden type apartments, To accomplish
this, the property must first be rezoned.
The investor, whom I represent, has, with the assistance of Oblinger-Smith
_Corporation, a leading local landscape architectural firm, filed a Com-
munity Unit Plan with the City Planning Department for its approval. The
C.U.P., among other things, designates the location and zoning of the
areas to be developed, their relationship to the tract as a whole, and pro-
vides for property ingress and egress, parking, etc. One of its purposes
is to insure that the character of the commercial development will be
appropriate to the neighborhood. The C.U. P. is not designed or meant to
encompass any architectural plans or building designs in the areas to be
~developed, These come later in the development.

My client is concerned‘ that perhaps you may have viewed a preliminary
plan which was filed with the City Planning Department on July 14, 1972,
for initial review and discussion but which was not requested by my client
to come before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission for approval.
Therefore, drawings or information thus far given to you, if any, do not
represent my client’s development plans for this property and the same
were never requested to be scheduled for presentation to the City. Since
the filing of the preliminary plan and after initial review and discussion of
the same with the City Planning Depariment, a plan was filed August 16,
1972, for approval of the Metropolitan Arca Planning Commission and a
public hearing requested. Legal notices will be mailed to you advising "
you of the time and date of this hearing. Objections to our plan, if any,
may be heard at this time. It is our sincerc opinion that a public meeting
where all views can be freely expressed will result in the adoption of a plan
most compatible to the area and its residents.




August 22, 1972
Page two

Before the public meeting with the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
is scheduled and rather than have a series of informal meetings where only
a portion of the residents would likely be reached, it has been decided that
a letter would be the surest way of contacting all interested persons. Also,
in an effort to keep you fully apprised of our development plans, we are
preparing an architectural rendering which we feel is representative of the
development. We anticipate and will endeavor to obtain local television and
newspaper coverage showing this rendering and other details of development
prior to the public hearing in front of the Planning Commission.

We have given a great deal of consideration to preserving the quality of the
fine neighborhood surrounding us. Accordingly, we have requested that
Murdock Street remain as is with no outlets provided from the Kapaun
property. Thus, the development will not affect traffic on Murdock on the
north side of the site. Iurther, no request has been made for a street on
the west side, so again Murdock cannot carry traffic around this site.
Interior traffic lanes have been designed so traffic is handled upon the site

- itself with provision for controlled access on Woodlawn and Central Avenues.

This development is locally owned and financed and the developer hopes to
preserve and utilize the present school building. A C.U.P. is the first
phase in a development of this nature. As development progresses, we will
endeavor to keep you advised. In this regard, we invite your comments.

If you wish to comment, please direct your letter to myself or to Oblinger-
Smith Corporation, First National Bank Building, Wichita, Kansas, Atten-
tion Mr. Bill Yung.

Very truly yours,

%/éqr w. i»/?/w

Robert W. Kaplan

RWK/pn
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?wxcnxm—semwmx COUNTY °
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSTON
CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202 AUG3 1 972

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS :

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will
consider the following item in Room 401 City Building Annex, 104 South
Main, Wichita, Kansas. at its meeting at 1:30 p.m. on Thursday, September
14, 1972. at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or
attorney, if you so desire. ‘

DP-4S- The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 13, Town-
ship 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M. Sedgwick County, Kansas.

Generally located on the west side of Woodlawn between Central and
=enerally located on the west : 2 O° Woodlawn between Central and

Murdock.

This Development Plan has been submitted as required under the
Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.04.190 of the Code of
the City of Wichita. The Development Plan is on file in the office of
the Planning Director, Room 402, City Building Annex, 104 South Main,
Wichita, Kansas, and is available for public information and review.

The Development Plan on file pProposes an approximate 36 net acre
commercial, office, apartment and financial development which will in-
clude shopping center facilities, food service, automotive, office and
institutional uses, and apartments. In addition, the Development Plan
indicates information on maximum building coverage, gross floor area,
proposed setbacks for structures, maximum building height limitations,
and means of ingress and egress.

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 meeting. The
Chairman or the Secretary may grant such a request for deferral. Persons
requesting deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing and
mailing new notices. "

Robert A. Lakin,

Secretary




August 29, 1972

City Ptanning Commission
104 South Main - Fourth Floor
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Gentlemen:

| am in receipt of a letter from Mr. Robert W. Kaplan of Kaplan
McMillan and Anderson law firm notifying me that the Kapaun High School
has been sold to a Wichita investor who is desirous of developing the
property into a shopping center buffered on the north side by an office
park and/or garden apartments, | live on the north side of the Kapaun
property separated only by Murdock street. | am very much opposed to
the commercial development of this area for obvious reasons, such as
noise, traffic, lights and general degradation of the neighborhood and
subsequent devaluation of my property.

When | purchased my home the Kapaun High school was already
planned and | built my home with this understanding that | would have
a school adjacent to my property and not a commercial development.

| urge you to give proper consideration to the residents in
the area and render a decision that will be fair to all parties involved.

Yours very truly,

W, 35l Oater

W. Fred Oaks
6208 E. Murdock
Wichita, Kansas 67208
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
ON SAFETY
OFFICE OF CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER DATE August 21, 1972 PHASE IT

TO Curtis L. Newby, Junior Planner

FroM  Paul B. Graves, City Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT [P-44 - Commercial Community Unit Plan
(C-F-M CUP). Generally Located at the
Northwest Corner of Central and Woodlawn

This is in response to your memo of August 16, 1972 regarding the above subject. It
has been noticed that entrances proposed along Woodlawn on the CUP do not align

with the street and shopping center entrances along the east side of Woodlawn, and

my only comment would be that at such a time Woodlawn is reconstructed in this area
and assuming that raised medials would be used, then a decision must be made at

that particular time as to which of the driveways and/or street will be accommodated
with left turn provisions. ' Obviously, all of them cannot be accommodated. Normal
conditions would indicate that the public street would receive left turn
consideration.and that, therefore, the shopping center would not.. However, some-
times things are not normal and it may well be that the public street will not

be considered for left turn provisions and that the shopping center entrance

would. This matter should be pointed out at the time of the hearing on the CUP
before the Planning Commission. i {

wd.
ety “z)gya’ﬂ;-//

Paul B.~ Graves
City Traffic Engineer

"PBG: cg

cc: Robert Lakin, Director of Planning
R. W. Bruggeman, Director of Public Works {
Bill McKinley, Assistant Traffic Engineer d
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

ON SAFETY
OFFICE OF CITY TRAFFIC ENGINEER DATE  August 21, 1972 PHASE IT

TO Curtis L. Newby, Junior Planner

FroMm  Paul B. Graves, City Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT [P-44 - Commercial Community Unit Plan
(C-E-M CUP). Generally Located at the
Northwest Corner of Central and Woodlawn

This is in response to your memo of August 16, 1972 regarding the above subject. It
has been noticed that entrances proposed along Woodlawn on the CUP do not align
with the street and shopping center entrances along the east side of Woodlawn, and
my only comment would be that at such a time Woodlawn is reconstructed in this area
and assuming that raised medials would be used, then a decision must be made at
that particular time as to which of the driveways and/or street will be accommodated
with left turn provisions. Obviously, all of them cannot be accommodated. Normal
conditions would indicate that the public street would receive left turn
consideration and that, therefore, the shopping center would not. However, some-
times things are not normal and it may well be that the public street will not

be considered for left turn provisions and that the shopping center entrance

would. This matter should be pointed out at the time of the hearing on the CUP

before the Planning Commission.
K E.;Graves‘ z :

City Traffic Engineer

PBG: cg

cc: Robert Lakin, Director of Planning
R. W. Bruggeman, Director of Public Works
Bill McKinley, Assistant Traffic Engineer




August 16, 1972

Dick Linn, City Engineer
Curtis L. Newby, Junior Planner
pp-4 - Commercial Community Unit Plan (C-F-M CUP).

Generally located at'the northwest corner of Central
and Woodlawn.

Attached is a revised copy of the above referred to C.U.P.

for your information and files. It should be noted that the
entrances proposed along Woodlawn on the C.U.P. still do not
align with the street and shopping center entrances along the
east side of Woodlawn. Traffic Engineering may wish to comment
to this as the C.U.P. is being scheduled for hearing by the
Planning Commission on September 14, 1972.

Please advise if you have any additional comments or suggestions
regarding this C.U.P.

CLN:rme
Attachment
Copies also sent to:

M.S. Mitchell, Maintenance-Flood Control
Paul Graves, City Traffic Engineer




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY paTe

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT August 3, 1972
Ta Files
FROM &ck H. Galbraith, Chief Planne "

SUBJECT

Request for Information by
Fred Linde on cases filed at
Kapaun

m the above date, Fred Linde came into the office and
requested information as to the applications filed

on the Kapaun High School site. As he lives a block

to the north, he had heard of neighborhood meetings. He
expressed concern over the scale of development proposed.

While in the office, I furnished him copies of City and
County zoning regulations, Subdivision Regulations, list of
closing and hearing dates, jurisdictional map for zoning
and sub regs. He stated that he wanted to call Bob Lakin
next week to discuss various general items.

JHG:ber

cc: Robert A. Lakin
Director of Planning




July 26, 1972

Mr Carl Chuzy
6572 East Central
Wichita, Kansas 67208
RE: DP-44 CKM Community
Unit Plan

Dear Mr Chuzy

We have reviewed your submitted community unit plan with repre-
sentatives of the Engineering, Traffic Engineering, and Flood
Control Divisions of the Department of Public Works. As dis-
cussed with you prior to the submission of your applications,
we were hopeful that you would propose residential uses on the

south side of Murdock that would be compatible with the single
family homes to the north and to the east of Woodlawn. The
general area has some of the highest quality homes in Wichita
and we believe that every effort should be made to protect
home owners from the encroachment of non compatible uses.

Inasmuch as we feel it is difficult to justify 730,000 square
feet of retail and office space, we would urge that you first
consider redesigning the CUP to provide residential uses ad-
jacent to Murdock and medium density apartments and townhouses
for a large portion of the area. Also, inasmuch as you list
only a shopping center for the existing school plant on Parcel
#6, we are interested in your views as to how this 2-story
structure can be converted and what type of retail sales it
will provide for the area. You might also include offices
and institutional uses on this parcel for greater flexibility.

After considering these comments expressing our concern with the
magnitude of your commercial proposal and assuming that you will
still be desirous of submitting this proposal to the Planning
Commission for their consideration, the following are comments
and recommended corrections that should be considered prior to
advertising this case for a public hearing:




Mr Carl Chuzy
Page 2

1. The applicant should be aware that there is an existing
drainage problem associated with subject property in
that the property drains to the west across another
tract of land under different ownerships and then into
an existing drainage channel.

Public Works has advised that the existing sanitary
sewer is not in a pyblic utility easement.

3"—:" After coﬁ':iderable discussion, and based on the mag~-
nitude of your proposal as well as the need to provide
access for the property to the west, Brookside Parkway
should be continued on north to tie in with Murdock
Avenue. The applicant should contact the Engineering
Division relative to the appropriate tiurning radius for
the intersecting streets.

The east right of way line for Woodlawn should be
indicated on the CUP as well as the street inter-
sections for Elm and Claytonia and the major emtrance
to the shopping center on the east.

The p:opu:lh major entrances to subject property should
be relocated to line up with Claytonia and the major en-
rnnaa to ? Nomndi‘ center to ; st
time of phtti.ng. the lpplé:;é:l}ll guarantee
tha construction of accel-decel lanes adjacent to both
Woodlawn and Central.

Eliminate the word "Complete "_ in front of each statement

on Accesg C_DI'.IENH /

Providing for five (5) parking spaces per 1000 square
feet of gross leaseable-area on Parcels 2, 4 and 6.

Correcting the "General Provisions" as shown on the
enclosed marked copy.

The applicant should be aware that all major entrances
to the shopping center should be designed and construc-
ted to major entrance standards.
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Mr Carl Chuzy
Page 3

Label a 35' setback from Woodlawn and Central on Par-
cel #5.

These are the general comments we have at this time. If you
have any questions or desire to discuss the CUP in detail,

we are available to meet with you at your convenience. En-
closed is a marked copy reflecting some of the suggested changes.
If you concur with the recanmended changes, please have your
consultant make the corrections and submit 15 copies to our
office so that this case, as well as the associated zoning case,
can be advertised for a public hearing.

Please contact us if you desire a meeting.

Sincerely

Jack H Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG i rw

cc: Robert W Kaplan, 430 North Market, Wichita, Kansas 67202
Bill Yung, Oblinger-Smith Corporation, 625 First National
Bank Building, Wichita, Kansas 67202
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO

July 17, 1972

}(Dick Linn, City Engineer
M. 5. Mitchell, Asst. Supt. Public Works Maint.
Paul Graves, City Traffic Enginedr

FROM Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Pla.nner®

sussecT C-K-M Community Unit Plan

NW Corner of Central and Woodlawn

Attached is a copy of a CUP that has just been filed on 36
acres of land at the northwest corner of Central and Wood—
lawn. Please note that this is for a proposed shopping
center having a potential maximum gross floor area of
approximately 1/2 million square feet.

In viewing this CUP, we would appreciate your comments and
recommendations, particularly with regard to their proposal
to terminate both Murdock and Brookside Parkway by cul-de-
sacs. It would appear that the dedication for the cul-de-
sac on Brookside Parkway encroaches into the area needed
for future drainage. Any comments relative to drainage, the
need for accel-decel lanes, location of access points, ete.
are also desired.

We would appreciate your remarks by July 21, 1972, so that
We can advise the applicant and schedule the case for a pub-
lic hearing.

JHG:ber

Attachment

e - il T
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July 17, 1972

Dick Linn, City Engineer
M. S. Mitchell, Asst. Supt. Public Works Maint.
Paul Graves, City Traffic Enginecer

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

C-X-M Community Unit Plan
NW Corner of Central and Woodlawn

Rttached is 2 copy of a CUP that has just been filed on 36
acres of land at the northwest corner of Central and Wood-
lawn. Please note that this is for a proposed shopping
center having a potential maximum gross floor arca of
approximately 1/2 million sgquare feet.

In viewing this CUP, we would appreciate your comments and
recommendations, particularly with regard to their propesal
to terminate both Murdock and Drookside Parkway by cul-de-
sacs. It would appear that the dedication for the cul-de-
sac on Brookside Parkway encroaches into the area needod
for future drainage. Any comments reclative to drainage, the
need for accel-decel lanes, location of access points, ete.
are alzo desired.

We would appreciate your remarks by July 21, 1972, sc that
we can advise the applicant and schedule the case for a pub-
lic hearing.

JHCG:ber

Attachment




July 17, 1972

Mr. carl Chuzy
6572 East Central
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Re: Z-1414 - "AA" to "LC" and "BB"
DP-4§

Dear Mr. Chuzy:

We are in receipt of your submitted application for a zone
change and CUP for the area at the northwest corner of Wood-
lawn and Central. Attached is your receipt for the filing
fee.

We have forwarded copies of the CUP to three divisions of the
Department of Public Works and will advise you of their com-
ments as well as comments of our review in approximately two
weeks.

If you have any questions, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner
JHG:ber

Attachment




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 forim 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 appli..}:ant or applicants and/or their agent or Jagents.

a. Applicant _Carl Chuzy i 1/’)'\0

Address_6572 E. Central, Suite 203, WiCh&gE Phone 686-7274
“
Agent Eghggé L. K:ip !M

Address 430 N lov ked AE R 31787

Applicant

Address

Agent

Address

Applicant

Address

Agent

Address__ " Phone

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

II.A The applicant hereby requests Community Unit Plan approval on
property zoned AR and legally described as Lot(s)

, Block(s) .

Addition.

(If appropriate, metes and bounds description may be provided in
the space below or on an attached sheet.)
The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter

of Section 13, Township 27 South, Range 1 East
of the 6th P.M., Sedgwick County. Kansas

~

i : ;
1I.B There are _40.61- acres (round to nearest tenth) in the above
Jescribed property.

T9-330-3




This property is located at (address) _633 North Woodlawn

The general location is (use appropriate section)

a., at the northwest corner of Central

and Woodlawn __; or

on the : side of (Ave.,

Street) between (Ave., Street) and

(Ave., Street).

Iv. I (we), the applicant(s), acknowledge receipt of the instruction
sheetl explaining the method of submiti:ing this application., I
(we) realize that this application cannot be processed unless it
is completely fi:llad in and accompanied by a current abstractor's

certificate as required in the instruction sheet.

Carl Ghuzy

Authorized Age! ( Authorized Agent (if any)
Robert W. Kaplan :

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

FFIC SE_ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at
2;3 2] S, PM) onM /'Z, ’E 7 2 (pay, Month,
Year). It has been checked and found to be complete and accom-—

panied by required documents and the appropriate fee of

3

%.JZ;[_ZL;@_ ritle




CERTIFICATE OF OWNERSHIP

GUARANTEE TITLE CO. INC., hereby certifies the following to be
a true and correct list of the property owners as shown by the last deed of record
in the office of the Register of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, lying within
a 1000 foot radius of the following described property.

The Southeast Quarter of the Southeast
Quarter of Section 13, Township 27 South,
Range 1 East of the 6th P.M., Sedgwick
County, Kansas.

DESCRIPTION OWNER/ OWNERS/ADDRESS

The Southeast Quarter of the W
Southeast Quarter of Sec. 13-27-1E. Catholic Diocese of Wichita
424 N. Broadway 67202

COURTLAND ADDITION

Block 6

Beg SE Cor Lot 23, N 85, W 126" m/l

to pt in Wly line of said lot 249°

S1v from NW cor of Lot 23, Southerly i

along W line 85,55’ to SW cor, E 140 Melvin F. & Lucy Jo Scott

to beg. 957 N. Ridgewood 67208

Lot 24 /\/{lnyd M. & Ruby F. Gobin
6120 E. Murdock 67208

Lot 25 /Atax W. & Blanche Blackwelder
1507 Perk, Augusta, Ks. 67010

26 A/ Bnzie D, & Ellen I. Draper
6108 E. Murdock 67208

27 /\/Berdine . Cupps
6102 E. Murdock 67208

28 qu E. & Ermel F. McFarland
6026 E. Murdock 67208

29 /J{arncm Lee & Janet M. Yenne
6020 E. Murdock 67208

30 v Edith 0. Schmalian
6014 E. Murdock 67208

31 ‘/\/Rndm;y C. & Vicky H. Robertson
6008 E. Murdeck 67208

32 A~ J. R. & Nancy M. Servic
6002 E, Murdock 67208

33 /'~ Homer L. & Dorothy T. Smith
6001 Grace Lane 67208

34 A~Sam H, & Inez M. Archer
6007 Grace Lane 67208

e s £ I e T

/Alph R. & Florence L. Kingsland
6015 Grace Lane 67208

 “Honald R, & Claudia Jane Nordwall
6021 Grace Lane 67208




Courtland Addition Cont’d
Block 6

Lot 37
Lot 38 .

Block 7

Lot 1 & W 24" of Lot 2

E 46 of Lot 2 & W 427 of Lot 3

E 28° of Lot 3 & W 60° of Lot 4

E 10 of Lot 4 & all of Lot §

Lot 6 & W 167 of Lot 7

E 54° of Lot 7 & W 46° of Lot 8
" E 24* of Lot 8 & all of Lot 9

Lot 10

Let 11
Lot 12
Lot 13
Lot 14

OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION
Bloeck 1

Lot 4
Lot 5
Lot &
Lot 7
Lot 8
i-ot 9

. Lot 10

J/‘/Ci.a:rJ. & Katherine Coover
6027 Grace Lane

¥ “ii11tn & Lea Ford
6033 Grace Lane

/<~ Faul F. & Louise A, Hamlin
6227 larjorie Lane 67208

Aeorqe J. & Shirley Jean Froelke
6233 Marjorie Lane 67208

ﬁ/Pmll E. & Bonnie E. Nelson
6245 Marjorie Lane 67208

,/A B. ‘& Barbara G. Canida
6251 Marjorie Lane 67208

/L/ Frances A. Moritz
6301 Marjorie Lane 67208

v/ Alenn W. & Carol C. Zuwalt
6311 Mar jorie Lane 67208

/V&arrie Lou Lovell
521 Harjorte—iame 6720%
422 Twinlalce 230
,/Winnie B. Winchester
ot eo—icem—iandgte—

805 B5b i i

e Benjamin J. & Catherine G. Mackiewicz
6314 E. Murdeck 67208

/ﬁ‘. & Eloise Cleary
6308 E. Murdock 67208

v '/Rodney E. & Linda K. Hover
5302 E. Murdock 67208

/Véaurga S. & Verna M. Young
6226 E. Murdock . 67208

//Gordon L. & Kita E, VWood
T : o TS
A 14 Fagrrque 6121¢
V'~ Yesley H. & Roberta F. Werth
329 N, Hempton Rd 67206

/A—ed B. & Pauline H. Blum
5903 E. Central 57208

Cuburn V. & Dorothy F. Parish
5915 E. Central 57208

//Leslie D, & Betty Lee Henderscn
6601 E. Elm 3 i 67208

: /Véa.mard Re & Mary Ann Lickteig

402 N, Bluff J 67208

~ (Aerry Ray & Sancra J. Molahen
3008 S. Winfield, Wichita, Zs.




ORKKCOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION Cont’d
Blogk 1 j

Lot 11 : A s ansis Wi h orerta: Lo Erhdes
: 6011 E, Central ‘ 67208

Lot 12 /~/bon E. & Louise Winterburg
: : .6019 E, Central 67208

Lot 13 /-/H.smld R, & Barbara S. Hannawalt
6121 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Lot 14 : " L Aearlie A & Bondella G. Vert
5103 £, Central 67208

Lot 15 ) 1/ \/Donald J. & Anna Fager
6115 E. Central 67208

Lot 16 ¢ . I /I/Eve:ett A. & Marjorie E. Miller
6403 Claytonia 67206

Lot 17 0 '/‘/Harold D. & Maxine Evelsizer
j 6127 E. Central 67208

Lot 18 x /D Everett A, & Marjorie E. mll:g
5 . 672

: l}o “urdocC
E 120" of N 120 of Reserve ,/ Hobil Oil Corp
335 N. VWaco 67202

N 120" of the W 1207 of Reserve 7 Bt W, Bosaing
1808 S, Vassar , 67218

All of Reserve Exc N 120° /-/.Tames W. Vickers

346 N, Belmont 67208
Block 1 cont’d

Lot 2 : / Vayne L. & Naomi J. Hatfield
: 574 Kenneth St.
Campdell Cal.

/v Vera Ruth Fisher
cfo Fmortibanc Invest. Co,
300 West Douglas 67202

FIrST ADDITION TO WOODLAWN VILLAGE
Block X

Lot 1 /. John G. Vess, Jr. & Florence K.
6403 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 2 : /&{ue W. & Margaret P. Bruce
6411 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 18 - i [//slenn T. & Harriet I, Phares
959 S. Bleckley Dr. 07218

Lot 19 t//Robext V., & Jerryanne Hadley
6404 Claytonia ) 87206

Block J

Lot 1 B Everett A, & Marjorie E. Miller

67208
b§;_7 5 oy deck

Lot 2 ; /7 Richard C. & Louise Y. Xogler
6411 Claytonia 67208
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.FIRST ADDITION TO WOO}jLAYJN VILLAGE Cont’d

Block J

W 597 of Lot 18 & all of Lot 19 exc v
the W 110° = /Charles &. & Doris K. Steele
6410 E. Elm 67206

w1107 of Lot 18 // Raynond K. & Edythe L. Billings
. i 5 §404 E, Elm : 67206

Bloeck A

Lot 8 (W 375’ of S 283’ Exc S 125) ‘/\,/I-mtual Life Insurance Co. of N. Y.
1740 Broadway
New York, New York 10019

Lot 8 (Beg SW Cor N 125¢, E. 1257, S 125 ‘
W to Beg.) : » ‘/OGarry E. & Alfred B. Beard

6414 E. 11th St. 67206

Lot 8 (Exc W 375° of S 2837) '/'/Patrick C. Weigand 1/6 Int.
0 Clark 67211
a lelen Vickers Springer, et al
Trustees of Vickers Testamentary Trust

4o Robert 3 8450 Kilarney Court 67206
; Vickis e Vackit, drwat
Replat of Lots ) thru 7, Block A 'in Heo — KSAST MJ?
lst Addition to Woodlawn Village Wackide 1202

Lot 1 ; ; .;/\)/Raymnd C. & Leota lMeng
g 0401 E. Elm G 6 72086

COURTLAND ADDITICN
Block 7 . "
: A
Lot 15 Y Paul W. & Vennon L. Hillyard
6220 E. Murdock 67208

Lot 16 /\/Gearqa & Amelia Peters
4 6214 E. Murdock 67208

Lot 17 /“41. Fred & Alice M. Oakes
. 6208 E. Murdock 67208

Lot 18 ; /:/Heman E. & Jean S. Rentsch
6202 E. Hurdock 67208

All of Kretchmar Addition / \/Raymond, A. & Pauline F. Kretchmar
2010 Arkansas Ave. 67203

HELLAR & THGMAS ADDITION
Lots 14 & 16 v ‘/Richard A. & Ruth L. Huston

10064 M. Ccﬂ.jemoor 61208

The Sy of SEy of Sec. 13-27-1E, Exc

8 630* of E 350" & exc W 476' of N650°

end Exc Beg 650* S & 30’ E of NW cor sd g

SWy 82y, E 3287, S 3307, W 326/, N to Beg // 3

ana Exc kuffin 3rd Addn Rose M. Bruce
2 440 N. Quentin

N 150° of W 175 of Lot 1, Blk A, in /

Cresthill lManor Addition : / Leased Stations Inc.
¢/o Texaco Inc, Tax Dept.
P.0. Box 523382
Houston, Texas




OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION
Block 1

Lot 1

FIRST ADDITIOH TO WOODLAWN VILLAGE

g

Block L.

Lot 31
Lot 32

Block N

Lot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3

Lot 4

Lot §

Lot &

Lot 7

Lot 8 & E 5' of Lot 9

W 70" of Lot 9 & Lot 10 Exe W 55
W 55' of Lot 10 & Lot 11 exc W 40°
W 40 of Lot 11 & Lot 12 exc W 257

W 25’ of Lot 12 & Lot 13 exc W 25°

W 25" of Lot 13 & all of Lot 14

Block P

Lot 1

Lot 2 & W 8’ of Lot 3

Lot 3 exc W 9' & W 24’ of Lot 4
Lot 4 exc W 24° & W 33" of Lot 5

Lot 5 exc W 33° & i/ 44’ of Lot 6

fJBilly M. Montgomery
5805 E. Central

A,

Pauline Malone
6412 E. Murdock

Véorsut D. & Lola M. Jensen
6404 E. Murdock 67208

/(/fldon C. & Esther Mayes
8126 E. Morningside 67207

/ Ralph L, & Verla C. Cook
6411 Jacqueline 67206

r/.// Arthur & Evelyn M. Murrillo
6419 Jacqueline 67206

/l/l.erry Dean & Patricia Ann Carey
6427 Jacqueline 67206

IA/Gaorge W. & Audrey A. Johnson
6503 Jacqueline 67206

//Dunald M, & Margaret B. Mitchell
6511 Jacqueline 67206

“William D. & Evelyn Kathleen Sadler
6519 Jacqueline 67206

/</ Jack L. & Sophie Bernier
905 St. James St. 67206

// Henry D. & Maxine M. Ficken
6506 E. Bth 67206

u//ﬂlton D. & Gwendolyn R. Sandefur
6502 E. 8th 67206

/L/ﬁ{acar J. Kastner

6410 E. Bth 67206
Joseph D. & Elizabeth W. Wallace

oA Nt (Y06 ¢ § 67202206

[Alenn A. & Barbara W. Whitworth

4004 E, Kellogg 67209

‘//ﬁ. Neil & Marie Kottler

820 N, Woodlawn Blvd 67208

I//M:ry E. Carter
6405 E. 8th 67206

A/Don!ld E. & Rebecca A. Gragg
6409 E. Bth 6 7206

l//.lamea W. & Pansy Brown

6501 E. 8th 67206

//Ralph M. & Ann C. Francis

6505 E, 8th 67206




FIRST ADDITION.TO WCODA VILLAGE

Block P Cont’d

Lot 6 exc W 44’ & Lot 7 exc Beg NE cor

Wly 10’, SEly to a point 20° W of SE e

Cor, Ely 20* to Beg. / Richard L, & Doris Ruth Brown
900 St. James St. 67206

Lot 8 & Beg NE cor lot 7, Wly 10’, SEly
to a point 20° W of SE cor of Lot 7, Ely ‘//
20, NWly to Beg. " Dwight H. Thompson, Jr.
902 St. James St. 67206

Lot 9 ‘//'Pauline F. Sullivan
904 St. James St. 67206

Lot 10 /‘//Paul K. & Mildred C, Brooker
912 St. James St. 67206

Dwight K. Oxley III &
Patricia Warren Oxley
920 St. James St. 67206

//G. & Betty A. Carreras

928 St. James St. 67206

‘/V/H. L. & Carolyn E. Carter
915 Mission Road N. 67206

‘/‘/Hnntnn W. & Florence P. Brown
905 Mission Road N. 67206

W\UUQ&} i Abe W. & Francis Bogue
Weok forwirdablegs? ission Road 67206

//.Tack K. & Mary E, Lashley
819 Mission Road N. 67206

/‘//A. L. & Nadine Ashmore
811 Mission Road N. 67206

** Burris C. & Phillis W, Crawford
805 Mission Road N, 67206

r///william B. & Dorothy F. Wallerius
6612 Marjorie Lene 67206°

/onald F, & Shirley H, Moore
6604 Marjorie Lane 67206

" Thomes S. & Gladys M. Hines
+” 5520 Marjorie Lane 67206

l//Hau.rice Leroy & Marlys I. Hollar
¥ §512 Marjorie Lane 67206
l/"){;.nry H. & Nancy A. Conover

6504 Marjorie Lane 67206

o James A. & Alvarez Chapin
1750 S, Oliver 67218

/‘/ﬁo. F, & Nancy C. Bailey

+ 6428 Marjorie Lane 67206

lﬁnn,rdon E. & Ruth V. Cochran
6412 Marjorie Lane 67206

%Jﬁmen A, & Sally S. Pickett
6404 Marjorie Lane 67206




FIRST ADDITION TC WOODLAWN VILLAGE

Block L.

Lot 1 W!{ﬂdequd M. Podrebarac

6403 Marjorie Lane 67206

Lot 2 “Pauline Lyman, Jewel Lyman
Don Randolph Chlerking
6411 Marjorie Lane 67206

S Elizabeth M, Miller
Dorothy M. & Jack D. Thornton
6419 Marjorie Lane 67206

‘/Abrahnm Jesse & Lyllian M. Kaplin
6427 Marjorie Lane 67206

/"/ Robert R. & Joanne D. Stone
6503 Marjorie Lane 67206

I/Nellie M, Fulton &
F. Eugene Fulton g
6511 Marjorie Lane 67206

Lot 7 "/Rnbert G. & Connie S. Boling
6519 Marjorie Lane 67206

Lot 8 ‘//.Tohn S. & Barbara Lucile Seeber
6603 Marjorie Lane 67206

Lot 9 // Bernice L. Scanlon
6611 Marjorie Lane 67206

Lot 10 & NErly 44° of Lot 11 A Murl A. & Sara E. Green
768 Mission Rod N. 67206
11
Loy Exc NErly 44’ & Lot 12 Exc /V
SEly 23* Xarl E. & Virginia O, Becker
751 Mission Road N. 67206

SEly 23° of Lot 12 & Lot 13 exc
Sly &° //J'ohn W. & Neva North Myser
741 Mission Road N. 67206

Lot 19 +/“Alartin & lMildred Friedman
6626 Claytonia Terrace 67206

_ Lot 20 & Belle Kourt
6636 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 21 s Robert Albert & Carol E. Galliart
6628 E. Murdock 57206

Lot 22 //Charlea M. & Priscilla A. Pohlenz
6620 E, Murdock 67206

Lot 23 1/|//Fort A. & Eleanor T. Zackary
6612 E. Murdock ‘67206

Lot 24 2L Yount Vernon Methodist Church
6604 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 25 " Harry E. & Lanora E. Miller
6526 E. Murdock 57206

Lot 26 »/1~" hrthur E. Randle
1631 May Ave., Apt. #3 67213

Lot 27 I/VRoy L. & Marion R. Greer
6512 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 28 ot Albast 1 Gegen, Sr. & Cletus M.
6504 E. Murdock 67206




rxeor aootnion 70 woonf@h vrises

Bleek L  Cont’d

Lot 29 Dean H. & Ann L, Becker
“"” 6428 E. Murdock 67206

Lot 30 l/‘-/lienry E. & Linda M. Mueggenborg
6420 E, Murdock 67206

Block K

Lot 3 /< villian M, Morris , Jr. & Helen M.
6419 E, Murdock 67206

L "/Donuld L. & Virginia E. Schilling
6427 E. Murdock 67206

ﬂ Cletus J. & Eileen M. Pottebaum
6503 E. Murdock 67206

” Walter ¥, & K. Louise Balzerick
6511 E. Murdock 67206

Ve ‘/Huqo T. & Hazel H. Wedell
6519 E. Murdock 67206

// Chester A. & Marjorie H. Rembleske
6527 E. Murdock 67206

'/\/Cherlea F. Morris
6609 E, Murdock 67206

Steve & Sophie Christian
6612 Claytonia Terrace 67206

// Francis B. & Hazel Harvey
6604 Claytonia Terrace 67206

L/-/bhmtsmn & Ruby K, Haworth
6528 Claytonia Terrace 67206

v/\/charles F. & Ruth U, Stitzel
6520 Claytonia Terrace 67206

K/Kennet'n F. & Betty Newman
6512 Claytonia Terrace 67206

/=G, Robert & Isabel F. Deeds
6504 Claytonia Terrace 67206

‘/;/Doria Van Koutan

6428 Claytonia Terrace 67206

/\/Hurla K. Hubbard

607 Stratford 67206

"/"/Ronsrt C. Hill, Jr. & Judith Ann
6419 Claytonia Terrace 67206

K/L/Eurl T. & Jessie I. Graves
6427 Claytonia Terrace 67206

v“iillian &, & Ruth G. Zimmerman
65503 Claytonia Terrace 67206

/“//anin E. & Shelia B. Lampton
6511 Claytonia Terrace 67206

l//!-I. Kennetii Watson

6519 Claytonia Terrace

‘ ./Herhert J. Demmin
6527 Claytonia Terrace




FIRST ADDITION TO WOODLAWN VILLAGE

Block J  Cont’d

Lot 9

Lot 10

Lot 11 & part of Lot 12 lying NWly and
parallel to a line 12° SEly between
Lot 11 & 12

Lot 12 (Exc SEly 12°)

Lot 13

Lot 14

Lot 15 Exc W 17°

W 17* of Lot 15 & Lot 16 exc W 47*
W 47* of Lot 16 & Lot 17 Exc W 98*
W 8’ of Lot 17 & Lot 16 Exc W 59”
E 90* of W 98" of Lot 17

REPLAT OF LOTS 1 THRU 7, BLOCK A, 15T
ADDITICN TU WOODLAWN VILLAGE

CCURTLAND ADDITICN .
Block 6
Lot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3

M«balay H. & Charlotte C. Fisher
6605 Claytonia Terrace 67206

WLaroy J. LeCrone, Jr. &
Lyndal K. W. LeCrone

6615 Claytonia Terrace 67206

l//l!ay E, & Lillian w. Hunt
6623 Claytonia Terrace 67206
/ ‘/G. Truman & Kathleen Ann Tucker
6635 Claytonia Terrace 67206

"/Rnlph E. & Mildred F. Brasted
6618 E. Elm 67206

'/Cur]. Ticer
6604 E. Elm 67206
A/'/A:matrong M. & Helen L. Duffield

6524 E. Elm 67206

Herbert B. & Virginia R. Stucky
6520 E. Elm 67206

/\/ Douglas Lawrence & Roberta D. Bendell

6512 E. Elm 67206
1/ 7 Paul F. & Stella E. Bloomingdale
6418 E. Elm 67206

%/.W. Phillip Buck, Jr.

6504 E. Elm 67206

/(/Em E. & Mary E. Certain
6405 E. Elm 67206

|// Gary Lee & Nancy Bachus
6409 E. Elm 67206

// Richard A, & Judith E. Manka
6501 E. Elm 67206

'/ Waldo V. & Ruth G. Sease
6509 E. Elm - 67106

v’// Edward F. & Charlene Ernstmann
6517 E. Elm 67206

1// Raymond E. & Ruby G. Tate

6525 E. Elm 67206

-'//Harry W. & Catherine L. Alexander

254 5. Glendale 67218

’/]Claytcm W. & Eleanor C. Hargadine
6107 E. 8th St. 67208

Emil ¥, & Cora Lucile Knight
6115 E. 8th St. 67208

/\/ ‘Thomas H. & Freda M Montague
6121 E. 6th St. 67208




A e Wm}msww-wﬂ-

CCURTLAND ADDITICN
Block b Cent'd

Lot 5 & Lot 6 exc W 15 /' Charles K, Crum
6201 E. Bth St. 67208

E 55’ of Lot 6 & W 33" of Lot 7 ,// Russell & Faye E. Martin
6207 E. 8th St. 67208

E 37’ of Lot 7 & W 55° of Lot 8 l/\/wﬂliam P. & Jewell Timmerman
6215 E. 8th St. 67208

A1l of Lot 9 & E 157 of Lot 8 /¥ fenry F. & Beverly P, Filson
6221 E. 8th St, 67208

Lot 10 & W 25* of Lot 11 < Chazles €, & Rosstta T. Rodd
6301 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 11 E45° & W 50’ of Lot 12 // Kansas District Council of
Assemblies of God, Inc.
1009 5. Broadway 67211
»

E 20’ of Lot 12 & all of Lot 13 ‘/‘// Paul A. & Helen Pechin
7077 E. Central 67206

Lot 14 & E 25" of Lot 15 /‘/ Leota Z. Free, John N, Free and
Marjorie Jean Lichty
6320 Marjorie Lane 67208

W 45" of Lot 15 & E 474" of Lot 16 /~/Eduurd L, & Norma C. Larcher
6310 Marjorie Lane 67208

W 224" of Lot 16 K/ Mid Kansas Federal Savings & Loan Assn.
230 S. Market

Lot 17 ’.D Mid Kansas Federal Savings & Loan Assn.
230 . Market

Lot 18 & E 30’ of Lot 19 /\/ Dennis R. & Jane M. Stalker
217 N. Brookside 67208

W 40" of Lot 19 & E 50 of Lot 20 «/1/ John R. & Betty E. Burchfield
6244 Marjorie Lane 67208

W 20" of Lot 20 & all of Lot 21 // ‘Kenneth M, & Kathryn M, Schaeffer
6232 Marjorie Lane 67208

That prt of Lots 22 & 23 West of a line

10° NE of SW cor Lot 22 Extended NW to a //

point 57’ W of NW cor of Lot 22 & N of a Harold T. Howell
line 1257 SW of NW Cor of Lot 23 extended 6220 Marjorie Lane
SE

That part of Lots 22 & 23 lying East of a ;/./ :
line 10° NE of SW Cor of Lot 22 extended NW Clarence E. McGinty
161° m/1 to & point 57’ E of NW cor of Lot 22 6226 Marjorie Lane 67208

Lot 39 proved ¥ Tress B Tverit
wot Horwen \e 6039 Grace Lane 67208

Lot 40 /7 Richard E. & Carolyn E. Reby
6045 Grace Lane 67208




COURTLAND ADDITICN
Block 5

Lot 1

Lot

Lot 4

E 75 of Lot §

W 5* of Lot 5 & E 69° of Lot 6
W 6% of Lot 6 & E 70* of Lot 7
W 57 of Lot 7 & all of Lot 8

Block 8
Lot 1 & W 25° of Lot 2

E 45’ of Lot 2 & W 474 of Lot 3
E 223" of Lot 3 & all of Lot 4
Lot 5 & W 174 of Lot 6

E 523* of Lot 6 & W 35" of Lot 7

E 35 of Lot 7 & Lot B exc E 173*

E 174" of Lot B & all of Lot 9

A Harry L. & Jean Eddy
6001 E. Bth St, 67208
s

Ralph & Grace B, Foster
6007 E. Bth St. 67208

V/ Sal & Gloria M. Bachos
6015 E. Bth St. 67208

2/ R. P. & Christine Knoblauch
6021 E. 8th St. 67208

/%" John B, & Alice Hi. Jones
6020 Grace Lane 67208

1// Harry W. & Nadene M. Oller
6014 Grace Lane 67208

// Frederick A. & Frances Linde
6008 Grace Lane 67208

o Keith L. & Lois Anderson
6002 Grace Lane 67208

/’(/ Ted J« & Norma Werts
6001 Jacqueline 67208

P ‘/James W. & Pansy J. Brown
6501 E. 8th St. 67208

r '/Hmcaxd D. & Pearl L. Chamers
6015 Jacqueline 67208

’//J. T, & Betty Burlingame
7308 E, Morris 67207

7] Home Enterprises, Inc.

/O{Qusuell C. & Helen M, Duncan
6014 E. 8th St. 67208

v Ollie K. & Mary Ann Thompson
6008 E. 8th St. 67208

’/‘/l‘;{arvin G. & Juanita A. Way
6002 E. 8th St. 67208

//Donald M, & Ruth B. Brown

6101 Jacqueline 67208

/l?Deun A. & Marguerite P. Rice
6107 Jacqueline 67208

‘/Larine Biggs
6115 Jacqueline 67208

RJLAICSSCC \/Leona (Baker) Bruce
UnKRow ™~ g201 E, 8th St. 67208

o/ Jemes M. & Marcella R, Maddox
6215 Jacqueline 67208

V/J Hubert 0. & Gloria Rose Kintzel
6221 Jacqueline 67208

Stanley E. & Faunda M. Johnson
6227 Jacqueline 67208




COURTLAND 'ADDITION

Block 3 Tont *d

Lot 10 Charles T. & Margaret M, Laham
6301 Jacqueline 67208

Lot 11 / 1/Luw.is & Reva Weidenbaum
6309 Jacqueline 67208

Lot 12 //Donald R. & Mary Kay Boleski
6315 Jacqueline 67208

Lot 13 f/ George T, & Beatrice McCurry
6321 Jacqueline 67208

Lot 14 /~“Raymond F. & Elizabeth Shadid
6320 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 15 1/ ‘/Puul L. & Estelle J. Pickler
6314 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 16 l//‘/.iohn C. & Wauneta Dunlop
/ 6308 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 17 Sherman A. Meyer, Jr. & Helen Jean
6302 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 18 ,/,//John G. & Barbara J. McCune
6226 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 19 & E 20" of Lot 20 ,//.Tohn H. & Helen A. Dolecek
6114 3 2nd 67212

W 50" of Lot 20 & E 50 of Lot 21 \/Dnuqlas Michael & Barbara A. Carson
6214 E, 8th St. 67208

W 20" of Lot 21 & All of Lot 22 ‘//C. George & Rita I. Immich
6202 E. 8th St. 67208

Lot 23 & E 25* of Lot 24 ; iAark L. & Patricia Zimmerman
6120 E. 8th St. 67208

W 45' of Lot 24 & E 55 of Lot 25 /Aerle C. Brandner
6114 E. 8th St. 67208

W 15" of Lot 25 & all of Lot 26 K/ Floyd Leon & Paula S. Engstrand
6102 E. 8th St. 67208

S 330" of N 1000’ of W} of SEz 13-27-1E

Exc W 40’ of S 330" & Exc Beg 670 S & //

40" E of NV cor SEy E 135/, 5 23,877, Board of Park Commissioners

W 135', N 23.87’ to Beg. 104 S. Main 67202

N 6707 of Wk of Sec. 13-27-1E, Exc N 40’,

Exc W 40’ for Roads & Exc Beg. 633.87' S

& 40° E of NW Cor SE% Sec. 13, E 135, {2 Board of Park Commissioners

S5 36.13", W 135', N 36.15' to Beg. 104 5. Main 67202

NW5 SE% of Sec. 13-27-1E, Exc § 150° of

W 185" & exc 5 30° & W 40° for streets & \/Rose M, Bruce
exc N 10007 j} 440 N. Quentin

S 150" of W 185’ NWi SEy of Sec. 13-27-1E, /
exc S 30' for St & Exc W 40" for St. Robert W. & Elaine Bruce
802 S, Edgemocor 67218

Beg. 30* E of NW cor SWy SEz Sec. 13-27-1E, J//ﬁoard of Education
5 650*, E 476’, N 650’, W to Beg. : 104 S. Main 67202




Beg 650' S & 30* E of NW Cor SW; SEj 13-27-1E,

E 3267, 5 3307, W 326'm/1 to pt 30 E of W line

of SEj, N along line 30’ E of and parallel to /?K.ansus Armory Board
West line SEg 330’ to Beg. 620 N. Edgemoor

CRESTHILL ADDITION

Block A

E 225° of W 640” of Lot 1 & E 225* !A/
of W 6407 of Parking Res. A. D. P. & M., .Inc, -
327 N. Broadway 67202

E 240" of W 415’ of Lot 1 & E 240°

of W 415 of Parking Res. A r//-/ G. Lawrence Keller, D. Cramer Reed,

W. M. Turner, John H. Rogers,
Stanley E. Wisdom, Wilson Rains,
3. H. Marcus, W. H. Ferguson
(1/8 int Each)

521 N, Brookfield . 67208

S 100* of N 250" of W 175" of Lot 1 ”Mutunl of Omaha
3316 Farnam, Cmaha, Nebr

!///Pi'lillip L. & Charlotte M. Robson
427 St. James Place 67206

iA/ Dorothy W. & B. A.Dinwiddie III
421 St. James Place 67206

// Noble L. Whiting & M, Jane
415 St. James Place 67206

4/\/—\.’11'013\15 T. Osborn
407 St. James Place 67206

/ \//.Tohn Paul & Mary Woolf
401 St. James Place 67206

//Floyd E. & Virginia S. Turner
341 St. James Place 672086

/\//Alfrsd B. & Mabel A. Beard
335 St. James Place 67206

.//;Javid W. & Wetah J. Wise

328 Whitfield Place 67206

,/ V/John R. & Loralee R. Kuenneth
334 Whitfield Place 67206

/{/.Tohn E, & Patricia F. Jenista
340 Whitfield Place 67206

/‘/Jua J. Colliatie, Jr. & Billie Rae
145 Rutland Road 67208

1/\/Kenneth P. & Helen R.Leyh
347 whitfield Place 67206

V&Hubart R. & Margaret E, Kuhn
341 Whitfield Place 67206

‘/V. D. & Eileen B. Schwartz
335 Whitfield Place 67206

\/,David G. & Janet L. Shoemaker
329 Whitfield Place 67206

//.C. Elton & Lois L. Gore

323 Whitfield Place 67206




CRESTHILL MANOR
Block A Cont’d

Lot 28 ,/,/ Harry A. Funke
316 Colonial FPlace 67206

Lot 29 ¥/ Thonas B, & Barion . Bashaw
322 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 30 ,/"/mni). James & Carol Ann Ablah
328 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 31 /Thoma! A. & Edna 5. Laham
334 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 32 / %Fraﬁcrick C. Levejoy, Jr. & Bernice C.
340 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 33 /“/ Mary Katharine Smith
346 Colonial Place 67206

34 “Loren A. & Mary Jo Watson
'347 Colonial Place 67206

35 /Arlin J. & Thelma M. Blackstun
341 Colonial Place 67206

36 Meman W. Smith, Jr. & Betty Jane
335 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 37 J. E. & Wara Paul Schmitt
329 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 38 A ‘/jememiah J. & Blanche R. McCarthy
323 Colonial Place 67206

Lot 39 A ohn L. D. & Nancy F. Frazier
317 Colonial Place 67206

RUFFIN 3RD ADDITION

Lot 1 \/Ri:se M. Bruce
D 440 N. Quentin

CALIENDO ADDITION

Reserve A in Cresthill Manor 50
CARO ADDITION Wichita, Knnaus.

Lot 1 & the West 75' of Parking LODY]o, -K%V_%‘e[s;mxck Co., . Inc.

N 240° of Lot 1 & N 240 of Parking G
Reserve B in Cresthill Manor 1/ Harvey D. Ellis
5903 Folo Dr.

All © of Lot 1, Caro Addition Exc N 240

& Parking Keserve "B” exc N 240* and // .

Parking Reserve "A" exc W 6407 of Lot 1 E. V. Yingling, Jr,

Block A, in Cresthill Manor 2002 S, Greenwich Rod.

OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Block 1

Lot 19 exc W 2* l/"//l’remier Petroleum, Inc.
ilcrest

Lot 20 & W 2 of Lot 19 & E 3.5" of

Lot 21 Ad besoee /Em L. & Hazel I, Endsley
O wnowh 925 Stratford 67206

67208

Lot 21 exc E 3.5° ./ Martha 5. Beutel

Lot 22 exc W §3' ,//Norﬂa ‘H. & Doris W. Madden
7316 Pagent Lane 67206




OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Block 1 Cont’d

Lot 23 & W 53’ of Lot 22 /‘/kud R. & Annie L. Sutherland
6026 Qakwood Drive 67208

Lot 24 & E 5.5’ of Lot 25 D Howard R. & Annie L. Sutherland
6026 Oakwood Drive 67208

Jr.
Lot 25 Exc E 5.5° /“Aienry H. Hyndman/& Janet K.
8013 E, Morris 657207

Lot 26 exc W 7.5° /D Henry H. Hyndman, Jr & Janet K.
8013 E. Morris 67207

W 7.5" of Lot 26 & all of Lot 27 /%lo Fox
c/o Robert Foulston
600 Fourth Natl Bldg 67202

i S George Hugh & Georgis Mildred Gee
5926 Oakwood Drive 67208

Y Viillian 1. Simmons, Jr. & Wanda Lee
5920 Oakwood Dr. 67208

/ ‘/Richard. & E. Darlene Kirkland
5914 Oakuood Dr. 67208

;/‘/Thumas B. & Cynthia J. Honton
5908 Oakwood Dr. 67208

//ﬁonald E. & Dorothy J.Compton
5902 Oakwood Dr. 67208

/\/Lucille E. Hunter
5824 Oakwood Dr. 67208

J/l/Martin P. Breth, Jr, & Nancy Ann
2435 Porter 67204

Addressee  “Carroll i. & Velda Jo Childs
e DA 8141 E. Zimmerly 67207

/U&nnie W. Parrish III & Susan L.
c/o Mid Kansas Fed Svgs & Loan
230 S, Market 67202

‘//Lawrema A. & Karen Kay Houston
420 N, Brookside 67208

/A Edward L. & Murl Heckel
5611 Oakwood Dr. 67208

/'/émca M. & Hilda N, Peters
5819 Oakwood Dr. 67208

‘/l/'l(athryn Carmichael

5825 Oakwood Dr. 67208

//;:rthur L. & Christine H. Vermillion
5903 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Gordon L, & Sibyl C. Koelling
5909 Oakwood Dr. 67208

‘/\/ Wesley A. & Grace Elizabeth Race
5915 Oakwoed Dr. 67208




OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Block 2 Cont’d

Lot 8
Lot 8
Lot 10
Lot 11

Lot 12

Lot 13 & Beg SErly Cor Lot 14, SWly alg
front line, 14.5, NWerly to NEly Cor of
Lot 14, SEly along the NErly line to point

of beg.

i//Dasmnnd L. & Hilda B, Almquist
5921 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Jehn W. & Delta J. Arnold
;Z/Lgo R. Helsel, Jr.
6001 Cakwood Dr. 67208

“/i;/3ameu H. & Sheryl Ann Hays
6011 Oakwood Dr, 67208

/L/Floyd D. & Nelda Bader Quinlisk
6019 Oakwood Dr. 67208

//Robert T. & Delma Blankenship
6018 Avalen Rd. 67208

Lot 14 Except Beg SErly Cor Lot 14, SWly along
front line 14.5°, NWerly to NEly Cor of Lot 14 V\//’

SEly along the NErly line to Beg. AND Lot 15 ExcYArthur Wayne & Alice Smith

BEG SE Cor, SWly along front line 14.5, NWly to 6010 Avalon Rd. 67208

NE cor, SEly to Beg.

Lot 15, Exc Beg SE Cor, SWly along front. line

14.5°, NWly to NE cor, SEly to Beg.

Lot 16

Lot 17

Lot 18

Lot 19

Lot 20 exc W 0,8°

W 0.8’ of Lot 21 & all of Lot 22

Lot 23

Lot 24

Block 3
Lot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3

Delores V. Williamson &
Shari Dee Nichols
6002 Avalon Rd 67208

¥ ‘/O. B. & Sarah M, Herrington
5926 Avalon Road 67208

1/ \./ Martha L. Richardson
550 Nims, Apt 216 67203

S4

H. B. & Grace B. Vaughn
5914 Avalon Rd. 67208

/Véhelmn Gatley

3032 Aloma St. 67208

./ \Alice & Lorene Hamilton
5902 Avalon 67208

//Rabut R. & Sharon E. Linsted
5818 Avalon St. 67208

(//.Tohn R. & Patty Ann King
5810 Avalon 67208

'/V/Rdymnd B. Trotter
402 Brookside 67208

’/\/Lillie Cohlmia

346 W, Brookside 67208

/ %illim P, & nna J. Haney

95" Woaloe UL

/l/uona.ld W. & Margaret L. Osburn
5819 Avalon 67208

Ne speb- -/G/eorqe Metz

wu~bevy

2202 Avalon 67208

Bion C, & Kathryn Allen




OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Block 3 Cont’d

Lot 6 > George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208

Lot 7 V/~¥ildred E. Keating
5909 Avalon ¢ 67208

Lot 8 v /Elizabeth C. Richardson
1303 N. Lorraine 67214

Lot 9 /. ‘/Rudy & Betty Stuehler
6005 Avalon 67208

Lot George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208

Lot /./iz T. & Thelma Quinn
6015 Avalon 67208

Lot v "/'Lawxence D. & Mary F. Bieler
6021 Avalon 67208

18 /‘/Mnlbum & Mary H. Brodbeck
357 Ridgewood 67208

19 l/med Homes of VWichita
6061 Avalon 67208
D George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208
21 l/"/Jmes S. Tayler

6117 Oakwood Dr. 67208

20

22 D George Metz
/ 2202 Awalon 67208
e

!
23 Bill O. & Mary M. Suhn
7315 Tanglewood Lane 67206

Lot 24 P George Metz 67208

Lot 25 / Jack 0, & Edith ii. Langford
363 Hillcrest 67208

Lot 26 V/oClarence E. & Ruth H, Crum
357 Hillcrest 67208

Lot 27 ,/'/-N/ihu L. Davis i
351 Hillcrest 67208

Lot 28 -/-/Gcruld G. & Sondra M, Cox
345 N. Hillcrest 67208

Lot 29 n/t/Josaph S. & Thelma N, Ploughe
339 N, Hillcrest 67208

Lot 30 //Clnra H. Gifford & Betty Jean Reazin
6132 Rockwood 67208

Lot 31 exc W 3.5' /l//'n'. Kent & Janet Kay Kruske
620 N, Battin 67208

W 3.5 of Lot 31 & all of Lot 32 Otto C. & Clara H. Pfeifer

Lot 33 Bernard H, & Nancy Lee Kastens




‘OAKNOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Block 3 Cont’d

Lot 34 & E 2,25 of Lot 35

Lot 35 exc E 2.25*

36

37

& E 1.9” of Lot 39

exc E 1.9"

47

48

49

50

Lot 51

Block 4

Lot 1

Lot 2

Lot 3 Exc E 7*

E 7' of Lot 3 & all of Lot 4

Lot §

Lamar & Angeline V. Wheat
3626 W. 13th 67203

/\/Wand,u Eicher & Wathena E. Blakeslee
6102 Rockwood 67208

/V‘ghﬂ M. Dunn

6038 Rockwood 67208

l/ Loretta France
6032 Rockwood 67208

John D. & Constance A. Wareing
/ 026 Rockwood 67208

Maurice & Ella M. Lowe

6020 Rockwood 67208
Delbert F. & Ruth M, Marshall
67208
eof &’.oc(‘.wvad

Thomas A. & Dianne L. Reeves
6008 Rockwood 67208

/ LaVerne A. & Joyce L, Weber
6002 Rockwood 67208

'o/Guy Y, & Linda S, Harris
5922 Rockwood 67208

A

ralph L. & Nicki D. Didlake
/5916 Rockwood 67208

‘/Jameu F. & Mary Catherine Westerhaus
910 Rockwood 67208

George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208

Harold W. & Virginia E. Shelton
5814 Rockwood 67208

p George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208

/JEdwin E. & Emma Jean Williford
5802 Rockwood 67208

'/-/erdarick D. & Patricia E. Kettler
5800 Roockwood Rd. 67208

'/(-Sisters of St. Joseph of Wichita
3712 E. Lincoln 67218

/./Nestor Weigand, Jr.

12 Colonial Court 67207

, ‘/Katherine K. Reneau
6309 Cakwood Dr. 67208

'A/F.rnast L. & Shari L, Norlin
8315 Oakwood Dr, 67208

D Nestor Weigand, Jr.
12 Colonial Court 67207

|/ G. Robert & Isacel Deeds
5504 Claytonia St. 67206

;/[/LEC' F. Mann, Sr. & Mollie
369 Woodlawn Blvd 67208




QAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDQON

Block 4 Cont’d

Lot 7

Lot 8

Lot 9

Let 10

Lot 11 & N 11.5' of Lot 12

S 4' of Lot 12 & N 23 of Lot 13
S 354" of Lot 13

Lot 24 & 5 2,5 of Lot 25

Lot 25 exc S 2.5" & 5 5 of Lot 26
Lot 26 exc S5 5°

Lot 27

Lot 28

Lot 29

Lot 30

Lot 31

Lot 32

Block 6

Lot 1 & Nly 12' of Lot 2

ORKWOOD ESTATES

Block 3
TGt I & NWerly 10’ of Lot 15

Lot 2

Lot 3 & W 4" of Lot 4

Lot 4 exc W 47 & W 1* of Lot §
Lot S exc w 1°

Lot &

/\{JPhil & Betty R. Roeser
363 H. Woodlawn Blvd 67208

]/Stanle]r & Idell Goldstein
357 N. Woodlawn Blvd 67208

W L. S. & Lorina F. Belford
351 N. Woodlawn Blvd 67208

/\/wunm A. & Mildred L, Hull
‘/ 101 Suncrest Ave. 67212

George & Helle Wilscam

/ f?g N. Woodlawn 67208
Clair 5. & Genevieve licColl

333 Voodlawn 67208

/)

‘Jack T. & Norma F. Radford
327 Woodlawn 67208

Malph E. & charon L. Schultz
326 N. Hillcrest 67208

Wayne L. Brinegar & Frances Powers

/32 N. Hillcrest 67208
\/{dward k. & Zelma Coate
338 N. Hillcrest 67208

D George Metz
2202 Avalon 67208

A/I/Jack Craig Mellvain 4
350 Hillcrest 67208

/4-3 M. Porterfield

356 Hillcrest 67208

/// Casado, Inc.

302 N. Main 67202

‘4. E. & Lydia L. oore
368 Hillcrest 67208

/‘/Nestor Weigand, Jr.
387 Woodlawn Blvd 67208

'/'/Richurd H. & Ella Mae Ludwick
5805 Rockwood 67208

/ASillian D. & Dianne E. Hurst
5700 Rockwood 67208

’/"ﬁchael Anthony & joyce H. Morra
515 Qakwood Dr 67208

I/L//Randy J. & Alice M. Simon
/ 517 Oakwood Dr. 67208

‘/M‘illinm W. & Diane C. Park
529 Oakwood Dr. 67208

A/v/}\dministrutor of Veterans Affairs
5500 E. Kellogg 67208

[//i-ferry' G, Faup

8101 E. Lynwood Blvd 67207




OARKWOOD ESTATES

Block 3 Cont’d

Lot 7 '//Harold A. & G. Winifred Wiley
451 N. Brookside 67208

Lot 8 V/./Faye Ethel Carthrae
435 Brookside Parkway 67208

Lot 9 exc SWly 15° ,,I//Esther V. Priestly
427 N. Brookside 67208

Lot 10 & Swly 15* of Lot 9 // Evelyn Anita Nicholson
415 N. Brookside 67208

Lot 11 and part of Lot 12 lying SEly of a

line drawn parallel to and 107 Nwly from i

line between Lots 11 & 12 extended to NEly Alva E. & Pauline C. Smith
line of Lot 12 401 North Brookside 67208

Part of Lot 12 lying NWly of a line 10’ NWly

from & parallel between lots 11 & 12 & also /

part of Lot 13 lying SEly from line 25 SEly ‘/Hﬂry C. Thompson
& parellel to line between Lots 13 & 14 5730 Rockwood

NWerly 25’ of Lot 13 & all of Lot 14 exe /
NWerly 15° l/ Henry V. & Bessie Schott
5724 Rockwood 67208

NWerly 15 of Lot 14 & Lot 15 exc Nierly 10"//Harold G. & Alice K. Sidener
5718 Rockwood 67208

All of Lot 15 lying NWly of a line drawn ’/1'/
parallel tc & 10’ SEly from line between William Y, & Diane E. Hurst
lots 2 & 15 5700 Rockwood 67208

Block 4

Lot 1 /jL. U, & Arlie K. Goed
5606 Rockwood 67208

/Boyd & Berneice E. Kooken
5717 E. Central 67208

AJ-‘{""’QSSCE ‘/Edw.ln H. Leimbrock
OnkrWw% 5735 E, Central 67208

/I/.Ioanna R. Hardin

2017 5. Ridgewood 67218

l//,_/_'(frace & Evelyn Bosse
5739 E. Central 67208

A l/{ M, & Gladys L. Houser
5745 E. Central 67208

[ﬂ/{uute Royer & Colleen M. Howell
5751 E. Central 67208

P ‘/Getald & Lusetta Blackford
5759 E. Central 67208

'/\/ James D. Atkisson, Jr.
461 N. Brookside 67208

" Aelen & Lottie Kitchen
451 N. Brookside 67208

Wﬁarles M, & Mabel Marie Wheeler
556 Oakwood Dr. 67208

. tike Adams
540 Oakwood Lr. 67208




OAKWCOD ESTATES
Block 4 Cont‘'d

Lot 13 //Lmam:a J. & Hazel J. Nelson
532 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Lot 14 rr‘(/ Gerald E, & Winifred Cox
526 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Lot 15 /yJohn J. & Shelia I, Immel
518 Oakwood Dr, 67208

Lot 16 ///lered R. & Bessie Edwards
510 Oakwood Dr. 67208

Lot 17 l/ \/rmu: £, & Launetta M. Rose
5626 Rockwood 67208

Lot 18 ‘/:’/Glann C. & Bernice M. Thrasher
5616 Rockwood 67208

REPLAT OF LOTS 13-14-15-16=17
BLOCK 3 OAKWCOD ESTATES 2ND

Lot 1 r~oved, A0l enoa kimbell
forwandable 6047 Avalon Court 67208

Lot 2 D Genoa Hines
6047 Avalon Court 67208

Lot 3 L orton B bt vatts: bk
6041 Avalon Court 67208

Lot 4 L/'Unn C. & bara Ada Poorman
6033 Avalon 67208

Lot § /\/Genua Kimbell

6047 Avalon Court 67208
OAKWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION

Biock 6

Lot 20 /,/cém Thomas Rollert & Lise W.
550 Nims 67203

HUSTON ADDITION
Lot 1 /% & & J Building Co.
5900 E. Central
Dated this 26th day of June, 1972 at 7:00 o’clock A. I,
GUARANTEE TITLE CO., INC.

No. 39264, By %M{/mé',s:’

Vice-President
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