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Map No. 5848 DATA SHEET DP 58

Sec. 13 COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Z-

Twp. 27S Filed 9-13-73 4! 1
Range 1E

APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed planned residential
development.

1. Applicant Claude R. Lambe
Address 5101 East 13th Street Phone

2. Agent Robert H. Nelson

Address Suite 630 - 200 West Douglas Phone 262-3777

3. General Location At the Southeast corner of Oliver and 13th Street'
Address

4. Proposed Use

AREA DATA

1. Acres ft. by
2. Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning
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RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISS ION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN
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A CASE NO. DP-57 CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 10-25-73

d' REQUEST FOR: Approval of Commercial Community Unit Plan

*tevt REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) :

/34...'

GENERAL LOCATIOLI: Southeast corner of

Oliver and 13th Street

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
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See attached excerpt of Planning Commission
minutes of October 25, 1973.

Claude R. Lambe, c/o Robert H. Nelson, Suite 630,
APPLICAiqT: 200 West Douglas 67202, and

Deal Development Company, Dallas, Texas
COUNSEL FOR APPLICANT:

Robert H.

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY:

Nelson, Attorney

None

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

11...1

91,098 LAND USE: Subject property is undeveloped; north is single-family and food

market; east is single-family and undeveloped; south is single-
family; west is single-family, restaurant and service station&32 f...

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

*itt That this application be approved, subject to the conditions as shown
by the attached excerpt of Planning Commission minutes of October 25,
1973. Hill moved, Blakey seconded and it carried unanimously. (Arnholz

absent.)

44: ACTION 1. Approve the CUP as recommended by the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, subject to the recommended conditions; or

2. Return the application to the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
.>' mission for its reconsideration. The City Commission states the following

reasons for its action:

5£30.. i

343.

t

·'- -AU,»Ne° "· •4,62.·126+61* I



EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF OCTOBER 25, 1973:

17a. Case No. Z-1567 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request change from "Le" and "AA" to "R-5" for:

A tract in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27S, RlE, described
as beginning 20 feet N of the NW corner of Lot 1, Block
11, Second Addition to Lanlbsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence
S 350 feet to the SW corner of Lot 4, in said Block 11;
thence southwesterly 174.9 feet to the SW corner of Lot
6, in said Block 11; thence southwesterly along the westerly
line of said Block 11, and the westerly line of Block 6, ,
Third Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of
1102.45 feet; thence south along the west line of said Block
6, 538.57 feet more or less to the south line of the NE 1/4 of 1
the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence west 510 feet 4
more or less to the SW corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the
NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence north along the east line of the
W 1/2 of the W 1/2 of said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet ,
south of the nbrth line of said NW 1/4; thence east parallel with ;
the north line of said NW 1/4 and along the south line of said
Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point
310 feet northwesterly from and measured at right angles to
the westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale; :
thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 895 feet, more or less; thence north-
easterly along the east line of said Addition, 194.97 feet,
more or less; thence north along the east line of said
Addition 240 feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning;
thence east 310 feet to the place of beginning, together
with Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas,
except beginning at the NW corner of said Block; thence south
583 feet more or less to the north line of 12th Street as

! platted in said Addition; thence east along the north line of
said 12th Street and said Street line extended east, 800 feet;

. thence north parallel with the west line of said Block 1,
583.7 feet, more or less to the north line of said Block;

12.9 4: thence west along the north line of said Block to the NW
corner of said Block and the place of beginning. Generally
located on the south side of 13th Street in an area west of
Parkwood Lane.

17b. Case No. DP-57 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Commercial Community Unit
Plan for:

That part of Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita,
Kansas, des cribed as beginning at the NW corner sd Blk 1;
th south 583 ft M/L to the north line of 12th Street; th E
along N line sd 12th St extend East, 800 ft; th N parl with
W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft. M/L to N line sd Blk 1; th W along
N line sd Blk 1 to NW cor sd Blk and place of beginning.
Generally located at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th
Street.

17c. *Case* No. DP-58 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Residential Community Unit
Plan for:
-

Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale except beginning at NW
corner; thence South 583 ft. M/L to N line of 12th St. thence
east along N line sd 12th St. extended East, 800 ft; thence
north parl to W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft. M/L to N line Ed Blk
1; thence W along N line sd Blk 1 to NW corner sd blk and
pt. of beginning, and the following: A tract in the NW 1/4

of Sec. 13, T27S, RlE, described as beginning 20 feat north
of the NW corner of Lot 1, Block 11, Second Addition to
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence south 350 feet to the
SW corner of Lot 4, in said Block 11; thence southwesterly
174.9 feet to the SW corner of Lot 6, in said Block ]1;
thence southwostorly along the westerly lino of said Block
11 and the westerly line of Block 6, Third Addition to
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1102.45 feet; thence
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south along the west line of said Block 6, 538.57 feet more or
less to the south line of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4
of said Sec. 13; thence west 510 feet, more or less to the SW
corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec.
13; thence north along the east line of the W 1/2 of the W 1/2 of
said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet south of the
north line of said NW 1/4; thence east parallel with the north
line of said NW 1/4 and along the south line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point 310
feet northwesterly from and measured at right angles to the
westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale;
thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 895 feet; more or less; thence north-
easterly along the east line of said Addition, 194.97 feet,
more or less; thence north along the east line of said Addi-
tion 240 feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning; thence
east 310 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located
at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th Street.

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

Case Z-1567 and DP-58 (Residential CUP)

Comments

1. As permitted under the Residential CUP provisions of the zon-
ing ordinance, the applicant has submitted a preliminary resid-
ential development plan for review and recommendation by the
Planning Commission. 'In order for the Planning Commission to
recommend approval of a residential CUP, it must find specific
evidence and facts showing that the proposed development plan
meets the following conditions:

a. That the value of the buildings and the character of
the property adjoining the area included in such plan
will not be adversely affected.

b. That such plan is consistent with the intent and purpose
of this Chapter (28.04.190.A) to promote public health,
safety, morals and general welfare.

c. That the buildings shall be used only for residential
purposes and the usual accessory us es, such as automobile
parking areas, garages and community activities, including
churches; and provided that an "LC" district can be estab-
lished through the regular channels.

4%20
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d. That the average lot area per family contained in this
site, exclusive of the area occupied by streets, shall
be not less than the lot area per family required by
the district in which the development is located.

2. The plan proposes a "cluster" type development of condomin-
iums, townhouses and associated community activity centers
or clubs located on an interior private street system, withSi=EWN;*-

the main point of ingress and egress being 13th Street, a
major street. The proposed density of the development, 321
dwelling units on approximately 32.1 net acres, exceeds that
permitted in the "AA" Single-family zoning district and,
therefore, the applicant is requesting the "R-5" Generalfi2*5%·4· Residence District in order to increase the density from 7.2
to 10.0 dwelling units per acre.

3. Should the Planning Commission determine that the request
for "R-5" zoning is appropriate and find that the four con-
ditions listed in comment #1 have been satisfied, the follow-
ing are recommended conditions of approval:

Platting of subject property within one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commil: sioners; or
the applications be considered denied and closed.

£·4
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Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35
feet.

2

Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement. "

Add a General Provision #12 stating that "at the time
of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construe-
tion of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street 200 feet in
either direction from the center of the major driveway."

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 residential de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

f. 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 construe-
tion of the proposed development.

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

Case No. DP-57 - Amendment to Commercial Community Unit Plan

Comments

1. Subject property is zoned "LC" and contains a gross land
area of 10.7 acres.

0
2. In 1957, an application for a change in . zoning from "AA",

"A" and "LC" to "LC", and a CUP for "Lambsdale" was con-
sidered and approved. The applicant has now submitted an
amended Commercial CUP for a lesser area.

3. Should the Planning Commission determine the amended CUP
is satisfactory and recommend its approval, the following
are recommended conditions of approval.

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.

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35
feet.

c. Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

d. Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

e. Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding

f. The trans fer 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.

44*fpt

E

i !€·er

ew©N

r

Se



24£

40
, .',1,43(<

22.8 1

49>

f i

gar

DI

g. 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 construe-
tion of the proposed development.

.........

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

their consideration.
i

In addition to the comments in the staff report, GALBRAITH
said the staff has received a letter from an adjacent owner to
the south stressing concern for an existing small pond that abuts
his home, and there have been many calls and contacts at the
counter from people in the area who are interested in the pro-
posal. He stated that problems related to drainage will be re-
solved at the time of platting. Ho said the staff would recommend
approval of the zone change and both CUP' s, subject to the stand-
ard conditions as well as the coinditions in the staff reports.

BLAKEY said he is a trustee of the church that abuts the
property on the west, but he did not feel such would disqualify
him from discussion and voting.

*«tating
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ROBERT H. NELSON, attorney for the contract developer, said
the property is owned by Mr. and Mrs. Claude Lambe, who live there
at present; however, most of the area is open pasture land where
they pasture horses; they .have owned it since 1935 or 19 36. In
1957, when an application was made for "LC" zoning for the entire
ownership for a regional shopping center, there was considerable
opposition and as a result, only 25.5 acres were approved for "LC",
which is still the situation. At this time, NELSON stated, it
is under contract to the Deal Development Company, which is a
partnership composed of Kaiser Aluminum and Aetna Life Insurance
Company, and as the Deal Development Company, they have approxi-
mately $600,000,000 worth of assets behind the overall partnership.

NELSON said they have had many meetings with the area
residents, the City staffs, representatives of the Deal Develop-
ment Company have viewed the area from a development standpoint
and from the sales standpoint and have spent many thousands of
dollars in preparation for this project.

r•In explaining what is proposed, NELSON said it is proposed
to reduce the existing "LC" from 25.5 acres to 10.2, and in addi
tion they are asking that 15 acres now "LC", and that zoned "AA"
to the east of the existing CUP area, both be changed to "R-5".
NELSON pointed out that there are houses on Pinecrest and Parkwood
which abut subject property on the east. He stated that at present
there is a total of 43.9 acres, which is reduced to 42.4 after
deduction of additional right-of-way for Oliver and 13th Street.

E*%)

NELSON referred back to the original CUP, which at that time
was required to be recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds
to make any buyer aware of the development restrictions, and if
what is proposed at this time is approved, the title record can
be cleared.

-

t.te."
NELSON said there will be approximately 300 dwelling units,

and will vary from 2 to 8 in a building, some will have detadled
garages, but about 50% will have attached garages. NELSON said
his research has revealed that the average family in condominiums
of the type proposed, is approximately 3.1, which could result in
somathing over 300 children. He said he has checked with the
school administration and been informed that Adams Elementary,
Robinson Intermediate and Southeast High Schools could easily handle
any increased enrollment and there should ba no school problem.
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NELSON said it is proposed that the principal entrance to the
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condominium development will be on 13th Street, similar to the
one at The Mall on East Harry (divided) . Also, ingress is from
Oliver on 10th, 11th and 12 th Streets. It is recognized tliat a
10-foot easement will be required on the easternmost portion and
also additional right-of-way for 10th Street and the west portion

improved and ended in a cul-de-sac, which the applicant is willing
to provide for on his property.

NELSON next referred to the traffi.c situation, and said that

Bill McKinley, Assistant Traffic Engineer, has indicated to him
that increased traffic from the development proposed will be so

slight as to not create any problem; however, i. f it is found neces-
sary to provide right turn lanes, sufficient right-of-way has been
provided at the intersection for such. McKinlay stated, according
to NELSON, that traffic on 10th, 1lth or 12 th, he did not believe
would amount to enough that it would be detrimental to the neigh-
borhood.

NELSON next discussed the type of development, stating that
it is anticipated that approximately 10% of the residential units
will contain 1,300.square feet; approximately 40% will contain
1,300 to 1,600 square feet, and the balance of 50% will be 1,600
to 1,700 square feet. He stated the building coverage will be
approximately 30% which is the limit on a CUP. He said the roads

or streets will be private, installed by the developer without

cost to anyone in the area, and will represent approximately 4.3
acres, which results in about 13.4 acres of streets and area

occupied by buildings, which leaves about 16 acres of open space.
He stated the Lambe family has the right to retain possession of
their home for several months after the property is sold, but it
is anticipated the house will be retained intact as a community
center for the area residents.

Additional facilities to be provided are a swimming pool and
at least one tennis court.

NELSON stated that the developer desires to build a fence
on the property line on the east side, which would be adjacent to
the Lambsdale single-family development, and it is not anticipated
that Lambsdale Drive will be extended from the east into the

condominium project, as the developer is attempting to leave the
area to the east as much as possible as it is today.

NELSON said the height of the fencing on the CUP is shown
as 6 to 8 feet. He said in meetings with the people of the area,
some wanted 8 feet, some wanted 6 and some didn't want any fence
at all, although most of them did. He stated that in order to

fence and be able to develop 300 units, it is necessary that the
fence be centered on the easement (property line). In this respect,
he pointed out that such is permitted under the present most
restricted classification "AA" zoning on subject property. He

said it would be a continuous fence from 13th Street south to 10th

Street, then west along leth Street. NELSON stated that the

developers are having a landscape architect in Dallas prepare a
landscaping plan for the project.

Reference was made to drainage, and NELSON said they realize
it is a problem, but exactly how much area will be required for
drainage is unknown at this time, although they have indicated on
the CUP some 80 to 90 feet in width and it may even be more. He

lstated that from 13th Street adjacent to the "LC", drainage will
be in a boxed culvert and from the south side of the "LC" zoning, it
will be an open ditch to 10th Street. NELSON said they do not have
a drainage plan at this time, but havo discussed it with the Flood
Control Office personnel on numerous occasions and one is being
prepared for submission at the time of filing a plat, and the plat
will not be filed until the drainage problem is resolved.

NE],SON said there were questions raised at the various meet-
ings as 1.0 type of construction and how much val ue would be re-
presented by each unit. lie pointed out iln architect's rendering J
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showing the three different types of construction - full brick,
stucco, and part brick and part wood, to be of two, four or six
units, which will all be of the same type of construction and
interspersed throughout the developmont. He said the units will
be two and three bedroom units - no one-bedroom units, and there
will not be any basements. A two-car garage will be available for
each unit and there will be two off-street parking spaces in front
of the garages, which means four spaces for each unit, so there
should not be any on-street parking.

As for lighting of the premises, NELSON stated lights will be
so constructed and installed that there will not be any light
directed onto surrounindg areas, and they will not be high and will
be planned principally for the benefit of pedestrians, and he did
not see how they could be problem to adjacent areas. He pointed
out also that it is anticiapted at this time that the units
will sell for $40,000 to $45,000.

NELSON considered what is proposed a very desirable develop-
ment for the area, which is one of the few areas left for develop-
ment after remaining vacant for many years. He stated that the

price is substantial and with the cost of. land, something must be
developed that will sell, and so it has to be desirable and
adequate or it cannot be sold. He said they have attempted to
answer all questions which have been rai.sed concerning "squeezing
in" of the property, increased traffic, drainage, etc. and con-
ferred with various staffs.

NELSON said the development will be under a homeowners associ-
ation' which will provide, in substance, among other things, that
the entire open space and exterior of the buildings will be main-
tained by the association end the cost thereof charged back to
individual owners. He said he has had experience with homeowners
association agreements before and they do work very well. He said
one for this·development has not been prepared as yet, but will
be at the time of platting.

NELSON next referred to the fact that at present the prop-
erty returns about $6,000 in taxes per year, and their estimate of
tax return from the development proposed is about $300,000, which
he noted should more than off set any increase in school costs.

In summary, NELSON said they have tried to protect everybody
in the area, and subject property must be developed, after remain-
ing vacant for many many years, and it was his opinion that what is
being developed is the most logical use for the area.

WALDO WETMORE, a resident of the area and also speaking for
others in the area (who may also want to. speak), discussed the
drainage problem in detail, as that is their principal concern.

38%311

a.'924

In response to a question as to why the area has remained
vacant for many years, NELSON said it was his understanding that
Mr. Lambe has received a great many offers since approval of the
CUP in 1957, particularly for that portion zoned "LC", which have
all been turned down. He said it is Mr. Lambe's desire to have a

nice development - something that will not be derogatory to the
area in general and good for the community as a whole, which is
why he is willing to deal with the Deal Development Company at
this time, since they are proposing a desirable project.

WETMORE questiond the apparent desire to change the drainage
channel from its natural course, and whereas at present a pond is
on the southern portion of subject property that will usually
impound most o f tlie drainage during heavy rains, it is proposed to
remove the pond and straighten and widen the drainage channel, which
will increase the run-off through their area. With the elimination

of this retention pond, he was concerned for residents at the south-
orn end of thr, proposed 80-ft,ot drainage channel. tle related the

fact thut ha and other residents have themselves done some improve-
ment to handle 1.lin w,tler on ]Oth Street, and ha was much concerned
for the :idditional runoff which wou].d occur in relation to the
dove. lopitrnt proposed.
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WETMORE pointed out that the plan shows the handling of
drainage on subject property, but nothing so far as handling
it on 10th Street or to the south, and lie suggested the natural
flow of the drainage not be changed rather than to channel it
all from the development to where it is already overloaded.

WETMORE expressed concern for the open space between proposed
buildings and existing homes and suggested there be greater set-
backs to present a more beneficial affect to adjacent properties.

HILL said all problems of drainage will be considered and 1
resolved at the time of platting, and asked Mr. Wetmore if he '
was opposed to the zoning or CUP's. WETMORE answered that he was
desirous of seeing that assurance and protection is carried
through and that the community has a voice in seeing that the i

surrounding areas are not adversely affected.

HENNESSY pointed out that if the requests are granted and
there should be any damages from drainage to property owners down-
stream, they would have recourse through litigation.

TAYLOR pointed out again that drainage matters would be
resolved during consideration of the plat when submitted and first
reviewed by the Subdivision and Utility Advisory Committees.

F. REA CHAPMAN, 1443 North Battin,· quoted figures related
to · amount of drainage which could be anticipated from the develop-
ment proposed and the size of the pond and drainage channel,
and degree of absorption of undeveloped land, and it was his
opinion that the development could not materialize as proposed
because the proposed channel is not wide enough and the difficult
drainage situation at the south end.
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TAYLOR again commented that such matters would be resolved
during the platting process, and that adjacent owners would not
be asked to absorb the costs of drainage improvements for subject
property.

JAKE GRAYBELL, 1359 North Parkwood, said he was concerned with
the proposed development along the east side which would be adjacent
to the rear property line of the single-family homes on the west
side of Parkwood. He cornmented that he obtained a different under-

standing from the community meetings with Mr. Nelson than has been
presented by Mr. Nelson at this time, in that at the meetings the
developer was propos ing to set the fence back 10 feet from the
property line. He s aid they are not opposed to the development as
a whole, but did have some concerns. He pointed out that there was

talk about the backyards of the units being much like the backyard
of any residential area, but now apparently they intend to build
a fence right on the property line, then a 20-foot paved private
street and with high density garages adjacent to his rear yard. He
asked that a masonry fence be required rather than wood and that
there be some assurance that it would be maintained in future years.

GRAYBELL was also interested in landscaping, commenting
, that it was difficult for him to see where landscaping would be

U Iq provided in view of a fence on the property line, and a paved
street adjacent to the street. lie asked, that the development be
set back farther from the east property line along the lots adjacent
on Parkwood Lane and that in order to protect the rear yards of
the single family homes on Parkwood Lane, some type of high growing
evergreen plantings be required, in view of tho desire of the
developer to construct two story structures which would result in
a vii.su.11 encroachment i.nto the rear yards of the si.ngle-fmnily

'1432

WETMC)RE said according to his computation, two cars in every
garage and two on the driveway for 300 units means a potential of =-#
1,200 additional cars, and he did not feel traffic volumes would be
insignificantly increased as thought by the Assistant Traffic
Engineer.
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ROD JOHNSON, attorney, spoke on behalf of Jeanne M. and Bess
M. Parish, 1201 North Harding. He noted that apparently the
principal access points will be on 13th Street and 1lth Street
west to Oliver, with minor access points at ].0th and 12 tli Streets,
thus protecting the Lambsdale single-family development to the
east from any additional traffic (there are no openings proposed
for this development to the east) . It was his feeling that resi-
dents from the condominium units proposed would be more inclined to
utilize the access on 1lth Street, then to Oliver and then to
their destination, rather than th-e major entrance on 13tll Street,
in order to avoid 13th Street traffic. He contended that this, in
effect, would turn a very small quiet residential street into a
major thorofare, and it was his suggestion that some of the traf-
fice be channeled to the east from the proposed development in that
it would only be fair to diffuse the traffic fairly with respect to
adjoining properties, and the residents on 11th Street would not
have to totally lose their quiet area.

JOHNSON referred to tile discussion on screening for the
east side primarily in the form of a wooden wall or appropriate
masonry wall, altho he now understood that a masonry wall is not
acceptable to the Public Works Department if located in an ease-
ment, and although there was talk of a screen on the east side, no
mention was made as to a wall being required adjacent to IIarding.
He maintained that the residents on the west are entitled to as much
protection aesthetically speaking as people on the east, and that
anything other than that would not be acceptable.

42@D.

JOHNSON next pointed out that apparently a sign is proposed
to be directly across from his clients' home on Harding, and while
it is understandable that a sign would be desirable for the devel-
oper, he pointed out that there is no reason why it should be
placed directly across from the houses when it could be located
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elsewhere.

ROBERT MOORE, 5141 East 10th, said his house overlooks Mr.
Lambe'.s property now and apparently a wood plank type fence is
proposed, although he would prefer masonry construction. He stated

also that there should be some type of landscaping on the parking
area to make it more presentable to people residing on the south
side of 10th Street. He continued that over the years they have
enjoyed the view across the Lambe Estate, which has been admirably
maintained by Mr. Lambe, and now they will have to look at the back
side of condominiums for a block long. He wondered if the struct-

ures could be set back farther where there would be more open area,
and he pointed out that previous ly it had been propos ed that there
would be single-family residences to the north and many of the homes
in Lambsdale to the east were sold on the basis of the aesthetic
value of the balance of the area being single-family. MOORE com-

mented that while an excellent job has been done in an attempt to
develop something that would be compatible with present property
values in the area and to protect the neighborhood, he suggested
a little more be spent to give the people in the surrounding
area more area in which to breath.

742
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JAMES EDWARDS, 1056 North Battin, felt that he is the one

with the most to lose by what is proposed, as drainage improvements
will require a ditch right through his front room. He said he

has talked with Flood Control staff people several times, and what
is proposed would close off his area from access over a private
bridge on Harding and he would have no access from 10th since
it is proposed to be cul-de-saced. He referred also to the fact

that he had Given tho Citv a 45-foot easement through his property,

98*4

and that lie has a ]00-foot lonq hedge which would probably be
removed. He asked who would pay for the bridge and how would he
get to his property if this project is approved. He said also, if
approved, ho would like the opportunity for consj.deration at the
time of platting as to how much property value lie will lose.
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ROBERT CORNWELL, attorney for Mr. and Mrs. Richard Burke,
1317 North Par].wood, said his clients have enjoyed the openndss
of the area and while they wish that it could continue, they
realize the land is going to be developed one way or the other. He

said they do not want a regional shopping canter, and can live with
the proposal presented, ·/ith a few modifications. lie spoke first
concerning tlie height of the fence proposed adjacent to the homes
on Parkwood, and asked that it be 8 feet high rather than 6 feet
to block off activity from the high density development.

CORNWELL asked that a sound barrier of mature evergreen trees
be installed from 13th Street south to slightly past Lan·hsdale
Drive to make the 20-foot drive and garages planned for the multi-
units more compatible with the residential property adjacent on
the east.

CORNWELL spoke also on the subject of lighting of the area and
as]:ed that all such lighting be focused into subject property and
away from adjoining property.

The resident at 1010 North Harding, said he owns the property
where the pond is (to the south of 10th Street) and knew from having
lived there 10 years that the pond will not handle any additional
water without creating overflow conditions. He stated that he is

willing to continue maintaining the pond according to his ability
to do so, but did stress concern over the silting in of the pond.

HERMAN BARNETT, 1351 North Parkwood, said he agreed with every
thing said by Mr. Graybell concerning fencing and screening and
lighting. He commented further that they have been fortunate
in having a nice view for 16 years, and it was his hope. that if
this project is approved, that the condominium construction will
be held to top quality. He commented further that the drainage
situation will be a real prob·lem to resolve.

 LAWRENCE FINLEY, 1135 North Pinecrest, spoke in opposition,
and said that one of the inducements to his purchasing his home was
because of the single-family zoning at the rear. He said he has

in the past enjoyed the view from his large picture window, but would
certainly not enjoy the view of a 35-foot building immediately behind
his property. lie made reference to the four conditions which the
Commission must find to exist before approving a residential CUP
primarily the one that reads: "That the values of buildings and the
character of the property adjoining the area included in such plan
will not be adversely affected. " FINLEY pointed out that there has
been no special showing presented that what is proposed will not
adversely affect the established values of surrounding properties,
and it was his opinion that high density such as proposed adjacent to
low density cannot help but adversely affect the property values,
especially when the backyard of the property adjacent to his will be
25 feet in depth with a 35-foot brick building. He said he only
recently purchased his home and paid a good sum for it, and did not
like to see the value destroyed by what is proposed. When questioned,
he agreed that development under a CUP probably provides more protec-
tion to adjacent areas than under the "R-5" classification. In

further discussion, FINLEY was of the opinion that the Commission
could not find that the project would not adversely affect the property
values of adjoining property, and thus could not approve the request.
He said it not only would adversely affect the value of his property,
but his view as well.

FINLEY also referred to the drainage situation and the pos-
sibility that he would be taxed for drainage improvements to handle
runoff from subject area.

*El.'.

GEORGE SLATER, 1345 North Parkwood, pointed out that there
is an easemant at the east side of subject property 16 feet in
width and he ar,]wi] if the fence will bo built to the west easement
line or iii thc. conter of the ease-·nrnt. The answer was that it is pro-
posed to 1,0 on the properly line wh:ieh would be the center line of the
16-foot· ..tom'•nt. In more di.scussion on this matter, SLATER indicated
hs fence was 3 foot on Mr. I,ambe' s property and that he had put his
fence iii linn wi.1:11 others whon he inovi.d there.
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In an attempt to clarify tile situation, KAMEN pointed out that
the 16-foot easement is 8 feet on nach property and that the property
line ownership is to the center of the easement.

93-Fymek

BUD KUTIIAN, 1020 North Harding, expressed concern for the handl-
ing of the drainage matter.

MARJORIE SHONALTER, 1159 North Pinecrest, said at the nci.ghbor-
hood meetings with Mr. Nelson, the fence was represented as to be
installed 8 feet west of the west edge of the easement and was to be
masonry, and apparently the understanding today is different than at
that meeting. HOPPER pointed out that the City staff has recommended
that it would not be advisable to put a masonry type wall over the sewer
line in the easement.

ZENO BOLLINGER, 4919 East 10th (corner of loth and Harding)
was concerned for the possibility of some of his front yard being
required for street or for drainage. -It was stated that he would
not be required to give any additional right-of-way for Harding, as
at this time it is not proposed that right-of-way would be any closer
to his house than at present.

RAY COURTER, 1111 North Pinecrest, said he bought his lot and
built his home about 16 years ago and observed at the time certain
restrictlions and requirements which Mr. Lambe had imposed in order to
be assured of a nice desirable residential area, which he felt had
been developed, and while he recognized that there needs to be a change ·20 _--R

and something developed on subject property, he stated he would like
to see something comparable and appropriate in relation to the exist-
ing development in the area. He asked also if there was a chance of
filling in several feet of the low area and constructing a 35-foot
building thereon. It was stated that at ·the time of platting minimum
pad elevations would be established by the Flood control staff and
that it is likely that some of the area next to the drainage channel
will have to be raised to be assured of being above any flood area.

-2»f.

COURTER said he was willing to go along with whatever is best
for everybody concerned, but felt the fence should be high enough
to properly screen the activities of subject project from the single-
family homes to the east.

HAROLD SHOWALTER, 1159 North Pinecrest, stated that if what
is proposed is to be built, the residents should have at least the
protection they have now by the open area, that buildings should not
be built so close to their property lines; that they needed an adequate
open area to give them better protection against vandalism and fire
hazards. He pointed out also that he preferred a masonry wall with
spaced openings for drainage so that they would not have water stand-
ing in their backyards as they have presently. A masonry wall would
also give residents more security from vandalism, although SHOWALTER
pointed out that the neighborhood has banded together to act as a
vigilance committee for their own protection, but because of the
higher density proposed, it was his feeling they would need better
protection. Also, there should be some assurance that their prop-
erty would not be devalued, and that appropriate and compatible build-4-re.-

i ings would lie constructed which would be Comparable with restrictions i i
6 applicable to the Lan·Josdale area to the east.
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MRS. EUCEND CUSICK, 1010 North Harding, said they wore concerned ...
about pollutien of the drai.nage channel, and that they own part of ,ra
thu. pond to thi, south and were concerned wi th pollution for iho fish + ·tas well as with· the 1.ike silting up. She 17'ferred to the fact that

ont. could ext,ect. add,u] pollution from childron t.]iriwing things in
the drainuqe ditch 1.1,·aL would 1 loat down to Llie pond.
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m BESS PARISH, 1201 Harding, expressed concern for the water which -1.i would converge at the corner of 11th and Oliver, and said that the
water is hub deep after a heavy rain from the water from Oliver as -/ 1' well as the church parking lot to the west. She also stated that

k with channalization of taffic from the proposed development via 1lth
Street would ruin the corner and possi.bly reduce the value of prop-
erty on the corner by at least $5,000.
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CHAIRMAN TAYLOR s tated that the Commission has heard sufficiently
from those who cared to speak and would take into consideration Uze
comments made.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
tothe city commissioners the approval of DP-57
(Amendment to the Commercial Community Unit Plan)
subject to conditions suggested in the staff report;
AND approval of Z-1567 and DP-58 (Residential Com-
munity Unit Plan) subject to comments shown in the
staff report, and subject to the Subdivision Com-
mittee definitely taking into consideration the
points that have been raised at this meeting with
respect to the drainage, and the wall for screen-
ing the development. Blakey moved.

HILL said he would second the motion, with the follow-
ing amendments being included: That in addition to the
staff comments, there be an opening made to Lambsdale
Drive instead of complete access control all along the
east side of subject property; that there be either a
wooden fence or masonry screening on the west as well as
on the east and south to protect those properties that
face this development; and that there be a sign re-
striction that no sign can be erected on the commercial
property farther than 200 feet from the intersection
(south on Oliver - east on 13th Street) ; and further,
that any fence, whether wood or masonry .be a minimum
of 8 feet high; and that any problem of·drainage on
the property be at the cost of the developer.

BLAKEY said he would agree to everything except the
opening of acce'ss on the east side to Lambsdale.

HILL questioned why all tlie traffic should be channeled to
Oliver by means of 10th, 11th and 12th Streets and why would it
hurt to siphon some off on Lambsdale Drive.

BALKEY commented that it would be taking the traffic right
through a res idential area rather than away from it. HILL pointed
out that the area to the west is also residential.

GALBRAITH requested a clarification on the s ign location at
the intersection of Oliver and 13th, pointing out that Parcel 1 is
261 feet square and therefore a sign could not be placed on Parcel
2.

HILL amended the distance to be 275 feet in
each direction from the intersection.

*· KAMEN asked if the motion was proposing that the developer correct
the drainage problem all the way south wherever it extends. HILL said
such applied only as far as subject property extends, however, any
problems it creates should be taken care of.

BLAKEY accepted the amendments as proposed.

04982»

HENNESSY spoke in favor of the proposed development and asked
Nelson if he could give any idea of the investment involved. NELSON

said he could only estimate 12 1/2 million dollars on the residential
CUP and 10 million on the "Le" development proposed, plus the cost
of the land. tIe continued that in view of the investment, the
developer cannot afford to construct anything but the most desirable.

VOTE ON MOTION: Carried unanimously. (Arnholz
absent.)

RISING commended the people for their involvement and interest
and said the. Commissi.oners share their concern, but must attempt to
Vote fir what is the greatest good for the entire.· situation and
will c,·rt.ainly make ovrry effort to t..ike into consideration points
raiscd in future con:,iderations of this development.
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For clarification and to include the recommendations in the reff¢·
staff reports which were a part of the motion, the Commission' s
action is as follows:
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A.

That the Planning Commission recommend approval of the zone
change request (Z-1567) subject to the platting of all the
property associated with all three cases (Z-1567, DP-57
and DP-58) within one year from the date of approval by the
Board of City Commissioners; or the application be con-
sidered denied and cl.osed; ·AND approval of DP-57 (Amendment
to the Commercial Community Unit Plan, subject to the fol-
lowing conditions:

a

b

C

d

e

f

g

h

i

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

Increase of the building setback line adjacent to
the south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet
to 35.feet.

Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement. "

Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be chainged to Harding.

Expand General Provision #5 to read as follows:
Advertising ground signs shall be permitted along
13th Street and Oliver, only within a distance of
275 feet from the intersection, not to exceed the
height of 30 feet, nor to be placed so as to pro-
ject over any public right-of-way. No billboard
advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

The transfer of title of ali or any portion of the
land included within the Community Unit Plan does
not constitute 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.

%706.4*r'.

0.

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 con-
stitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development.

Any major dianges in this development plan being re-
submitted to tlie Planning Commission and City Commis-
sion for their consideration;

AND

approval of DP-58 (Residential Community Unit Plan, subject
to the following 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.

/ D

00.,0·323% b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
1.,t 4 4.,=, 464 south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 foot to

35 foot.
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c. Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall·

«f·: shall bo constructed in any utility easement. "

J :t y

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

i.

Add a General Provision to #12 stating that "At the
time of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the
construction of an accel-locel lane on 13th Street

200 fect in either direction from the center of the

major driveway."

Change the plat to reflect an access point to Lambsdale
Drive.

Amend General Provision #9 to provide for a minimum
8-foot masonry wall or wood fence along the east,
south and west, which should read as follows:

A planting screen 15 feet in width will be pro-
vided and maintained adjacent to the east lina of
Harding Avenue except at points for ingress and
egress. A solid or semi-solid wall constructed of

brick, stone, masonry, architectural tile, wood or
other similar material at least 8 feet high shall
be constructed along the east and south lines of
Parcel #3 and along the west line adjacent to Hard-
ing, as indicated on the plan.

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the
Homeowners Association Agreement under General
Provision #8.

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

j

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 In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construe-
tion of the proposed development.

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

' ?l,
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REOOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

jr,

GENERAL LOCATION: South side of 13th Street in an
area west of Parkwood Lane

3

%

492

REQUEST FOR ZONING

AND APPROVAL OF RESIDENTIAL CUP
r/-1 /

CASE NO. :-1567 and DP-58
CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 10-25-73 .F

CONSIDE]ED BY BCC: 11-13-73 Ret to MAPC 'el

REQUEST FOR:
RECONSIDERED RY HAPC: 11-29-73 ¥

"AA" and "LO' to "R-5" and Approval of Residential CUP
REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT):

J.ZE   3.9
5&,-:/

"Developers desire to build multiple housing on this area, part of whichwas classified as "LC" classification, and requires a density of "R-5"
classification, and this portion of the light commercial will he reduced
to "R-5" classification along with the remaininc portion now zoned "AA".
In order to economically construct improve:,ents and to utilize the prop-
erty, an "R-5" classification is required. "

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

See attached excerpt of Planning 37?
Commission minutes of October 25,
1973.

SURROUNDING ZONING:

33*914.

APPLICANT: Claude P. Lambe, c/o Robert K. Nelson, Suite 630,200 West Douglas 67202, and

COUNSEL FOR Ieopment Company, Dallas, TexasRobert H. Nelson, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST COUNSEL) IF ANY: Waldo Wetmore, Eugene Cusick, Mrs. Bob
Jones, James Edwards, Jake Graybill, Ray Courter,II.A. Showalter, and
other property owners in the area, spoke in opposition. (See minutes.)

To the north, east and south is "AA" ; west is
"AA", "A" and "LC"

LAND USE : Subject property is single-family and undeveloped; north issingle-family and church; east and south is single-family; west is
single-family, church parking and undeveloped.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
That Z-1567 be approved subject to the platting of all the property
associated with all three cases ( Z-15(17, DP-57 and Dr-58) within one
year from the date of approval hy the City Commission; or the applica-
tion be considered denied and closed; AND approval of 132-58 as amended
by the applicant to include the 5 feet of landscaping adjacent to the
fence on the east, and subject to the followinr conditions: (See

attached excerpt of Planning Commission minutes of November 29, 1973 for
conditions.) Hill moved, Arnbolz seconded and it carried unanimously.
(Blakey and Rising phsent. )

ht-'
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NOTE: 34.78% of the property within 200 feet is represented by valid
f„€07

protest petitions which have been filed as provided by law. Therefore, --».*y-

0. 1 'CLL- vwl: u- lt.. p. L vf the Clly Cumulac,luu will Le .evul.eu lu
f.£14»

or&§FIQB approve the change of zoning. »f#.

1. Approve the zane change and CUP as recommended by the Metro-
politan Area Planning Commission, subject to the recommended conditions,
and instruct the Planning Department to forward the ordinance for first
reading when the plat is forwarded to the City Commission; or2. Take such action as the City Commission deems appropriate.
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF OCTOBER 25, 1973:

17a. Case No. Z-1567 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request change from "Le" and "AA" to "R-5" for:

A tract in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 13, TWp. 27S, RlE, described

as beginning 20 feet N of the NW corner of Lot 1, Block
11, Second Addition to Larrbsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence
S 350 feet to the SW corner of Lot 4, in said Block 11;
thence southwesterly 174. 9 feet to the SW corner of Lot

6, in said Block 11; thence southwesterly along the westerly
line of said Block 11, and the westerly line of Block 6,
Third Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of
1102.45 feet; thence south along the west line of said Block
6, 538.57 feet more or less to the south line of the NE 1/4 of

the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence west 510 feet
more or less to the SW corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the

NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence north along the east line of the
W 1/2 of the W 1/2 of said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet
south of the north line of said NW 1/4; thence east parallel with
the north line of said NW 1/4 and along the south line of said
Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point

310 feet northwesterly from and measured at right angles to
the westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale;
thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 895 feet, more or less; .thenee north-
easterly along the east line of said Addition,·194.97 feet,
more or less; thence north along the east line of said

Addition 240 feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning;
thence east 310 feet to the place of beginning, together
with Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas,

except beginning at the NW corner of said Block; thence south
583 feet more or less to the north line of 12th Street as

platted in said Addition; thence east along the north line of
said 12th Street and said Street line, extended east, 800 feet;
thence north parallel with the west line of said Block 1,
583.7 feet, more or less to the north line of said Block;
thence west along the north line of said Block to the NW

corner of said Block and the place of beginning. Generally
located on the south side of 13th Street in an area west of

Parkwood Lane.

17b. Case No. DP-57 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Commercial Community Unit
Plan for:

That part of Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita,
Kansas, described as beginning at the· NW corner sd Blk 1;
th south 583 ft M/L to the north line of 12th Street; th E

along N line sd 12th St extend East, 800 ft; th N parl with
W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft. M/L to N line sd Blk 1; th W along
N line sd Blk 1 to NW cor sd Blk and place of beginning.
Generally located at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th
Street.

Case No. DP-58 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Residential Community Unit
Plan for:

0*14·j

214*3

031%

El.3Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale except beginning at NW
corner; thence South 583 ft. M/L to N line of 12th St. thence
east along N line sd 12th St. extended East, 800 ft; thence
north parl to W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft. M/L to N line sd Blk
1; thence W along N line sd Blk 1 to NW corner sd blk and $
pt. of beginning, and the following: A tract in the NW 1/4

of Sec. 13, T27S, RlE, described as beginning 20 feet north
of the NW corner of Lot 1. Block 11. Seconrl Addition to

Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence south 350 feet to the
SW corner of Lot 4, in said Block 11; thence southwesterly
174.9 feet to the SW corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11; Jthence southwesterly along the westerly line of said Block
11 and the westerly line of Block 6, Third Addition to

Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1]02.45 feet; thence

L
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south along the west line of said Block 6, 538.57 feet more or '44less to the south line of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 .-of said Sec. 13; thence west 510 feet, more or less to the SW
corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec.
13; thence north along the east line of the W 1/2 of the W 1/2
said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet south of the
north line of said NW 1/4; thence east parallel with the north
line of said NW 1/4 and along the south line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point 310
feet northwosterly from and measured at right angles to the
westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale;
thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 895 feet, more or less; thence north-
easterly along the east line of said Addition, 194.97 feet,
more or less; thence north along the east line of said Addi-
tion 240 feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning; thence
east 310 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located
at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th Street.

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

Case Z-1567 and DP-58 (Residential CUP)

Comments

of

J

1. As permitted under the Residential CUP provisions of the zon-
ing ordinance, the applicant has submitted a preliminary resid-
ential development plan for review and recommendation by the
Planning Commission. In order for the Planning Commission to
recommend approval of a residential CUP, it must find Specific -
evidence and facts showing that the proposed development plan
meets the following conditions: .
a. That the value of the buildings and the character of

the property adjoining the area included in such plan
will not be adversely affected.

74§*4 b. That such plan is consistent with the intent and purpose
of this Chapter (28.04. 190.A) to promote public health,
safety, morals and general welfare.

c. That the buildings shall be used only for residential
purposes and the usual accessory uses, such as automobile
parking areas, garages and community activities, including
churches; and provided that an· "LC" district can be estab-
lished through the regular channels.

d. That the average lot area per family contained in this
site, exclusive of the area occupied by streets, shall
be not less than the lot area per family required by
the district in which the development is located.

2. The plan proposes a "cluster" type development of condomin-
iums, townhouses and associated community activity centers
or clubs located on an interior private street system, with
the main point of ingress and egress being 13th Street, a
major street. The proposed density of the development, 321
dwelling units on approximately 32.1 net acres, exceeds that
permitted in the "AA" Single-family zoning district and,
therefore, the applicant is requesting the "R-5" General
Residence District in order to increase the density from 7.
to 10.0 dwelling units per acre.

2

3. Should! the Planning Commission determine that the request
for "R-5" zoning is appropriate and find that the four con-
ditions listed in comment #1 have been satisfied, the follow-
ing are recommended conditions of approval:

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

*9.2.

21

2.:-6.

:,2, .0?ST#k,-2
r=P:Ue*.«10.*rid

I -
1,

I



':11"&' *R-3· "-4- %/

=*2

11#

fi!%;.

7$49, b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 fect to 35

feet.

c. Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement. "

'4 1.I
d. Add a General Provision #12 stating that "at the time

of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construe-
tion of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street 200 feet in
either direction from the center of the major driveway."

/43
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e. 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 residential de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.

f. The development of this property proceeding in accord-
4,t...M ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan-
3*Pm 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 construe-
tion of the proposed development.

Case No. DP-57 - Amendment to Commercial Community Unit Plan

'Comments

1. Subject property is zoned "LC" and contains a gross land
area of 10.7 acres.

2. In 19 57, an application for a change in zoning from "AA",
"A" and "LC" to "LC", and a CUP for "Lambsdale" was con-

trr41 sidered and approved. The applicant has now submitted an
amended Commercial CUP for a lesser area.

019
P/*./9,

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

6»49
F,1···Egl! 0.7
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3. Should the Planning Commission determine the amended CUP /...FT
is satisfactory and recommend its approval, the following

-'.3... '

are recommended conditions of approval. -:'

a. Platting of subject property within one year from the /17£3:

date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or
the application be considered denied and closed.

im.

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35
feet. -

c. Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

U Ree <·;lNM

d. Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

f13'0.1

e. Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding. 1

f. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land -C-
included within tlie Community Unit Plan does not con- ./.
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, -*7*,PkagZO

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. ...._§12

i
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g. 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 wii

Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute ..==
a violation of the building permit authorizing construe-
tion of the proposed development.

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

Pt?4

In addition to the comments in the staff report, GALBRAITH
said the staff has received a letter from an adjacent owner to
the south stressing concern for an existing small pond that abuts
his home, and there have been many calls and contacts at the
counter from people in the area who are interested in the pro-posal. He stated that problems related to drainage will be re-
solved at the time of platting. He said the staff would recommend
approval of the zone change and both CUP's, subject to the stand-
ard conditions as well as the coinditions in the staff reports.

BLAKEY said he is a trustee of the church that abuts the
property ·on the west, but he did not feel such would disqualify
him from discussion and voting.

9.1'.liz
ROBERT H. NELSON, attorney for the contract developer, said

1 ,the property is owned by Mr. and Mrs. Claude Lambe, who live there em"Rmat present; however, most of the area is. open pasture land where 48*m
they pasture horses; they have owned it since 1935 or 1936. In k·.:./
1957, when an application was made for "LC" zoning for the entire
ownership for a regional shopping center, there was considerable+ - - ·er.$:

opposition and as a result, only 25.5 acres were approved for "LC", ,,0„28which is still the situation. At this time, NELSON stated, it
is under contract to the Deal Development Company, which is a
partnership composed of Kaiser Aluminum and Aetna Life Insurance
Company, and as th e Deal Development Company, th ey have approxi- .
mately $600,000,000 worth of assets behind the overall partnership.

$71

91,4,0

NELSON said they have had many meetings with the area
residents, the City staffs, representatives of the Deal Develop-
ment Company have viewed the area from a development standpoint -
and from the sales standpoint and have spent many thousands of ...4
dollars in preparation for this project.

il----Ily

In explaining what is proposed, NELSON said it is proposed
to reduce the existing "LC" from 25.5 acres to 10.2, and in addi-
tion they are asking that 15 acres now "LC", and that zoned "AA"
to the east of the existing CUP area, both be changed to "R-5". ..m#

NELSON pointed out that there are houses on Pinecrest and Parkwood
which abut subject property on the east. He stated that at present mm''
there is a total of 43.9 acres, which is reduced to 42.4 after Fme
deduction of additional right-of-way for Oliver and 13th Street.

NELSON referred back to the original CUP, which at that time
was required to be recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds
to make any buyer aware of the development restrictions, and if
what .is proposed at this time is approved, the title record can
be cleared.

NELSON said there will be approximately 300 dwelling units,
and will vary from 2 to 8 in a building, some will have detached
garages, but about 50% will have attached garages. NELSON said
his research has revealed that the average family in condominiums
of the type proposed, is approximately 3.1, which could result in
something over 300 children. He said he has checked with the
school administration and been in formed that Adants Elementary,
Robinson Intermediate and Southeast High Schools could easily handle
any increased enrollment and Uiere should be no school problem.
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NELSON said it is proposed that the principal entrance to the

condominium development will be on 13th Street, similar to the
.i/- one at The Mall on East Harry (divided). Also, ingress is from

Oliver on 10th, 11th and 12th Streets. It is recognized that a41 also additional right-of-way for 10th Street and tile west portion10-foot easement will be required on the easternmost portion and

: improved and ended in a cul-de-sac, which the applicant is willing
to provide for on his property.

./MI

21 9,99
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NELS next referred to the traffic situation, and said that
Bill McKinley, Assistant Traffic Engineer, has indicated to him
that increased traffic from the development proposed will be so
slight as to not create any problem; however, if it is found neces-
sary to provide right turn lanes, sufficient right-of-way has been
provided at the intersection for such. McKinley stated, according
to NELSON, that traffic on 10th, 11th or 12th, he did not believe

would amount to enough that it would be detrimental to the neigh-
borhood.

«f.

4

NELSON next discussed the type of development, stating that
it is anticipated that approximately 10% of the residential units
will contain 1,300 square feet; approximately 40% will contain
1,300 to 1,600 square feet, and the balance of 50% will be 1,600
to 1,700 square feet. He stated the building coverage will be

approximately 30% which is the limit on a CUP. He said the roads

or streets will be private, installed by the developer without
cost to anyone in the area, and will represent approximately 4.3
acres, which results in about 13.4 acres of streets and area
occupied by buildings, which leaves about 16 acres .-of open space.
He stated the Lambe family has the right to retain possession of
their home for several months after the property is sold, but it
is anticipated the house will be retained intact as a community
center for the area residehts.

-441

Additional facilities to be provided are a swimming pool and
at least one tennis court.

NELSON stated that the developer desires to build a fence
on the property line on the east side., which would be adjacent to
the Lambsdale single-family development, and it is not anticipated
that Lambsdale Drive will be extended from the east into the
condominium project, as the developer is attempting to leave the
area to the east as much as possible as it is today.

NELSON said the height of the fencing on the CUP is shown
as 6 to 8 feet. He said in meetings with the people of the area,
some wanted 8 feet, some wanted 6 and some didn't want any fence
at all, although most of them did. He stated that in order to

fence and be able to develop 300 units, it is necessary that the
fence be centered on the easement (property line) . In this respect,

he pointed out that such is permitted under the present most
restricted classification "AA" zoning on subject property. He

said it would be a continuous fence from 13th Street south to 10th

Street, then west along 10th Street. NELSON stated that the

developers are having a landscape architect in Dallas prepare a
landscaping plan for the project.

Reference was made to drainage, and NELSON said they realize
it is a problem, but exactly how much area will be required for
drainage is unknown at this time, althou611 they have indicated on
the CUP some 80 to 90 feet in width and it may even be more. He

stated that from 13th Street adjacent to the "LC", drainage will
be in a boxed culvert and from the south side of the "LC" zoning, it
will be an open ditch to 10th Street. NELSON said they do not have
a drainage plan at this time, but have di.scussed it with the Flood
Control Office personnel on numerous occasions and one is being
prepared for submission at the time of filing a plat, and the plat
will not be filed until the drainage problem is resolved.

NE].SON said there were questions raised at the various meat-
ings as 1 o type of constructi.on und how Mch value would bo re-

prest™ted by each mil. 110 poi.nted out an architect's rondering
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showing the three different types of construction - full brick,
stucco, and part brick and part wood, to Le of two, four or six
units, which will all be of the same type of C.:!StructiOn and
interspersed througho..1 +he development. He said the wil»· will

be two and three bedroom Un.1 -:-no ona--bedroon·. units, and there
will not be any basements. A two-Car garage will be available for
each unit and there will be two off-street parking spaces in front
of the garage.s, which means four spaces for each unit, so there
should not be any on-street parking.

i As for lighting of the premises, NELSON stated lights will be
so constructed and installed tli at there will not be any light
directed onto surrounindg areas, and they will not be high and will
be planned principally for the benefit of pedestrians, and he did

- not see how they could be problem to adjacent areas. He pointed

out also that it is anticiapted at this time that the units
will sell for $40,000 to $45,000.

27 NELSON considered what is proposed a very desirable develop-
ment for the area, which is one of the few areas left for develop-
ment after remaining vacant for many years. He stated that the

price is substantial and with the cost of land, something must be
developed that will sell, and so it has to be desirable and
adequate or it cannot be sold. He said they have attempted to
answer all questions which have been raised concerning "squeezing
in" of the property, increased traffic, drainage, etc. and con-
ferred with various staffs.

NELSON said the development will be under a homeowners associ-
ation which will provide, in ·substance, among other things, that
the entire open space and exterior of the buildings will be main-
tained by the association and the cost thereof charged back to
individual owners. He said he has had experience with homeowners
association agreements before and they do work very well. He said

one for this development has not been prepared as yet, but will
be at the time of platting.

3 4-

1*g

NELSON next referred to the fact that at present the prop-
erty returns about $6,000 in taxes per ydar, and their estimate of
tax return from the development proposed is about $300,000, which
he noted should more than off set any increase in school costs.

In summary, NELSON said they have tried to protect everybody
in the area, and subject property must be developed, after remain-

t-=4 ing vacant for many many years, and it was his opinion that what is
being developed is the most logical use for the area.

1%08/#2 In response to a question as to why the area has remained
vacant for many years, NELSON said it was his understanding that
Mr. Lambe has received a great many offers since approval of the
CUP in 1957, particularly for that portion zoned "Le", which have
all been turned down. He said it is Mr. Lambe's desire to have a
nice development - something that will not be derogatory to the
area in general and good for the community as a whole, which is
why he is willing to deal with the Deal Development Company at

°NUMAJE;£'t; this time, since they are proposing a desirable project.
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WALDO WETMORE, a resident of the area and also speaking for
others in the area (who may also want to speak), discussed the
drainage problem in detail, as that is their principal concern.

WETMORE questiond the apparent desire to change the drainage
channel from its natural course, and whereas at present a pond is
on the southern portion of subject property that will usually
impound most of Ute drainage during heavy rains, it is proposed to
remove the pond and straighten and widen the drainage channel, which

JAr.4 will increase the run-off through their area.
With the elimination

of this retention pond, he was concerned for residents at the south-
ern end nf the propos,id 80-foot drainaq: channel. He related the

.283· 1

fact th,it ho and r,ther residents have Lhenmelves done somr improve- 5'
ment M h.indle thi. water on 10 Lh Stre,·t, and he was much concerned
for l.he .iddi.tional runoff which would occur iii rel,iti.on to the
dovolopment prop'ined.

. . 132
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WETMORE said according to his computation, two cars in every
garage and two on the driveway for 300 units means a potential of
1,200 additional cars, and he did not feel traffic volumes would be
insignificantly increased as thought by the Assistant Traffic

. Engineer.
-lit 4

*2

WE' 'MORE pointed out that the plan shows the handling of
drainago on subject property, but nothing so far as handling
it on 10th Strect or to the south, and he suggested the natural
flow of tile drainage not be changed rather than to channel it
all from the development to where it is already overloaded.

WETMORE expressed concern for the open space between proposed
buildings and existing homes and suggested there be greater set-
backs to present a more beneficial affect to adjacent properties.

HILL said all problems of drainage will be considered and
resolved at t:he ti.me of platti.ng, and asked Mr. Wetmore if he
was opposed to the zoning or CUP's. WETMORE answered that he was

desirous of seeing that assurance and protection is carried ..me
through and that the community has a voice in seeing that the

surrounding areas are not adversely affected. 4,1,

HENNESSY pointed out that i f the requests are granted and --t

there should be any damages from drainage to property owners down-
stream, they would have recourse through litigation.

TAYLOR pointed out again that drainage matters.- would be 4e=i"me··

resolved during consideration of the plat when submitted and first
reviewed by the Subdivision and Utility Advisory Committees. ?miME

F. REA CHAPMAN, 1443 North Battin, quoted figures related
to amount of drainage which could be anticipated from the develop-
ment proposed and the size of the pond and drainage channel,

and degree of absorption of undeveloped land, and it was his
opinion that the development could not materialize as proposed
because the proposed channel is not wide enough and the difficult
drainage situation a: the south end.

TAYLOR again commented that such matters would be resolved
during the platting process, and that adjacent owners would not
be asked to absorb the costs of drainage improvements for subject

property.

JAKE GRAYBELL, 1359 North Parkwood, said he was concerned with
the proposed development along the east side which would be adjacent
to the rear property line of the single-family homes on the west
side of Parkwood. He commented that he obtained a different under-

standing from the community meetings with Mr. Nelson than has been
presented by Mr. Nelson at this time, in that at the meetings the
developer was proposing to set the fence back 10 feet from the
property line. He said they are not opposed to the development as
a whole, but did have some concerns. He pointed out that there was
talk about the backyards of the units being much like the backyard
of any residential area, but now apparently they intend to build
a fence right on the property line, then a 20-foot paved private
street and with high density garages adjacent to his rear yard. He

asked that a masonry felice be required rather than wood and that
there be some assurance tllat it would be- maintained in future years. 4*·200

*el·t:,14 't,

GRAYBELL was also interested in landscaping, commenting
that it was difficult for him to see where landscaping would be
provided in view of a fence on the property line, and a paved
street adjacent to the street. He asked that thea development be
set back farther from tile east property line along the lots adjacent
on Parkwood Lane and that in order to protect the rear yards of
the single family homes on Parkwood Lane, some type of high growing
evorgreen plant.ings bo required, in view of the desire of the
dovelorr to construct tiwo slory structures wl ich w<,uld result in
a visit.11 nricroail,in.,nit into the rear yards of the single-family
11(,11!t':;
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ROD JOHNSON, attorney, spoke on behalf o
M. Parish, 1201 North Harding. He noted that

principal access points will be on 13th Str,
west to Oliver, with minor access points at
thus protecting the Lambsdale single-family
east from any additional traffic (there ar.·
for this development to the east). It was

dents from the condominium units proposed ·
utilize the access on 1lth Street, then to
their destination, rather than the major er,
in order to avoid 13th Street traffic. He D

effect, would turn a very small quiet reside:
major thorofare, and it was his suggestion t:
fice be channeled to the east from the prop:
it would only be fair to diffuse the traffic
adjoining properties, and the residents on ]
have to totally lose their quiet area.

JOHNSON referred to the discussion on s.
east side primarily in the form of a wooden
masonry wall, altho he now understood that a
acceptable to the Public Works Department if
ment, and although there was talk of a scree
mention was made as to a wall being require<.
He maintained that the residents on the wes '
protection aesthetically speaking as people
anything other than that would not be accer

JOHNSON next pointed out that apparen:
to be directly across from his clients' hor
it is understandable that a sign would be i
oper, he pointed out that there is no re as c
placed directly across from the houses whe -
elsewhere.

ROBERT MOORE, 5141 East 10th, said hi.
Lambe' s property now and apparently a woo€
proposed, although he would prefer masonry
also that there should be some type of lanc
area to make it more presentable to.people
side of 10th Street. He continued that ov
enjoyed the view across the Lambe Estate,
maintained by Mr. Lambe, and now they will
side of condominiums for a block long. He

ures could be set back farther where thero
and he pointed out that previously it had
would be single-family residences to the 11
in Lambsdale to the east were sold on the
value of the balance of the area being sin
mented that while an excellent job has be
develop something that would be compatibl
values in the area and to protect the nei.,
a little more be spent to give the people
area more area in which to breath.

JAMES EDWARDS, 1056 North Battin, fi
with the most to lose by what is proposer
will require a ditch right through his f i
has talked with Flood Control staff peop]
is proposed would close off his area from
bridge on Harding and he would have no acc
it is proposed to be cul-de-saced. H e ret

that he had given the City a 45-foot ease,
and that ho has a 100-foot long hedge whi,
removed. He asked who would pay for the :
get to his property if this project is w.
approved, he would like the opportunity 1
time of plotting as to how much properly
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ROBERT CORNWELL, attorney for Mr. and Mrs. Richard Burke, i::;toy:f,T S
1317 North Parkwood, said his clients have enjoyed the openness 11. 9.b,·--

Of thea area and while they wish that it could continue, they
realize the land is going to be developed one way or the other. He

1=#...8?,i

said they do not want a regional shopping center, and can live with
I..

the proposal presented, with a few modifications. W spoke first
concerning the height of the fence proposed adjacent to the homes ,?m=3.=¥

on Parkwood, and asked that it be 8 fect high rather than 6 feet
to block off activity from the high density development.

€ay

CORNWELL spoke also on the subject of lighting of the area and
asked that all such lighting be focused into subject property and
away from adjoining property.

The resident at 1010 North Harding, said he owns the property i
where the pond is (to the south of 10th Street) and knew from having '
lived there 10 years that the pond will not handle any additional
water without creating overflow conditions. He stated that he is

willing to continue maintaining the pond according to his ability ;
to do so, but did stress concern over the silting in of the pond. ;

CORNWELL asked that a sound barrier of mature evergreen trees
be installed from 13th Street south to slightly past Lambsdale
Drive to make the 20-foot drive and garages planned for the multi-
units more compatible with the residential property adjacent on
the east.

HERMAN BARNETT, 1351 North Parkwood, said he agreed with every ·
- thing said by Mr. Graybell concerning fencing and screening and

lighting. He commented further that they have been fortunate
in having a nice view for 16 years, and it was his hope that if ·
this project is approved, that the condominium construction will
be held to top quality. He commented further that the drainage
situation will be a real problem to resolve.

' LAWRENCE FINLEY, 1135 North Pinecrest, spoke in opposition,
and said that one of the inducements to his purchasing his home was
because of the single-family zoning at the rear. He said he has

in the past enjoyed the view from his large picture window, but would
certainly not enjoy the view of a 35-foot building immediately behind
his property. He made reference to the four conditions which the
Commission must find to exist before approving a residential CUP
primarily the one that reads: "That the values of buildings and the
character of the property adjoining the area included in such plan
will not be adversely affected. " FINLEY pointed out that there has
been no special showing presented that what is proposed will not
adversely affect the established values of surrounding properties,
and it was his opinion that high density such as proposed adjacent to
low density cannot help but adversely affect the property values,
especially when the backyard of the property adjacent to his will be
25 feet in depth with a 35-foot brick building. He said he only
recently purchased his home and paid a good sum for it, and did not
like to see the value destroyed by what is proposed. When questioned,
he agreed that development under a CUP probably provides more protec-
tion to adjacent areas than under the "R-5" classification. In

further discussion, FINLEY was of the opinion that the Commission
could not find that the project would not adversely affect the property
values of adjoining property, and thus could not approve the request.
Ile said it not only would adversely affect the value of his property,
but his view as well.

R
0
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FINLEY also r forred to the drainage situation and the pos-
sibility that he would be taxed for drainage improvements to handle
runoff from subject area.

GEORGE SLATER, 1345 North Parkwood, pointed out that there
is an easoirent at the east side of subject property 16 foot in
width und he a.sked if the fence will ho bui.1.1. to the west easement
line or in the cot,Ler of the easement. The Ager wai; that it is pro-
posed Lo be on thi, properly lina which would be the center line of the
16-foo[ cul: emen In mor, discussion SLATER indicated 1 -
hs fence was 3 1,·i,L on Mr. I,dn,be's property and that he had put his
fence .in line wit.h <,1 hon; whi,n lie nioved therr.
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In an attempt to clarify the situation, KAMEN pointed out that
the 16-foot easement is 8 feet on each property and that the property
line ownership is to the center of the easement.

BUD KUTHAN, 1020 North Harding, expressed concern for the handl-
ing of the drainage matter.

MARJORIE SHOWALTER, 1159 North Pinccrost, said at the neighbor-
hood meetings with Mr. Nelson, the felice was represented as to be
installed 8 feet west of the west edge of the easement and was to be
masonry, and apparently the understanding today is different than at
that meeting. HOPPER pointed out that the City staff has recommended
that it would not be advisable to put a masonry type wall over the sewer
line in the easement.

Bah

ZENO BOLLINGER, 4919 East 10th (corner of 10th and Harding)
was concerned for the possibility of some of his front yard being
required for street or for drainage. It was stated that he would

not be required to give any additional right-of-way for Harding, as
at this time it is not proposed that right-of-way would be any closer
to his house than at present.

RAY COURTER, 1111 North Pinecrest, said he bought his lot and
built his home about 16 years ago and observed at the time certain N
restrictions and requirements which Mr. Landie had imposed in order to
be assured of a nice desirable residential area, which he felt had 7,
been developed, and while he recognized that therd needs to be a change

and something developed on subject property, he stated he would like ,
to see something comparable and appropriate in relation to the exist-

ing development in the arna. He asked also if there was a chance of h
filling in several feet of the low area and constructing a 35-foot 3
building thereon. It was stated that at th e time o f platting minimum 16
pad elevations would be established by the Flood control staff and
that it is likely that some of the area next to the drainage channel
will have to be raised to be assured of being above any flood area.

COURTER said he was willing to go along with whatever is best
for everybody concerned, but felt the 'fence should be high enough
to properly screen the activities of subject project from the single-
family homes to the eas t.

13..4
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HAROLD SIIOWALTER, 1159 North Pinecrest, stated that if what

is proposed is to be built, the residents should have at least the
protection they have now by the open area, that buildings should not
be built so close to their property lines; that they needed an adequate
open area to give them better protection against vandalism and fire
hazards. He pointed out also that he preferred a masonry wall with

spaced openings for drainage so that they would not have water stand-
ing in their backyards as they have presently. A masonry wall would
also give residents more security from vandalism, although SHOWALTER
pointed out that the neighborhood has banded together to act as a
vigilance committee for their own protection, but because of the
higher density proposed, it was his feeling they would need better
protection. Also, there should be some assurance that their prop-
erty would not be devalued, and that appropriate and compatible build-
ings would be constructed which would be comparable with restrictions
applicable to the Lambsdale area to the. east..

BESS PARISH, 1201 Harding, expressed concern for the water which
would converge at the corner of 1 lth and 01.iver, and said that the
water is hub deep after a heavy rain from the water from Oliver as
Well as the church parking lot to tile west. She also stated that

with channelization of taffic from the proposed development via ll.th
Street would ruin the corner and possibly reduce the value of prop-
orty on the corner by at least $5,000.

MRS. EUGEN] CUSICK, 1010 North Ilarding, said they wore concerned
about pollution of the drainage channel, and that they own part of
tile pond to th•, south a d v.'01·0 concern€·d wit-h pollution for the fish
as well as with the lake silting up. She referred to the fact that

one coul,1 4.:<p,u.·l 41{Irted 1,<,]lut.ion from children thratii.nri th.ings in
46 the di;,in.ign dite'li tli.IL w illl{1 f ].ual down tri Lhe pond.
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 CHAIRMAN TAYLOR stated that the Commission has heard sufficientlyfrom those who cared to speak and would take into consideration the
comments made.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the City Commissioners the approval of DP-57
(Amendment to the Commercial Coinmunity Unit Plan)
subject to conditions suggested in the staff report;
AND approval of Z-1567 and DP-58 (Residential Com-
munity Unit Plan) subject to comments shown in the
staff report, and subject to the Subdivision Coin-
mittee definitely taking into consideration the
points that have been raised at this meeting with
respect to the drainage, and the wall for screen-
ing the development. Blakey moved.

91=4 I
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HILL said he would second the motion, with the follow-
ing amendments being included: That in addition to the
staff comments, there be an opening made to Lambsdale
Drive instead of complete access control all along the
east side of subject property; that there be either a
wooden fence or masonry screening on the west as well as
on the east and south to protect those properties that
face this development; and that there be a sign re-
striction that no sign can be created on the commercial
property farther than 200 feet from the intersection
(south on Oliver - east on 13th Street) ; and further,
that any fence, whether wood or masonry be a minimum
of 8 feet high; and that any problem of drainage on
the property be at the cost of the developer.

BLAKEY said he would agree to everything except the
opening of access on the east side to Lambsdale.

HILL questioned why all *the traffic should be channeled to
Oliver by means of 10th, 11th and 12th Streets and why would it
hurt to siphon some off on Lambsdale Drive.

BALKEY commented that it would be taking the traffic right
through a residential area rather than away from it. HILL pointed
out that the area to the west is also residential.

GALBRAITH requested a clarification on the sign location at
the intersection of Oliver and 13th, pointing out that Parcel 1 is
261 feet square and tllerefore a sign could not be placed on Parcel
2.

HILL amended the distance to be 275 feet in
each direction from the intersection.

KAMEN asked if the motion was proposing that the developer correct
the drainage problem all the way south wherever it extends. HILL said

such applied only as far as subject property extends, however, any
problems it creates should be taken care of.

BLAKEY accepted the amendments as proposed.

-A

HENNESSY spoke in favor of the proposed development and asked
Nelson if he could give any idea of the investment involved. NELSON

said he could only estimate 12 1/2 million dollars on the residential
CUP and 10 million on the "LC" development proposed, plus the cost
of the land. IIe continued that in view of the investment, the
developer cannot afford to construct anything but the most desirable.

VOTE ON MOTION: Carried unanimously. (Arnholz
absent. )

RISING commended the people for their involvement and interest
and s,lid the Commissioners share their concern, but must attempt to
vote for what is the grl'Ullest good for Lhe entire situation and
will cortainly make overy effort to l.ike into consideration point
raisod.'in fulum. con:;idontlion. of this 01,·v,•lopmont. J
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For clarification and to include the recommendations in the

staff reports which were a part of the motion, the Commission's

action is as follows: 
ts'U-.

i

That the Planning Commission recommend approval of the zone
change request (Z-1567) subject to the platting of all the
property associated with all three cases (Z-1567, DP-57
and DP-58) within one year from the date of approval by the
Board of City Commissioners; or the application ba con-
sidered denied and closed; AND approval of DP-57 (Amendment
to the Conunercial Community Unit Plan, subject to the f 01-
lowing conditions:

14

a

b

C

d

Platting of subject property within one year from

the date of approval by the Board of City Conumis-
sioners; or the application be considered denied
and closed.

Increase of the building setback line adjacent to
the south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet

to 35.feet.

Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

e

f

g

h

16*2
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m.
Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding.

Expand Geiieral Provision #5 to read as follows:.
Advertising ground signs shall be permitted along
13th Street and Oliver, only within a distance of S

275 feet from the intersection, not to exceed tlie ./
height of 30 feet, nor to be placed so as to pro-
ject over any public right-of-way. No billboard

advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

The trans fer of title of all ob any portion of the
land included within the Community Unit Plan does
not constitute 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 con-

stitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction 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;

AND

approval of DP-58 (Residential Community Unit Plan, subject
to the following conditions:

a. Plotting of subject property withi.n one year from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners;
or the application be considered denied and closed.

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 font to

35 foot.

34*4
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Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement. "

Add a General Provision to #12 stating that "At the
time of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the
construction of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street
200 feet in either direction from the center of the
major driveway. "

.33%
92*i
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Change the plat to reflect an access point to Lambsdale
Drive.

Amend General Provision #9 to provide for a minimum
8-foot masonry wall or wood fence along the east,
south and west, which should read as follows:

A planting screen 15 feet in width will be pro-
vided and maintained adjacent to the east line of
Harding Avenue except at points for ingress and
egress. A solid or semi-solid wall constructed of
brick, stone, masonry, architectural tile, wood or
other similar material at least 8 feet' high shall
be constructed along the east and south lines of
Parcel #3 and along the west line adjacent to Hard-
ing, as indicated on the plan.

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the
Homeowners Association Agreement under General
Provision #8.

Frill

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

ft

i. The development of this property proceeding in accord-ance with the development plan as approved by the Plan- ...
ning Connission, and any substantial deviation of the
plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central In- 3.2,':t/.-U»h' -a,.u://-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construe-
tion of the proposed development. 19-: 1 .13¥

j. Any major changes in this development plan being resub-
-' ' mitted to the Planning Commission and City Commission for
-4 : their consideration.
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF NOVEMBER 29, 1973:

la. Case No. Z-1567 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request change from "LC" and "AA" to "R-5" for:
(See excerpt of Planning Commission minutes of October
25, 1973 for legal description.) Generally located on
the south side of 13th Street in an area west of Park-
wood Lane.

a.

Ky<

· lb. Case No. DP-57 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Commercial Community Unit
Plan for: (See excerpt of Planning Commission minutes of
October 25, 1973 for legal description.) Generally
located at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th
Street.

Al: 0./
03%

lc. Case No. DP-58 - Claude R. Lambe and Deal Development
Company request approval of a Residential Community Unit
Plan for: (See excerpt of Planning Commission minutes
of October 25, 1973 for legal description.) Generally
located at the southeast corner of Oliver and 13th.

- 1*aAA= ------- -- ---- ---------- ------- -- - 1%
CHAIRMAN TAYLOR stated that this special meeting is for IS

rehearing of the Lambsdale zone case ( Z-1567) and Residential '
and Commercial Community Units Plans (DP-57 and DP-58) at the 1

..1 southeast corner of 13th and Oliver. She inquired as to how many ·
were present in opposition and whether or not they had a spokes-
man for the group. She said the Commission would convene for as ·+

long as necessary to hear new and appropriate information, but
that repetitive statements would be of no value in the delibera-
tions, and asked that those who speak limit their remarks, and
if it is repetitious, they might be asked to relinquish the micro-
phone at the end of five minutes. She suggested that i f anyone' s th
concern is the same as a previous speaker, they could so indicate t
by a show of hands. She hoped that in this way all the information needed to reach a proper decision to the best interest of all would909(t. . I
result.

.el
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The opposition indicated they had no principal speaker and
that there would be individual comments.

HENNESSY suggested that it might clarify the situation and
be useful for the Commission to consider the points that were
specifically brought up at the other hearing, and also asked
that it be made a matter of record that the previous action was
unanimously recommended to the City Commission.

=18=

CHAIRMAN TAYLOR pointed out that there are two Commissioners
present that were not at the other meeting, Arnholz having been
absent at that time and Gragert being a new member.

At the suggestion of Hill, The chairman inquired if there

was anyone present who felt they did not have a chance to speak
or a fair hearing before by reason of the Annex Building being
locked.

HILL said he would like to hear from them first if there

were any present. No one was present who had been locked out
of the building before, but one of the audience stated that
a Mr. Moffett had been unable to enter the building at the other
meeting because it was locked, but he was not present at this
time.

GALBRAITH said the previous action of the Planning Commis-
sion was unanimous as to those members present, to recommend ap-
proval of all three cases, subject to several conditions. For

the benefit specifically of the two members not present before,
he reviewed the requests briefly as follows:

./

·6195»
.'*91%
20* *ly.

Case Z-1567 requests change from "LC" and "AA" to "R--5" for development of condominiums and townhouses; DP-57 is a re-
quest for amendment of a previously approved Commercial Community
Unit Plan and reduces the "Le" zoning from approximately 25 acres
to 10 acres; and DP-58 is a request for a Community Unit Plan .

?4;22.- for residential development for the same area as requested for j; (,
"It-5" zoning.
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GALBRAITH said all of the property is undeveloped except
for one single- f amily home and a horse barn; with single-f amily
homes to the east, south, west and north, with some duplexes
on Harding; and with "LC" zoning on the other three corners of
the intersection of 13th and Oliver; and a church to the west
and north.

R

92*13
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The Residential CUP contains 32 acres, and the applicant has -
submitted a plan indicating interior circulation, open space,
and providing for termination of 10th Street by a cul-de-sac.
GALBRAITH said the general type of information required on a CUP
application has been submitted, and that the density proposed
for the residential CUP is not to exceed 10 dwelling units per
acre.

GALBRAITH said one of the requirements at the previous hear-
ing was not only plantings along Harding but also an 8-foot wall.
He stated that the applicant prefers to provide only the plant-
ing material and not the wall.

GAIBRAITH said that at the City Commission meeting, the wpaed

1, 141:i) 1 matter of limiting advertising signs was brought up, the Plan-
ning Commission having recommended they be limited to within 275
feet of the intersection, and the applicant has requested a
greater distance - 600 feet along 13th Street and 350 feet 8-1

s==E·
along Oliver. 2=

It was pointed out that since the other hearing by the Plan-
ning Commission legal protest petitions representing 34.78% have
been submitted opposing the rezoning. He pointed out that the
Planning Commissioners have been furnished copies of the City

492.51 Commission minutes and all letters submitted to the City Commis-
sion on this matter. He said the reason for its referral back

to the Planning Commission was because of the claim of unfair hear-
ing by a party who did not have access to the meeting because of
the City Building Annex being locked.

1;9'93·.N

GALBRAITH said the first motion of the City Commission denied
access to Lambsdale and did not require construction of the wall
along Harding, but its final action was to return all three cases ,
for reconsideration of all items, including a major item to re-
consider the drainage problems. ,

0FS. 3
GALBRAITH said that many of the conditions required by the

previous action have been complied with on the plans, prior to
hearing by the City Commission. il

Eli*

ARNHOLZ asked concerning the notification area, and GALBRAITH
explained that for this special hearing, notices had been sent to
all owners within a radius of 1,000 feet of the total area as
required for CUP applications, and that the legal notification
area for rezoning is only 200 feet. In further explanation, GAL-
BRAITH explained that the Commercial CUP provides for major access
to 13th Street and Oliver Street, and provides for two parcels,
and does not provide for access to 12th Street. It indicates a

planting screen adjacent to 12th and 13th across from single-
family.

L

GALBRAITH stated that at the previous hearing there was major
concern raised as to drainage, not only how the developer would
handle it through subject property, but what happens to it south,
and how does the drainage coming from the north get into the pro-
posed box structure. He said the Commission heard from many peopleon this point, but that it is a problem to be resolved during the platting process, and that since the last meeting a drainage plan
has been submitted by the developer to the Flood Control Office,
and persons are present to discuss this point.

Another factor of importance to people in the area, GALBRAITH
said, was the fence or wall requirement on the east side. Several

people living in that area preferred that a wall not be on the
property line, but constructed to the west 10 feet, and also
mentioned they had hoped there would be landscaping of some sort.

*20 ?2'114
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GALBRAITH said the applicant still wants to fence along the
property line, and has indicated a planting strip of 5 feet adja-
cent to the west of the fence, and the Planning Commission might
want to incorporate that in the general text - that before any
building permit is issued, a landscape plan must also be sub-
mitted for that area.

Next GAIBRAITH said access to Lambsdale has become a major
issue. The plans were submitted without access, but at the other
hearing, several persons living west of Harding had asked that
the traffic from the development be dispersed in all directions.
GALBRAITH said the legal notification area for rezoning is 200
feet with respect to requiring a 4/5ths vote of the City Commis-
sion, but this does not apply for Community Unit Plans.

There was brief discussion at this time about the location
of signs, it being pointed out that on the north side of 13th
a grocery store site extends from Oliver to Glendale, a distance
of about 350 feet. One of the Commissioners noted that as ap-
proved before, a sign on 13th or Oliver would be across from
commercial and not across from residential.

ROBERT H. NELSON, attorney for the applicant, said they
would amend the plan to include the 5-foot planting strip referred
to previously along the fence on the east. He also stated that

when the plan was originally submitted to the Planning Staff, an
opening to Lambsdale was indicated, and mainly because of the
staff objection, it was changed, the feeling of the staff being that
the most appropriate access from the property should be to the major
streets of 13th and Oliver. In further explanation of access, NEL-
SON said there would be access at 10th, 11th and 12th, and with the
main entrance to the Residential CUP on 13th Street, being a divided
ingress-egress arrangement. NELSON said another reason for the
deletion of access to Lambsdale was because of the difficulty in
handling traffic from Lambsdale and then east to Edgemoor because
of the curvature of the streets, and ·the fact that it would take
traffic through a residential area, but not directly to a major
street, Edgemoor being more of a collector street.

As for the wall on Harding, NELSON said the motion was for a
wall or fence along all areas adjacent to residential; however,
the residents on Harding do not want a wall along their property,
and a petition was filed with the City Commission signed by 11
owners along Harding opposing a fence or wall; they do, however,
want the 15-foot planting screen. He said that is the desire of
the developer also - a planting screen but no wall or fence. As

for the type of plantings, NELSON said the landscape plan will have
to be approved by the Planning Department before a building permit
can be issued.

NELSON referred to the City Commission action, pointing out
that a motion was passed 4-0 (Stevens absent) to delete access to
Lambsdale and the fence along Harding prior to another motion to
refer the matter back to the Planning Commission. It was his

assumption that the City Commission feeling will be the same so
far as the Lambsdale opening and the fence/wall on Harding, which
he stated was satisfactory with the developer and is the desire
of the people to the east and along Harding.

Reference was made by NELSON to the sign locations, and he
recalled that previously someone living either on 11th or 12th
had said they would not want a sign opposite their home. He

pointed out that the location of the home would be at least two
blocks south of the "LC" development, and there has been nothing
said by the applicant that there would be any sign in the residen-
tial area. He noted that at the present time on shopping centers,
signs are limited by a City ordinance already. He said that the
only freestanding sign proposed would be to indicate the shopping
center, and that is why they have asked that the distance be in-
creased to 600 feet on 13th and 350 feet on Oliver, which will
all be within their light commercial area.

f
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With respect to the fence on the east, NELSON referred to
an artist's drawing on the board showing the plan. He said they

desire to put the fence on the lot line (a permanent type wall
cannot be put on an easement). He pointed out that under the
present "AA" zoning, an owner is permitted to install a fence

-              at the property line. It was explained by NELSON that adjacent
to the fence would be a 5-foot planting strip on the inside of
the fence, then a 20-foot private street or driveway back to
the garages at the rear of the units, then there would be a 25-
foot parking space in front of the garages, and then the garages
would be about 25 feet, and beyond that is a patio before you
get to the townhouses. The total distance, NELSON stated, would
be 95 feet from the fence line to the buildings, so really the
people on the east side have been granted much more space than
they would have as "AA" development, because if only observed
the required rear yard setback in a "AA" district, it would be
very small compared to 95 feet being proposed by this plan.
(The above discussion with respect to a fence along the east side
refers to that area north of Lambsdale Drive.)

As for screening on the east side south of Lambsdale Drive,
NELSON said the same type of planting strip is proposed, and then
open greenery until the patio, which will be approximately 45
feet in all between the lot line and the building. It was his

feeling again that adequate protection is being provided for
the homes to the east, and to a much greater degree than under
the "AA" zoning.

WR=f.

NELSON referred to the density factor and said that under
"AA", 7.2 units per acre is permitted while what is proposed is
10 units per acre, so under the "R-5" only three more units per
acre is proposed; however "R-5" allows a maximum of 12.4 units.

44< LA
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NELSON felt that this is the last property in the northeast
section of Wichita that is vacant and is what might be termed
close to town in that most of the shopping center areas have gone
beyoud - Iarther east and south or north. He pointed out that
Kellogg Mall is three miles east and two south, and he referred
to several others and their locations. He said that in this

case they are asking for a reduction of the "LC" from 25 acres
to 10, and that people in the area will be relieved of at least
15 acres o f "LC" zoning and development. He said the 25 acres

has been zoned "LC" since 1957 and he thought the public would
like this kind of improvement plan rather than being opposed to
it.

. p
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HENNESSY asked how many homes there were on the north side
of 13th Street facing subject property, and NELSON said it was
his recollection there were none - that they all face to the east
or west side streets.Gly{LL

: .3.9&.:f>

In further clarification, GALBRAITH pointed out that the 25
acres of "LC" is under an old CUP Cone of the first approved) and
does not comply with present CUP regulations, but the zoning is
"LC" and it would only require an amendment to the CUP to develop
the entire 25 acres.

HENNESSY referred to the request for "R-5" zoning and the

Si

possibility of a street along the east side with single-family
home development. GALBRAITH said a minimum of 64 feet would be

required for a residential street which could be put through the
center with single-family lots about 120 feet in depth on each

HENNESSY asked how development of the present "LC" might af-
feet the drainage problem already in the area. GALBRAITH answered

that there would be more runoff with 25 acres of "LC" than under a
Residential CUP.

t
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GRAGERT asked Nelson why an opening on Lambsdale was put
in if there was no opposition to its closing by the developer.
NELSON answered that there were people at the previous meeting
on 10th, 11th and 12th Streets who felt that the traffic should
be dispersed in all directions from the proposed development,
and he presumed that was the reason the motion was made and passed
by the Planning Commission to give access to Lambsdale. He said

the developer originally had shown such an opening when first

discussed with the planning staff, but based on the staff's recom-
mendation, it was eliminated prior to submission to the Planning
Commission.

GRAGERT asked Nelson to explain the drainage problem. NEL-

SON said that f rom 13th Street adjacent to the "LC", drainage
will be in a boxed culvert and from the south side of the "LC"

zoning, it will be an open ditch 80 to 90 feet in width to just
north of 10th Street. He said it is proposed to maintain the
ditch with proper slopes and vegetation to beautify the channel
and efforts made to enhance the view.

Further on the drainage matter, NELSON said it will have to
be solved at the time of platting, even if the zoning and CUP's
are approved at this time. He said they cannot get a permit for

construction of any bpilding until the area is platted and in the
platting procedure, adequate handling of the drainage will be
required through working with the Flood Control office and the
City Engineer. He said they had not anticipated that in any
approval of the zoning and CUP' s that they would be required to
solve the drainage problem. He stated, however, that a plan has
been submitted to the Flood Control office and also discussed

with the Director of Public Works and the City Engineer.

ARNHOLZ commented that it would appear to him access to Lambs-
dale would be desirable because he did not think there would be

much traffic from the proposed development wanting to go in that
direction, and also, Edgemoor at present doesn't carry so much
traffic that it couldn't handle a little more.

33(
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NELSON agreed that there is a problem to the south of 10th
Street, and people there are objecting because they say there
will be more water on and past their properties than at present.
He sala it is true there will be some increase, but he himself
was not able to speak with authority on the subject. NELSON

stated further that the drainage problem that exist in this area
is not the result of subject area, but that area north of 13th
Street drains approximately 200 acres of ground, and drainage mat-
ters were not properly handled when that particular area was plat-
ted and developed. He said they are prepared to pay for handling 4
all of the drainage problems on their subject property and are not
asking for any help from the City or anyone else. NELSON said

the private drives are to be put in subject development at the
expense of the developer and maintained by the developer under a
homeowners agreement which will be filed as a part of the CUP,
which means that the developer will continue to maintain all of
the open space, all streets, the drainage system and exterior of
the buildings. he explained further that under the homeowners
agreement there will be assessments against each lot for maintenance.

GARDENHIRE .brought up the fact that at the previous meeting
there was opposition from adjacent residents opposed to 2-story
condominiums because it would be an invasion of their privacy in
their backyards. She wondered if the present plan of a fence,
planting, roadway, parking, garage and patio area alleviated that
objection.

NELSON pointed out that it is much better than could be
assured under the "AA" classification, as that requires only a
20-foot backyard setback, while the plan proposes 95 feet. He

said the garages to the south of Lambsdale along the east side
would be in front of the dwelling units and the only thing back
of the house will be the patio.

Guya
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NELSON said he would like to have Mr. Zollars, who prepared
the drainage plan and conferred with the City staffs, present the
plan. He referred again, however, to Arnholz's point on the
opening of Lambsdale, and pointed out that there was much opposi-
tion by residents on the east opposing such an opening because
they do not want additional traffic thru their residential area.

MRS. BOB JONES, 1207 Harding, asked about the opening on 12th.
GALBRAITH explained that there is a curb cut proposed at the
intersection of Harding and 12th that will provide access from
a row of townhouses, but that there will not be access from the
major portion of the project at this point.

JONES said they were opposed to having 11th Street as the
only opening and would like to see Lambsdale opened on the other
side to spread the traffic.

HILL agreed that it would funnel much traffic to 11th and the
opening to Lambsdale would alleviate some of that traffic problem.

RAY COURTER, 1111 North Pinecrest, said he personally was
very much in favor of keeping Lambsdale closed because of the
terrific traffic problem and dangerous street crossings leading
east from Lambsdale. He did not expect that all traffic would
go to Edgemoor from Lambsdale particularly, and thought it would
take several more traffic signals to properly handle the traffic
out of there. He thought it would create a problem, and that
surely the major entrance on 13th would handle the traffic.

Atit

COURTER commented further that he felt Mr. Lambe had been
very good to develop a fine area and placed restrictions on
the development which have to be complied with. He felt that in

selling this to the proposed developer, Mr. Lambe is trying to
provide something really nice that would be an asset to the city
and the general community. He asked, however, if it is possible
that if the change is allowed, and the present proposed developer
later sells the property, whether a new owner could develop some-
thing less desirable.

CHAIRMAN TAYLOR pointed out that under the Community U:
Plan, the plan would have to be followed regardless of the ,
ship, and that any changes desired would have to again be s
mitted to the Planning Commission and City Commission.

LARRY PRATHER, 5421 Lambsdale, said he submitted the petition
of 46 names opposed to the opening of Lambsdale to the City Com-
mission, and asked that it not be allowed to be opened.

JACK LASHLEY, 1201 North Pinecrest, said he was probably the
only one who would directly gain by the closing of the Lambsdale
opening (assuming the vacation of such street). He said he had

visited with his neighbors and they are concerned with the narrow-
ness of the streets and the fact that they are not designed to
carry additional traffic. He suggested the danger to children in
the area, and also the fact that drivers would be inclined to
possibly use it as a short cut to avoid the intersection of 13th
and Oliver.

EUGENE CUSICK, 1010 North Harding, said they thought they had
a beautiful area, and that at the City Commission meeting on- Novem-
ber 13, the City Attorney made the statement that the pond (on
Cuscik's property) would probably be taken from them. He said

he was much concerned about that statement, but doubted if anyone
could speak intelligently on the matter until Mr. Mitchell of the
Flood Control Office was heard from.

GEORGE SLATER, 1345 North Parkwood, commented that if the
fence is built along the east side, then it would stop the water F
from flowing to the west, which is the natural drainage. Furth--

the construction of a street as proposed in the development WOL
raise the level and be inclined to hold the water on the four r
lots. He said the lots on the east are so shallow the fence wo-i„

ild

torth
..1 A

be within 20 feet of his back door. He said they did not think
pavement or anything like that should be built on the easement.
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WALDO WETMORE, 5125 East 10th, reviewed the present drain-
age and flooding problem at 10th Street, commenting that to add
anymore to an already overflowing situation would be much opposed,
and there apparently is no plan for channeling the drainage on
south of 10th Street.

MOTION: Hennessy moved and Arnholz seconded
that M. S. Mitchell of the Flood Control Office

be heard from at this time.
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M. S. MITCHELL said that Mr. Zollars, the applicant's engin-
eer, has a plan for drainage and thought it should be explained
to the Commission and then he would be glad to answer questions
or make comments. HENNESSY asked Mitchell to identify his posi-
tion, and MITCHELL said he was Assistant Superintendent of Pub-
lic Works Maintenance and Supervisor of the Flood Control Office
for Wichita-Sedgwick County. He said he and the City Engineer
serve on the Utility Advisory Committee with the Subdivision Com-

1
mittee and their responsibility relates to approving the design
for drainage in new subdivisions, and in this specific instance,
they would have to approve any design that the developer proposed
and make recommendations to the Subdivision Committee if they
were not in agreement with that plan.

BOB ZOLLARS, on behalf of the applicant, said he has talked
with Mr. Mitchell about the problems and developed a plan and said

he would point out how they intended to solve at least the majority ,1
of the problem. 1·WhE

4%til
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He pointed out that north of 13th when it was platted, there 14.a

was not an underground drainage system provided and that all water
collected in streets and flowed across the surface of subject area.
He pointed out that water which falls on subject area at present
is not collected in any manner other than flowing over the surface
of the ground. From the north, water goes into 13th Street where
the City has made some attempt to channel the water into catch.
basins and taken underground into a boxed culvert. At present,

this system is not fully taking care of the water coming from
the north and water ponds and overflows the curb on 13th Street.
From the catch basins on 13th, it goes into a 45-foot drainage
easement and into a ditch and onto the south into a pond. .4

SIN#PE

ZOLLARS said there are a number of homes on Parkwood which

drain onto subject area and the drainage is diverted into the
drainage ditch. He said the problem is that there is not an ade-
quate system, and the area to the north of 13th is not entirely
developed at this time, so the condition will become more critical.
He said they have recognized this situation and have attempted to
design a system which would alleviate the problems caused by this
area if the City upgrades its system north of 13th.

ZOLLARS pointed out that on the west side, the flow is to
the east on the streets. They propose to accept such water in
their system, that it will not be blocked off in any way. They

propose installing inlets to take the overflow into the drainage
channel. He said they further propose to extend a pipe from the
drainage ditch to the property line, and if the City ever sees
the need to upgrade the drainage improvements in this area, there
will be the means of tying in the system. It doesn't force the

City to act, but only if and when they are ready.

ZOLLARS said the problem at the north is primarily because
there is not an adequate underground system to collect the water
where it needs to be collected. The possibility exists that
sometime in the future, the governing body may need to provide
adequate drainage to the area north of 13th. He said that under

the developer's proposal at this time, the water would be collected
and funneled into the channel and in order to allow this to operate F
they have provided for culverts deep enough that it should not
cause any problem to future improvements by the City. He said they

have sized the culvert to not only take water at the present time,
but all the water under a fully developed situation north of 13th. 1

R
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ZOLLARS commented that should the area north of 13th not

develop fully, and the City not build a system, then it is pos-*%*1
sible that a large amount of money has been wasted by this
developer in building the drainage facilities about twice the
size for the need right now.

As for the area on the east, ZOLLARS said the fence pro-
posed will be so constructed as to allow the water to drain onto
subject property from the rear of the existing residential lots
and there will be no attempt made to block it o ff. He said it

is proposed to take the water underground on subject property
into the drainage channel. He said it is proposed to handle 
the drainage coming from Lambsdale Drive from the east onto sub-
ject property in the same manner. Further, water from the lots
on the east south of Lambsdale Drive will be collected on the

into the drainage system.
-

grassy areas of subject property and taken at certain intervals

ZOLLARS stated that development of subject area under the
present zoning, he estimated, would create a 5% increase over
the present drainage, but if developed as proposed, his estimate
was 1.1% more runoff.

*Jul
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ZOLLARS said they have made an attempt to handle the drain-
age in such a way that it would not tend to be erosive in nature
or get out of control. He reviewed again their proposal to box
the drainage adjacent to the light commercial, but let it flow
naturally in a ditch in the area south. He felt this would be an

ideal situation prior to the City doing any work on the area south
of subject property. He commented that in any future improvement
on the part of the City, the water could be carried to their chan-
nel and they are willing to do whatever is feasible and proper
in the way of paying their share. He said the channel would be

landscaped and sodded, and maintained as an asset to their prop-
erty. ZOLLARS repeated that they :iave tried to improve the situa-
tion for the adjacent residents. He pointed out that the system
is designed to be used, based on deve]orment of the area north of
13th Street and so that when the City does make improvements re-
lated to drainage north and south of subject tract, it will be pos-
sible to make use of drainage facilities on subject tract. He

stated that unless most of the improvements proposed by the devel-
oper are ultimately used in the City's plan, then much money will
have been wasted in providing facilities much bigger than are
actually needed at this time.

When questioned about Mr. Cusick's concern for his pond,
ZOLLARS said they have no control over what happens to the pond -
that the City will have to decide what should be done with the
pond and the drainage area south of their project.

CUSICK stated that while the developer may not have responsib-
ility with regard to the pond, they do have the responsibility
with regard to changing the course of the creek and the laws of
the State provide that extra water cannot be created without some
allowance being made therefor.

/1%

HILL said Mr. Cusick's concern is whether or not with the
estimated 1.1% increase in flow, his dam will be washed out, or
the pond silted in.

,..442

ZOLLARS said he did not know the capacity of the pond, but if
not overflowing at the present time, 1.1% will not affect it,
and if it is overflowing, the 1.1%, of course, will not help the

ENS,Ii=i
situation.

irt.
Rin 31-

CUSICK said that in the past they have had water right up
to their back step and any additional water might cause flooding
of the house.

:211

MITCHELL said that he was of the opinion that this developer
would not have the legal responsibility for improving the channel : 1 -7-9 15*m...1/
from his property south to the pond or 9th Street. It is not

his responsibility to make his development plan take care of L

drainage which might be created by his increased use of the land.
13,6.
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MITCHELL continued that it is unfortunate that when the

land to the south and north was developed, the City was not far
sighted enough to see what development would occur and to make
provisions which this study has provided for, being the ultimate
design of a system on the basis of a fully developed area. He
stated that there are flooding problems on this West Branch of
Dry Creek all the way to the Veterans Hospital, and they have
made some very preliminary studies which indicate that a flood
occurring today with no changes at all, could cause properties to
flood. He said the property north of Cusick's has a 1/2 foot
difference in elevation between a flood which has occurred and
a flood which would cause damage. He pointed out that Mr. Ed-
wards' house and garage at times have had water around them and
that just a little bit of a raise in elevation could cause con-
siderable damage. He felt that the development proposed may add
some to the flooding situation, but that at present, with no
development on subject property, there could be a serious flood
which would cause the same kind of problem. 4

MITCHELL said the City needs to address itself to the entire
West Branch of Dry Creek and provide solutions to the situation,
and the normal method of financing such improvement is by a
benefit district, which would mean everyone who lives in the area
where water flows from would be involved in paying for the im-
provement. He pointed out that this developer has agreed to pay
the entire cost of a drainage system for about 1/2 mile, which
would reduce the cost of the total benefit district, which, when

iR:<44% built, would be to the same standards as being proposed. He said

392·t'ft-21 he did not have the complete answer as to how such a project
would be financed, as that is an action for the City Commission
to determine whether the financing will be city at large or by
benefit district.

.

MITCHELL said they have recommended improvements since 1958 -
they come up every time Dry Creek floods, but at present the
damages from such flooding have not reached the magnitude of the
cost of solving the problem, and until a definite financing
arrangement is arrived at, there will be no improvement. He

pointed out that there seems to be little emphasis at this time
to make such improvements.

HILL asked Mitchell if the pond spillway was lowered and the
pond was lowered, even with the 1.1% increase, if the water wouldn't
go on down Dry Creek and alleviate Mr. Cusick's problem and that
of his neighbors.

MITCHELL said there are several ways of alleviating the situa-
ton between 9th and 10th, one being to widen the spillway, or a
combination of widening the spillway and lowering of the crest
which would give a better slope and permit faster velocity. He

felt either would protect the properties on either side of the pond
and even if water got to a higher elevation than it has in the past,
there would be no overflow.

MITCHELL stated that none of these possibilities have been
discussed in detail because at the present time there is no way of
financing, no right-of-way and no public need at the moment to make
such an attempt. He commented that to Cusick, Edwards and others,
it is a very pressing problem, but to the rest of the people living
along the West Branch of Dry Creek, it is not pressing. He con-

tinued that the pond is creating part of the flooding problem and
as far as he has been able to determine, there is no permit from
the State for the pond to even be there.

HILL commented then that the pond could be taken out. MIT-

CHELL agreed it could be by action of the Attorney General or the
County Attorney.

CUSICK asked if the statute of limitations might apply to a
situation like this. He said the pond was constructed years ago,

-
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and that he had written the State inquiring about a permit and
learned that one had not been issued, and he questioned why
such had not been brought up 20 years or so ago.

HENNESSY suggested that in view of the amount of money the
developer is going to spend, it might be reasonable for him to
attempt to help alleviate the situation for owners to the south
by sharing in the cost of adequate flood control measures.

42*5*i
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CUSICK commented that he had sent two letters pointing out
his problem and had received only one answer - assurance from
a City Commissioner that he would support Cusick, and Mr. Cusick
commented that he thought it would be pretty difficult to get
approval of this project through the City Commission unless some-
thing else is done.

HENNESSY stated that if a City Commissioner has already made
up his mind, then this is an unfair situation for the developer.

TAYLOR pointed out to Mr. Cusick that there is no way that
anyone can answer his questions concerning drainage at this time.

CUSICK said that possibly it would have to be decided in a
court of law because he did not want his place flooded because of
the changing of the course of the drainage. He stated further

that 10 years ago the pond was 6 feet deep and now is only 2 feet
deep and he maintained that he was not responsible for all the silt
accumulation, and he was asking for some cooperation as the problem
is not all one of his creation.

24.Am

HOPPER commented that silt accrues in every pond and they
have to be dredged out. CUSICK further expressed his concern
that his property may be taken away from him, and as for the lack
of a permit, he said he was not aware there was no permit until this
development proposal came up.

HENNESSY expressed his interest in the developer as well as
Cusick and others in the area, and asked again if the problem might
be resolved through a cooperative effort on the part of the devel-
oper and those concerned, and the City staffs. CUSICK said he

would be willing to try.

HILL referred back to Mr. Mitchell's earlier suggestions as
to alleviating the pond problem so far as overflow - widening of
the spillway, etc. MITCHELL said there is another possibility,
being construction of a dike around the pond.

re€443

te

HENNESSY commented further for the record, that there is not
a member of the Commission that wants to see this property owner
or anyone else's property taken away or damaged, but the area is
already zoned for 25 acres of "LC", and under the present zoning
there could be development that would create a greater problem
than what is' being proposed, and this developer has the desire
and financial stability to do a good job.

CUSICK agreed that they might be worse off, but felt that
something has to be done.

HENNESSY commented that the pond could not be taken from

Mr. Cusick except by eminent domain proceedings on the part of t.·
the City, and it was his further opinion that what is proposed -
would enhance the whole area. CUSICK said he had never objected
to what is proposed for development, but only so far as drainage
and the affect it will have on his property.

1

f

TAYLOR commented that the problem has been stated and it
seemed to her that any change would, in fact, definitely affect
the problems that already exist and perhaps if a benefit district
for improvement of the drainage had been started years ago, the
problem would not be before the Commission at this time. CUSICK

said he thought his property would be damaged and that he would
proceed along those lines.

-f»? A
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JAMES EDWARDS, 1056 North Battin, said the way the drainage
is shown, it would go right through his house. He said he could
not get to his property except from Harding and across a foot
bridge, and it was his opinion that with 1.1% increase, there
would be flooding before the water even reaches Mr. Cusick's pond.
He suggested the developer use some of his money to help alleviate
the problem to the south and possibly save about 7 feet of his
property on which he has shrubbery. EDWARDS stated that if changes
are made, he did not know how he would be able to get to his
property at all, and he was concerned for the reduction in his
property value. He maintained that they do have a beautiful area,
and that he was willing to compromise with the developers in an
effort to reach a mutually satisfactory solution to their drainage
problem.

EDWARDS spoke also in favor of the opening of Lambsdale Drive
to avoid having too much increase of traffic on 10th Street out to
Oliver through an older quiet residential neighborhood.

When asked to comment on the plan, M. S. MITCHELL said there
is nothing in the plan presented by Mr. Zollars which he disap-
proved of, and felt Zollars had been overconservative in his assess-
ment of what can happen as far as runoff is concerned. He was not
sure whether a reduction in structure size could be accomplished
between 12th and 13th Streets, but he thought Mr. Zollars had done
an excellent job of addressing himself to all the major problems
in the area.

MMA.·  t
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MITCHELL suggested that the basic problem is for the governing
body to limit the area of responsibility for this developer and Mr.
Zollars and then work out an equitable arrangement for a system
and financing thereof through a benefit district.

HILL asked if Public Works had put the stakes on Mr. Edwards
property which he had referred to, and MITCHELL said that his office
had because they needed to do some surveying in order to find some
of the answers to questions that have been asked, and their survey
had indicated Mr. Edwards' shrubbery and a corner of the garage
were in the drainage easement. In further discussion of the
drainage plan submitted by Mr. Zollars, MITCHELL said the water
is picked up at 13th and extends it to 10th Street (boxed cul-
vert and open ditch), and he was in agreement with that. As
for the feeling of the residents downstream that this developer
has some responsibility so far as their situation is concerned,
MITCHELL said that is not a decision which can be made now.

EDWARDS asked who would approve the drainage plans if this
project is approved. MITCHELL said that he would.

HENNESSY complimented Mitchell and Zollars on their presenta-
tions.

HENNESSY asked Mitchell if he could recall any similar situa-
tion in the City. MITCHELL said he could not and that a developer
has been required to bear the expense of improvement of drainage on
his own property only, but improvement beyond the ownership must
originate with the City Commission so far as financing such a pro-
ject. When questioned further, MITCHELL said there has not been
a serious flood on Dry Creek since 1967. So far as emphasis being
placed on flood control measures, MITCHELL said there is little
effort being made to overcome existing flooding problems, the
emphasis being on prevention, the principal deterring factor being
one of funding.

It was pointed out also in the discussion that, at such time
as a benefit district might be established for flood control
measures along West Branch of Dry Creek, the fact that this
developer would be assuming the cost on his own property, would
relieve the assessment to others in the benefit district consider-
ably.
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One of the Commissioners commented that in view of the extent

of silting in Mr. Cusick's pond now, apparently it wouldn't be too F;t,
long before the pond would be eliminated anyway. MITCHELL agreed.

ARNHOLZ asked Mitchell if the people concerned with flooding
problems would have to put in some kind of flood control system
anyway, regardless of the approval of the requested zoning and
CUP's. MITCHELL said that in his opinion that was correct, as
flooding has occurred in the past and can occur again, and if
they desire protection something will have to be done.

ARNHOLZ commented that the developer in this case is not
creating the problem .- it is already there, and he is not adding
to the problem.

MITCHELL commented that while Mr. Zollars has determined 1.1%
more runoff, one can figure such percentage in a variety of ways
based on any number of facts and figures. He continued that there

would be almost no condition under which there would be less run-

off from the Lambe property than the development plan proposed
by the developer.

ROD JOHNSON, attorney for Bess Parish, 1201 North Harding,
spoke in opposition to funneling traffic on 11th Street and felt
Lambsdale Drive should be open to the east. He pointed out that
there are children also in the area he represents and he was not
suggesting that Lambsdale Drive would ever carry the traffic that
11th or 13th Streets would. He said that none of the surrounding
homeowners are happy with the possibility of 600 cars, and that
estimate doesn't include traffic from the shopping center. He con-

sidered it unfair to force most of the traffic down one street
(llth) and suggested there be equal dispersion in all directions.

7 *i

H. A. SHOWALTER, 1159 North Pinecrest, said they bought their
home and built in 1955 and at the time were assured by the realtor
and his representative that the area would remain "AA". There are

restrictions as to size, setback, etc., on the deeds in the area to
the east and density limited to 3 units to the acre. Hc was much

opposed to the proposal for 10 units per acre and had been advised
by a realtor that it would lessen the value of the single-family
homes. He pointed out also that at present the water supply in
this area is weak and with 320 more units there is likely to be
additional expense for water service. He referred also to the

traffic congestion at 13th and Oliver and felt a study should
be made for improvement of the intersection to handle additional
traffic.

ARNHOLZ doubted that a development such as proposed would
have any deteriorating affect on adjacent property values.

SHOWALTER still maintained that there would be devaluation

as far as traffic, noise, light, fumes, etc.

JAKE GRAYBILL, 1359 North Parkwood, had questions concern-
ing screening treatment along the east side. He questioned the
width of only 5 feet for a planting screen and what type of
shrubbery could be placed in only 5 feet - he doubted that such
would be sufficient to afford any degree of privacy to the back
yard of his home adjacent on the east. He asked for clarification
with respect to the type of wall/fence, commenting that redwood
fences often in time are neglected and unattractive. He thought
the developer should be required to provide something more permanent
than a wood fence which might last only 5 to 7 vears before it

99*iyj.

was in disrepair.

GRAYBILL also asked for clarification of the

area and GALBRAITH again explained that for this s
notices were sent to everyone within 1,000 feet of
areas - a total of 474 notices.

notification

pecial meeting
the application
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0ARNHOLZ asked Graybill if his backyard was fenced so that he
would have privacy from neighbors, and when GRAYBILL answered that

.4

it was not so fenced, ARNHOLZ said the applicant under the present
zoning could construct two-story single-family homes to within 20
feet of the rear yard line and the proposed development of town-
houses provides for a distance of 95 feet. In further explanation
it was pointed out to Mr. Graybill that in townhouse construction,
each unit includes both the first and second floor, so that time
spent on the second floor by the occupants would no doubt be limited
as opposed to having complete apartments on the second floor.

As for the type of plantings which would be high enough to
provide screening in a 5-foot width, HILL said the landscape
plan has to be approved by the Planning Staff before a building
permit can be issued.

LAKIN said there are particular species of trees such as in
the downtown area of a deciduous type that can be planted in a 5-
foot area, however, as far as coniferous type, with a screening
affect for a full two story height, he agreed that could not be
accomplished in 5 feet and would even be doubtful in a 10-foot
width. As for maintenance of the fencing, LAKIN said that would
also be the responsibility of the homeowners association.

Also, for the record, LAKIN commented that as Public Works
has not approved a masonry wall on the easement along the east
side, he could not see the logic in allowing pavement of the
private street, which would also have to be torn up in case of
utility line problems. He pointed out that the 5-foot width for
plantings would be on the easement.

GRAYBILL agreed that perhaps certain type of trees would 9
provide screening in the summer when in foliage, but there would
be no screening in the winter time.

CHAIRMAN TAYLOR asked if anyone present felt they had not
had a fair hearing. MRS. BOB JONES spoke again briefly on the
matter of requiring access on Lambsdale to relieve the traffic
existing on 1 lth Street, but she had no comment so far as fair
hearing.

CHAIRMAN TAYLOR again asked if everyone felt they had had
a fair hearing. No one indicated any such feeling or indicated a
desire to speak.

HENNESSY referred back to his previous suggestion, and asked
Nelson if there was any way the developers could work with the
owners to the south so far as drainage.

NELSON said he was not in a position to answer, but based on
what Mitchell has said, his client is solving the drainage problem
in their own ownership, which, if a benefit district is established,
would greatly reduce the assessment for others in the area, and their
own share under a benefit district would no doubt be considerably
less than what would be spent under the plan submited by Mr. Zollars.
He pointed out that the reason for designing the system as presented
was to comply with what the City will have to do in the future when
improvements are made to the north and south.

NELSON said he was also informed that in the 1940's, the City
of Wichita employed an engineer to develop a set of plans for this
drainage channel, and had that been followed by the City both north
and south of subject area, the problem would not be here today.

NELSON continued that based on those plans prepared by H. R.
Hunter, subject area is granting the required amount of drainage
easement as suggested in that study. He said the fact that streets

and alleys are being used for drainage is not the fault of the
developer or the owner of the land - it is the result of not fol-
lowing an overall plan.
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NELSON pointed out that north of 13th Street there are 200
acres of land that all drain to 13th. Drainage facilities were

not properly provided as the area built up to accommodate addi-
tional watershed, and south of 10th Street the plans were not
followed even though bought and paid for by the City.

ARNHOLZ commented that there is a problem now without develop-
ment of subject area and there could be a worse problem under the
present zoning if developed than there would be under the proposed
development. He could not understand why the people in the area were
so concerned.

3*a

GRAGERT suggested the Commission vote on each factor that has
been brought up as a problem on the Residential CUP.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission again recom-
mend the approval of the zone change request (Z-1567)
from"AA" and "LC" to "R-5", subject to the platting
of all the property associated with these three cases
within one year from the date of approval by the City
Commission; or the application be considered denied
and closed. Hill moved, Arnholz seconded and it car
ried unanimously. (Blakey and Rising absent.)

MOTION: That the Planning Commission again recom-
mend to the City Commission the approval of DP-57 -
Amendment to the Commercial Community Unit Plan,
subject to the following conditions:

.€4

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.

c. Expand General Provision #7 to provide that: "N

be constructed in any utility easement. "
o wall shall

d. Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th Street
on the face of the plan.

e. Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding.

g. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute
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
assi gns, un less amen ded.

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

i Any major changes in this development plan being resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and City Commission for their con-
sideration.

996%,2
..4#4*f

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the south
and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35 feet.

f. Expand General Provision #5 to read as follows: Advertis-

ing ground signs shall be permitted along 13th Street and
Oliver, only within a distance of 275 feet from the inter-
section, not to exceed the height of 30 feet; nor to be
placed so as to project over any public right-of-way. No
billboard advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

Hill moved and Gragert seconded.
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HILL said he still thought the signs should be limited to a
distance of 275 feet from the corner of Oliver and 13th because
they would then be facing other commercial zoning or development.

VOTE ON MOTION: Unanimous. (Blakey and Rising
absent. )

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend -,3 1

approval of the Residential CUP (DP-58), subject
to the staff requirements previously made and the
additional requirements made at the previous hear-
ing. Hill moved.

Upon further thought, HILL said that since the
people on Harding don't want a wall, he would
delete that and leave just a requirement for a

application, but he would still leave the open-
planting strip as provided in the original

:4*43 1
f.

ing of Lambsdale as a part of his motion.

- CHAIRMAN TAYLOR asked Hill if he would be willing
to yield to that part of the motion related to the
opening of Lambsdale. -

HILL said he would leave it out of the motion, and
moved that the Residential CUP be approved as
previously recommended, subject to the staff com-

ments previously made, and excluding the opening
of Lambsdale, with the right to make another motion

I '32*04 concerning the opening of Lambsdale.

HENNESSY asked again if there was any way a committee could
be formed to work with the people concerned with drainage.

GRAGERT again requested that the points of concern be con
sidered in separate motions as while he is in favor of the residen- ./.Ii .*.#:tial CUP he is not in favor of opening Lambsdale. 9328"

HILL said his motion in the Drevious discussion was that this

developer would take care of the drainage as far as his develop-
ment is concerned at his expense and at no expense to anyone else
and is included in the above motion, but he would make a second
motion on Lambsdale.

One of the Commisioners asked for a restatement of

the motion, and HILL repeated his motion to move
approval of the Residential CUP as submitted and
the submission of a landscape plan before a build-
ing permit would be issued.

ARNHOLZ seconded the motion.

AMENDMENT TO MOTION: That the opening of Lambs-
dale Drive be included in the above motion. Hill
moved. This motion was not seconded.

18.1

KAMEN asked if two more motions - one for Lambsdale and one Ile#P
on drainage could be considered separately. -M/. 2-

AMENDMENT TO MOTION: That the developer be re-
quired to have a drainage plan and take care of
costs at his expense of handling drainage on
his own property. HILL moved and Arnholz seconded.

HENNESSY said he would agree 100% with Hill and as stated by44621
Mitchell, a tremendous job has been done on the drainage plan, but
there is flooding to the south and he thought the developer should
also help the people to the south.

j
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HOPPER also expressed a desire to assist the people down-
stream if possible.

KAMEN pointed out that the people to the south are wanting
relief on the drainage matter from the south edge of subject
property to the pond, but the flooding of the pond could be over-
come as suggested by Mr. Mitchell previously.

HILL commented that the drainage plan will have to be con-
sidered at the Subdivision Committee and approved by the City
Engineer and M. S. Mitchell, and then it will come back to this
Commission and on to the City Commission.

AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT: That the drainage

problem be submitted which incorporates alternate
solutions for the properties to the south to the
Subdivision Committee for them to consider, and that
the Planning Commission recommend that some method
be developed to alleviate the difficulty of the
three houses immediately adjacent to the south, if
possible. Gragert moved and Hennessy seconded.

ARNHOLZ objected to the motion as he thought the Commission
did not have the authority to require a developer to work with
those to the south. He commented further that the drainage problem
has to be met and approved and if not approved, the development
will not occur, but the area south is already being flooded by
admission of those owners, so why should this developer have to
overcome the problem for the owners to the south. ARNHOLZ thought

the suggestion was beyond the province of the Planning Commission
to require.

HENNESSY said the reason he seconded the motion was because
he was in favor of trying to protect the neighborhood.

HILL asked that it be considered that a developer can only
be asked to do so much, and if the pressure becomes too much a
project is shelved.

HILL continued that Mr. Edwards has to cross a foot bridge
to get to his house, has flooding in his garage, shrubbery in a
drainage easement; Cusick has water up to his house, and all these
problems have existed long before the submission of this development
plan.

/1/

HILL said he thought it arbitrary and capricious for the Plan-
ning Commission to now say just because of this development plan,

1*«egii that the developer must protect the area to the south, when every-

body who bought a home there knew that some day subject property
would be developed and that a drainage system would be necessary.
He noted that apparently the owners have made no effort to get
the problem solved themselves, or by the City,and Mitchell has
suggested three ways to keep the water under control, and no one
has said they would be willing to share in the cost. He did not

think it fair to this developer to load things on him to where he
might decide it is just too much to proceed with the project.

GRAGERT said he understood some of the people had indicated
they would be willing to work toward solving the drainage problem
and knew they had to share in the cost.

ARNHOLZ questioned why they had not done something about the
situation before this time then.

,rER69,9.0
'5:/*':/IP«'
· '.5 £'Ag*y*22:·

f:*61,441.9-

VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT TO THE AMENDMENT:
Motion carried by a vote of 6 in favor (Taylor,
Kamen, Hopper, Gardenhire, Gragert and Hennessy)
and 2 opposed (Arnholz and Hill). (Blakey and
Rising absent.)
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VOTE ON AMENDMENT TO THE PRI ME MOTION ( drainage)
Carried unanimously. (Blakey and Rising absent.)

...

VOTE ON PRIME MOTION: Motion carried unanimously.
(Blakey and Rising absent.)

A restatement of the overall action was as follows:

That DP-58 - Residential Community Unit Plan
again be recommended for approval as amended by
the applicant to include the 5 feet of landscap-
ing adjacent to the fence on the east, and sub-
ject 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.

That the wall/fence adjacent to the planting area along
Harding not be required. 1

That access to Lambsdale not be permitted.

That the developer be required to submit drainage plans and '
bear the costs for drainage improvements on his own property.

That, at the time of platting, the developer shall also sub-
mit drainage plans that incorporates alternate solutions c
to solving the drainage problems to the south, including the
Edwards property and the two properties on the west side of

nr167 the pond; and work toward developing some procedure to s
solve the drainage problems adjacenc to the three properties :!=i
to the south "if possible". /#

#2
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Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the south
and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35 feet.

Expand General Provision #9 to provide that: "No wall shall
be constructed in any utility easement. "

Add a General Provision ·to #12 stating that: "At the time

of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construe-
tion of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street 200 feet in
either direction from the center of the major driveway. "

Amend General Provision #9 by removing "and along the west       , e:. 7,4 Em

line adjacent to Harding. "

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the homeowners -
association agreement under General Provision #8. ...

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute
a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, but said
plan shall run with the land for residential development Fbr%'/·19*p/.aland be binding upon the present owners, their successors
and assigns, unless amended.

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

%-T

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

IE,2.Nrefrvjw1'p-Afm .2./'/.
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Regarding trequirement to work towasolutions to solv-
ing the drainage problems, if possible, on the three properties
to the south of this project, the developer was advised that he
should work toward coordinating his plans with the Flood Control i

Section of the Department of Public Works as well as working
with the three property owners to the south.
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0 October 23, 1973

Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Building Annex, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

My name is Eugene H. Cusick. I live at 1010 N. Harding. * wife and I own a portion
of the pond known as Reserve "A" Adjacent to Lots 4 and 5, Flock "P" in Levitts Addition
to ..ichita, Sedg'wick County, Kansas. Mr. & Mrs. Bud Kuthan of 1020 N. Harding, also are

·· v the owners of a larger portion of thi s pond; the dam being located on my property. As
4; you probably de aware there is a 24.5' drainage easement at the entrance of the pond

3-9 near 10th Street and a 30' easement et the dam area. We have three major concerns relative
to the proposed project DP-57 and DP-58 between 10th and 13th Street;

1. Possibility of flooding due to the additional water run off from this
project. The preliminary clat shows the 80' drainage ditch flowing
directly into our pond area. I would like to state for the record that
in the past ten years we have not experienced any flooding, although the
pond has risen substantially during a few times of abnormal rain fall.
We feel any additional amount of water flowing into the pond area might r
cause flooding. We also feel that the pond itself serves as a reservoir

and if it Aere deepened would help serve as a restraining force to possible
flooding.

2 Cur second concern is the silting condition of our pond at the present time.
The worst area of silting is in and immediately south of the 24·5' drainage
easement at the entrance of the pond near 10th street and extending into
Mr. Kuthan and my properties. It is our opinion that this condition would
not exist were it not for the large open area in the area of this proposed
project, and the substantial amount of dirt which has washed into our pond
from the 1/rge drainage area. No legal action has been initiated to this
date; however, W feel this should not ce our totsl responsibility.

3. Cur other concern is pollution which probably would occur frcm oil being
washed from the proposed asphalt streets. Also from oil and gas leakage
from the many cars which would be porked in the proposed project area.
This pollution could kill the fish in our pond and spoil the water for
the wild ducks which often lend there. We feel our pond is beautiful end
helps beautify the City of 1.ichits.

29&.234]
+Mifig*

We do not feel that these problems ore insurmountable, .and we realize that you

can not stop progress. In order to show good faith and a willingness to cooperate
I wculd be willing to sell the ares of the dam for 51.00 to a second party on the

condition that the dam be rebuilt in such a manner as to eliminate any possiblity of future flooding in our area end to the south of us. This would also be conditional
that at the same time the pond could be drained end the silting condition alleviated.
I em sure these problems can be resolved end I am willing to cooperate in any way

that I 'can. Thank You. .,<MiI;%
,(&6% A ·

£,vue '/9 Vt€-,0., {7.
Eugene H. Cusick
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Bud Kuthan

Cblinger-Smith Corp. - Consultants
Mr. Mitchell, City Engineer
Mr. Jim Aiken, Envirenmental Health Agency p.
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SA*LAI·IBSDALE RESIDENTIAL AREA Co?TITY
December 4,1973

Board of City Commissioners 1-REFEEZED-t
City of Wichita
204 South Main . cITY ct ERK s orncE 
Wichita, Ks 67202 ,a.<-73 '

Dear Sirs:
19. i

' CITY CLERK . .

ifi-·: 11

Re, Z-1507 "AA" and "LC" to"R-5" -

DP-57 Commercial CUP
Dp-58 Residential CUP
Southwest Corner of 13th & OliverCl

Gy©*Jaul6 *-02'74•P' 1

The adjoining property owners to the referenced CUPS protest the changing
of the "AA" zoning to "R-5", Verbal appeals to the MAK] have bran ignoted at
two different meetings, Cctober 25 and November 29; they listen to our pleas
for consideration of established property owners' safety, privacy, protection
of property from flood water, and adverse. effect of this commerc ialized housing
on our property values. Then, without any apparent consideration, they vote
to approve the zoning change.

Your attention is called to the following items which should be

21:<11 carefully studied:

1. The MAPC does not send copies of their commission meeting actions
to all adjacent property owners; consequently, they are not always
advised of the action taken on the zoning changes which they had been
notified would be considered.

2. A separate letter ls sent to Waldo Wetmore, Attorney. He does not represent
the adjacent property owners, -and speaks only for himself. Having this separate
letter addressed to lir. Wet,ore, Attorney, gives the appearance to the City
Commissioners that his views represent all of the property- owners' views.

-19*flt --

3. A planting screen.of 15' width is to be provided and maintained
on Harding Avenue--this is in addition to a 60' street and the pnoper,ty
setback of 25 to 30' on the West side of Harding. Property owners on the
East side of Parcel #3 will only have a 5' planting screen, plus a 20' street.
plus 20' parking slab and 25' yard from the center of the property line
easement iron 25' soutli of 13th to 50' South of Lambsdale Street. Property
owners south of Lainbsdale Street to 10th Street ·will only have a 5' planting
screen plus 25' setback to 35' high, three-story, 225' long condominium groups
with 12' seperation between 270ups. A 5' plairting screen would not provide
any privacy or screening to the establishedZ resider.ces bordering this section.
The above setbacks are not adequate and not in accordance with the precedence
set ln other previous cases of' Dlacing coinrercial housing adjacent to established

0442

3.

residential areas. The CUP developer at 21st and Oliver granted to adjacent
property owners 150' buffer zones. At Central and Woodlawn, the CUP developer
granted a residential buffer zone of individual homes of like covenants to-·----
the established residential neighborlood.

10 DEC A
" 18713 3.
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SAVE IAMBSDALE RESIDEJL AREA CGG;UnITY age 2 Dr ember 4, 1973
4. Restrictive covenants on property in this addition to Iambsdale

require that no single family residence, including attached garages,
pomhes, or breeseways erected on any building site, occupy more than
00% of the width of the site.

5· no guarantee has been given to adjoining and adjacent property
owners that the add.itional water run-off created by buildings and
surfaced stroets, will not flood their properties.

6. What is to be done to correct the already ;reak iater pressure in this
area? Who will have to pay for a new tower and punping station i·8 required?
Three hundred and twenty one additional residences on this water main
w111 jeopardize our 1:ater supply. lic posed this problem at your Meeting of

y

November 13th, but to date have not received any infon,Eation as to the
solution for this I,roblem.

7. Fire and police protection should be surveyed for adequacy.

4

Respectfully submitted,

SAVE LAI·IESDALE RESIDE:TTIAL AREA CO:·5·lITTEE

H. A, Schowalter, Chairman
1159 K. Pinecrest
Wichita, KS 67203
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December 5, 1973

Board of City Commissioners
City of Wichita ; RECEIVED

204 South Main  CITY 7 ERK S Arric:Wichita,KS 67202
lOri-71. .

Dear Sirs:

Mi
Re: CUP Case Z-1557 ; CITY CLERK 

DF-57 Commercial CUP

9./. DP-50 Residential CUP

Submitted here-with are an original and three carbon copies
of a protest petition relative to the referenced case. These
petitions are signed by residents within two hundred feet of this
proposed development

%

%

AS>§9*j

EFf.

2444(92.

.'.N#'#

Your consideration of the items on this petition will be
appreciated.

Respectfully,

,r=2«€&=:Cco,..,*r--
-2f..Plrtee

H.A. Schowalter4%43

Wichita, IS 67208
1159 North Pinecrest
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PROTEST PETITION

SECTION I.

The undersigned, property owners in Wichita. Sedgwick County, Kansas, protest
the proposed change in zoning and Community Unit Plan described as Case No. Z-1567 -
DE--58,-- Zone Change from "AA" to "R-5."

The undersigned also protest the action of the i etropolitan Area Planning
Commission on the above cases on .,ovember 29, 1973, as the I:etropolitan Area
Planning Commission did not find specific evidence and facts showing that the
proposed development plan meets the following conditions:

a. That the vallie of the buildings and the character of the property
adjoining the area included in such plan will not be adversely affected.

b. That such plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of this
Chapter (23.04.190.A) to promote public health, safety, morals and
general welfare.

c. That the average lot area per family contained in this site,
exclusive of the area occupied by streets, shall be not less
than the lot area per family required by the district in which
the development is located.

SECTION II - Protestor(s).

Name Address Ihte

11 Dfi#6.Velwbu·+ /215)73
(iss il.€nAl·t> 9-a-73

,¥2,24.-ec- 11.57 )4.13,1....e-st- 61 -1-73

I Wl k. 2.L-jal j; 597744,6.d- 12-»73

13* N PA K ku»ob
12-1.73

13¥ 5 Y).4,1-*L ;a- 2-73

j'2.. 2-73

'}L-. 1 6-0,-* '39 1 4&. fodurot , 2--0 - '73

A•AA.- IE. 2MAUIA , 1 r; 91 1Lk.un.1 a -1 -73-

'1 96 Q 4..L.w
1111 Pa,&#furnA /4/4 73
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PROTEST PETITION

SECTION I.

-- The undersigned, property owners in Wichita, Sedgwick County, Kansas, grotest
the proposed change in zoning and Community Unit Plan described as Case No. 1.1567 -
DP-58,- :;one Change trom "AA" to "R-5."

The undersigned also protest the action of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission on the above cases on liovember 29, 1973, as the r.etropolitan Area
Planning Commission did not find specific evidence and facts showing that the
Noposed development plan Facets the following conditions,

199,i

a. That the value of the buildings and the character of the property
adjoining the area included in such plan will not be adversely affected.

04¢,

b. That such plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of this
Chapter (28.04.190.A) to promote public health, safety, morals and
general welfare.

e. That the average lot area per family contained in this site,
exclusive of the area occupied by streets, shall be not lesa
than the lot area per family required by the district in which
the development is located.

38]TION II - Protestor(s).

22
Address 1&&!1

A. .2- 2-73
M •16-4 "M 5,1. 02,leu€ /0.-2-11

£40 3101 N. T 4. -ti f /2.2-71

1 101 u . P 1 *,6- 4••61
14- 417- *7 41.1

,-c,. 49 70 1107 h. 63,LL«_£ /9.- 2.73

NzE '11. MA.·1>eu_ In.1 U. Accract- t>-1-7 1

U I

9069*1 //419 /4-1.uitu-»4 /2- 1-13

4.%#14 4.'MGO 1£44140. QIMEB€EST 11-1-13

*4»09+14 114-4.010-9>,NEGGLEST ,1 - 1-13

n lew * .4=14.Luo , ,4-5 7). P,Le.dul (1-1-73

1 12r4 M .9. 12-1-72
1

11·SL .71· <W·4Ae.JE , 1.2.-73
12.-r·73

list7\ PA.44164£ /2-2-74
OHa,uk- - 4,0 --U.44&0 11 61 71. Plau* ,4-4-·73

tzzy'- 22* 1/ 67 0.7..deer€-7-
/1- 2.-7 3

44 12
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2.21 · · PROTEST PMITION

S£'rION I.

The undersignod, property owners in Wichita, Sodgwick County, Kansas, Frotest
the proposed char.ce in zordne: and CoMMunity Unit flan described an Case No. 1.1567 -
I)95=,- Zone Change from "AA" to "R-5."

The underaigned alfr, protervt the action of the retrotolitan Area ilannins
Commioetion on the above carte. on hovenber 29, 1973, as the ketropolitan Area
Planning Co.lucission did not find specific evidence and facts showing that ttle
proFosed devoloyeent plan meeta the following conditions,

a. That the value of the bulklings and the chameter of the ·=roperty
adjoining the area included in such plan will not be adversely affected,

.4

99*.4

44**syfl.»ta«+311

b. 7hat such plan to consistent with tho intent and air»88 of thie
Chapter (28.04.17).A) to promote public health, safety, morals and
general welfare.

c. ghat the average lot area pr.r fantly contained in thif nite,
exclusive of the area oceunled by strenti, shall be not 1,88
than tho lot ayea ver farily required by the district in which
the development is located.

SEGTION II - -rote.tor(.).

Ha./
Addreas 1hto

9.41 z*¢97 *400 - //72 *6 *9&«/ r Ll-z- 1 1 3
242·j
2/4,/*B' 11 -n- kjo fUu.g!#4£ il-j-4 -79

°*t ielf#*C-, 'Al 13%9 No. PAR{<u)0013 (1<211 1

U 4ncLK Ud, 191 No. R«4loood /#R.1-3
//5 0 7,0. (2-$..<./*f /9 1-/7 6 Peal[6*&

/1289(&.we,uzp- 11/9/725-n
JEL Hly h. E-*401, '11111,7 h V&722/0-su_ j)3 4 >72*Cuw-0 1 N i .(7 L =: i

-) 1 1 Se -0 3g*- 1 42/73
1 0 1 0 76·.. % 1113L'-13
)0/0 7). 94--1 japlij

9 - ___23¢45 /flz*n /O 30 Grt. NY''lA-:1.·,* /1/3/73 F, p
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Thi undermigne. propert, own=ra in Wichita, Sodgwick County. Faneas, protistthe woposed chang• in zontrg and Ce=unity Unit flan deaortbed u Cas, bo. Zii15f7 -
09.93.-- Zon• Cingo #m "AA" to 7-5· "

the undersigned also motect the notion of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Conaliaton on the ob>,0 cased on flove:ber 27, 1/73, as the :.etropolltan AreaPlanning comission did not find B.Jecific evld<mer, and facto chowlng that th,
proposed devolorzont plan =cots tha following 001.litions:

3/"

aer,2 4
E.3:· ·

a. That the valuo of the lutlding:, and t£ho ©haractor of the propertyadjoinins the area includod in such plan will not ba advarsely affected.
./.- 2 I i b. *t euch plan la consistent with the intant and Mirroon of thla
93:'7.·1 Chapter (23.04.190.A) to proaote public heolth, safety. maralo and

general welfare.

>53,79, c. 11*t th• avente lot -8 par family oolitalned in thle alto,exclunlve of the area occuplod by Atreete, chan bo not ].es;
than the lot ared rer family required by tho district in which

/»'4i Il the devoloment is located.

SECTION II - trotr,torfi).
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t t,, 1 ./Ame 123=02
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) Wichita, Kansal
December 3, 1973

Wichita City Comloolon
City Building
204 South Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: DP-57 - Comercial CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP

Southeast Corner of 13th and Oliver
Dear City Commission Member,1

We the undersigned orpose this project until the drainage problems that Bo
vitally affect our homes are resolved; end respectfully request to be heardit the
City Commission Meeting on December 11, 1973.

We do not feel that it ii necessary to wait until the time of plotting to
reaolve these drainage issuei. he hnve offered repeatedly to meet with Mr. Nelson
and Mr. Mitchell through our letters end personal appearances at MAPC end City
Commission meetings to work together toward resolving these drainage problems as
suggested by MAPC staff members. We have had no response from either party to this
request. ke have expressed a willingness to compromise the Be issues at all public
meetings to this date. Mr. Nelson has stedfastly insisted that the development has
no responsibility outside the confines of the development, even though what they do
will damage our property. ke do not agree with this supposition.

We streneously oppose the wording in item "e" Page 2 and the second parsgraph
of item •m• on Page 3 of letter to Mr. Robert H. Nelson, Attorney for the Develop-
ment from MAFC dated November 30, 1973, which ststea they should work with us end
the Flood Control - Den•rtment of' Publ 1.r Work, ta resolve the drAinRgA prohlmms,
01£ Doosible". It is the two words "if possible" that we object to.

Since Deal Development Company has now done extensive research end have an
approved drainage plan for the comolex area, according to vr. Nelson' s statements
at MAFC meeting of November 29, 1973, we see no need in a further delay in resolving
the drainace problems in our area. We are willing tk meet with Mr. Nelson and
Mr. Mitchell at any time they express a willingness to do so. Until this meeting
ia a reality and the drainage problems resolved to the satisfaction of all the
concerned parties, we are opposed to the granting of the zoneing change.

co: MAP

31/ -

Reapectfully yours,

0

4Qi-0
. 4 0.61

Eugene H. Cusick
1010 N. Harding

D
1 1 L 4,9 / 6.1,04»u

l.ud Kuthan

1020-N.\ Harding
) V/1

11.,1- (O-U-J-C»r:L->
1

Jim Edwards
1056 N. Battln

. Mitchell - Flood Control-Dept. of Public-Works

1.

j /-0/L.r r: r .,czg,-'
1 76 A- <c ,«,/;54'.4"A Res:it·:
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REFERENCE: ITEM

AGENDA FOR:

e NE?mEZED-1
CITY Cf ER< 9 0/FICE 
_ZE-Z--7 _- ;t

DITY ZLEey

1056 N. Bsttin

Wichita, Kansas

November 7, 1973

=r' ..m

Board of City Commissioners n f Wichita

c/o City Clerk
3>72%13. T City Building Re: Metropolitan Area Planning 

Wichita, Kansas Commission

Items: 2-]567
DP-57
DP-58

t

F:

M"/n

Gentlemen

I am a resident of thls area, living and resjding at ]056 North Battin,
immediately across the Street south pron the proposed Condomirlium
Development known as C.U.P. DP-58. The legal description of my

property is:

"Lot 4 anri the West 10 Ft. of Lot 5, Block
"A," Levitt. Is Addition to Wichita, Kansas.

24;9

This develepment is proposed in an area which is bi-seated from.
north to south by a stream; has a 2-ac-e pond at the southwest
corner of the area; accumulates drainage by natural run-nf'f from

the development of the property already established; has trlbutary
streams coming from the east and west respectively, and the opun
terrain of the property has certain plantings and natural trees and
shriths accenting the residence and barn located on the premises anrl
is used as pasture. Whereas the tributary from the west is covered

, and contained in a storm sewer lald under loth Street, the larger
tributary is open dralnage which takes run-off frnm ]Oth Street at
Old Manor and Pinecrest from Parkwood, and runs it all into a ditch
on the north side of 101;h Street fro some 300 Ft, to the stream bed.
In many instances, rain occurring on this area overO.ows out of the
tract to the north into thi.s djtch when the pond is filled up, and
all or the run-off from the east, down 10th Street, already i; a
serious prol,]em to the residents and homeowners on this street.

41

R '03
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

r

£

-....I-'.='lo

This area: from 13th Street to inth Street end alongside Harding
t,o the east 1-,ne. is proposed as a Condominium under DP-57 and

DP-58 C.U.P., as R-5 Zoning. The densit.y of po:11]ation (nr this
30-acre tract is 300 Units, (in Units per ocre). The stream bed
is proposed to be covered from 13.h Street Sorth for ono hlock i.n

a flutne, and then :traightened, und the stream-flow proposed to be
widened to a distance nf approximate], 80 Ft. The pond is to be.
partially filled and part of it woilld become a stream-bed dralnage
area. The Units are to have private drives, and, as originally

proposed, would exit, an,1 enter 1]th Street with access cut threigh
125 Ft. north of 1Oth Street, and on 12th Street going west, and
rorm a main entrance and exit off 13th Street, about the center nf
the development. To thls has been added the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission's amendment to open Lambsdale into the Con-

16/
429 .,92

€4794 £6

dominium area .

PROPOSED AMENDMENT

1. It is proposed th·at the unnecer:sary burdens of traffic in
the residential area he closed, particularly Lambsdale.

2. Protection of surrounding homes be afforded from adjacent
lights and noise, requiring limitat·lon of the type and heights of
lights in the Condominium area, and 11.ing landscape buffer to reduce
noise in con junction with any fence or w·i].1 surrounding this property.

3. Since the problem of drainage requires re-working of the present 
stream hed ani would carry additional run-off flow to that already tt,
passing through and intersectjng with this property, immediate re-
strictions and requirements should be set up outside of any platted ¥*b
ares of the property to realign the stream with the pond which it ..»11, :

passes through south of 101;h Street 90 as tn carry thts increased - \16.,

dralnage and stream f low, without ·injuring estahlished properties LA·,

affected by t.h, flow of thls water, or reducing their value. or in-
Creasing cost to them f=r containment of slich stream flow.

The residents Mosire that each person in this area will not become

affected by a reduction in the value of' their property because of
(1) any increased traffic; (2) any increased light; (3) any increased
nojgn; (4) any increased uun-off or drainage flow of water, or any
increased services, without adequate containment and provision made
for each of these hazards, preventing the same from overflowing
against the ind,vidualls property affected thereby.

I
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The residents believe that the development proposed should he re-
stricted within the Com·nerc.la] C.U.P. and Recidentia] C.U,P., ''2

"LC" and "R-5" Zoning, and made so thnt the water run-off . lights,
traffic. services, noise and drainage flow would not-. cast anv
additional burden upon such properties, offecting the·ir vallie. Thenost of these matters must be considered a] 1. 1.2 be a part of the  ·
developerls expense of doing business for prorit in building and

1E-
selling Condominium Units. The residents, including myself, are
all antore»nclve that by re-zoning this tract for these purposes,
the interests of the developer would become control) int, leaving
behind costs for the residents 1.0 ouffer because their properties
deteriorated in value or were burdened with other special items ·ts ' /
3 result of this development .

349*19

Fairness dictates that where any special damages would occur in the
immediate recidential area, carried out as a part of Such re-Zoning
and devel.opment, then the devel.pers shoula be requireri to reimburse
and hold harmless those persons or prnperties so damaged.

.Re<fl

,%9:4
I trust t-.Dat the Com:1.ssion ··oull dilly study this problem so that a ' 4.
balance would be reflented to the surrounding propert ies hy (1) equal-
izing set-back lines; (2) putting in requiretnents of perimeter land- *Niat'

scape screening; (3) restricting the typn and height of lights within ./'
the Condominium premlses; (4) restricting the access outlets to the .5

original plan suhmitted; and (53) requiring, in cdvance aol a p.rt of
the plan, the containment of the stream flow, run-off and droinage 1-k i
so that no greater flow would be experienced by the adjacent properties ./.'-Nt·' .A-

in the area.
ARC'Zjaill'll,3

Yr urs very truly im.€ i

-22

James W. Edwards

Edwards
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709·11 Bitting Buildi,
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November 7, 1973

Akged
74*€*bal
92,41*29€,
./.2475/

Board of City Commissinners of Wichita
c /0 C 1.1. v Clerk

City Bul 1ding Re: Metropolitan Area Planning
Wichita, Kansas Commission

Items: Z-1567
DP-57
DP-58

Gentlemen

I am a resident of this area, livjng and reslding at 4125 E, ]Oth,
immediately acrnss the street south from the proposed'Condeminium
Develop·Rent known as C.U.P. DP-58. The legal description or my
property ls:

" Lot 5, except the Wpat 10 Ft. thereof, and
the West 4.61 Ft. of Lot 6, Block "A," Le•,1.tt'c
Adlitjan."

AREA

49

I /4,3.; ;17*6.
TELEPHONE 203·3248 944 2

-- .7.'JCOCI

24

This development is proposed in an area which is hi-sected from
2 nnrth to sout,h by a stream; has a 2-acre pon,1 at the smith.westt

cornep of the area; occurnulates drainage by natural runif Prom 1 .4
the rlevelopment of the property already established; has tributary 1 mu streams coming from the east and west resrentively, and the open

= terrain of the property has certain plantings and natural trees and
ahrubs occenting the residence ind barn located on the premises and
is used as pasture. Whereas thp trihutiry from the west is covered
and contained in a storm sewer loid under 10th Street, the larger
tributary ts open drainage whirch takes run-off from 1Oth Street at A...
O].d Manor and Pinecrest from Parkwood, and runs jt all.into a ditch
on the north side of 10th Street for some 300 Ft. to the stream bed,
In many instances, rain occurring on this area overflows out of the

4*rift. tract to the north into this 01.tch when the pond is fil].ed up, and
all of the run-off from the e,st, down lath Street, already is a 8&:4Affiyr«
serious problem to the residents and homeowners on this street. C.· 6..·44'*4913. 1-¥WL:%449'

211
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ..O*r- 4.1-
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Thia area, from 13th Street to loth Street and alongside Harding
to the east line, is proposed as a Condominium under DP-57 and
DP-58 C.U.P., as R-5 Zoning. The dennity of population for this
30-acre tract ia 300 Units, (10 Units per acre) . The stream bed
is proposed to be covered from 13th Street South for one block in
a flume, and then straightened, and the Stream-flow proposed to be
widened to a distance of approximately 80 Ft. The pond is to be
partially filled and part of it would become a stream-bed drainage
area. The Units are to have private drives, and, as originally
proposed, would exit and enter 1lth Street with access cut through
125 Ft. north of 10th Street, and on 12th Street going weat, and
form a main entrance and exit off 13th Street, about the center of
the development. To this has been added the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission's amendment to open Lambsdale Into the Con-
dominlum area.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT'

1. It is proposed that the unnecessary burdens of traffic in
the residential area be closed, particularly Lambsdale.

2. Protection of surrounding homes be afforded from adjacent
lights and noise, requiring limitation of the type and heights of
lights in the Condominium area, and using landscape buffer to reduce
noise in conjunction with any fence or wall surrounding this property.

2:&.

4 -

Fkf.

EFF,19'

**51-

1=3. Since the problem of drainage requires re-working of the present §1*
' stream bed and would carry additional run-off flow to that already 0

passing through and 1nteraectlng with this property, immediate re-
strictions and requirements should be set up outside of any platted
area of the property to reallgn the stream with the pond which it
passes through south of 10th Street so as to carry this increased
drainage and stream flow, without injuring established properties
affected by the flow of this water, or reducing their value, or in-
creasing cost to them for containment of such stream flow.

The reaidents desire that each person in this area will not become
affected by a reduction in the value of their property because of
(1) any increased traffic; (2) any increased light; (3) any increased
noise; (4) any increased run-off or drainage flow of water, or any
increased services, without adequate containment and provision made
f or each of these hazards, preventing the same from overf lowing
against the indlvidualls property affected thereby .

' 0·9 -;95€9···· .
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The residents believe that the development proposed should he re-
stricted within t:he Commercial C.U.P. and Residenti.1 C.U.P.,
"LC" and "R-55" Zoning, and made 30 that the water run-off, lights,
traffic, services, noise and drainage flew '.ic.•:11 riot cast uny
additional burden upon such properties, afferting their value. The
cost of these matters must be considered all to be a part nf the
developerts expens, of doing business Con profit in building and
selling the Condomirium Units. The residents, including myse,f,
are a]1 apprehensive that by re-zoning this tract for these purposes,
the interests of the develaper would become control. ing, leaving
behind costs for the res·ident.s to ouffer because their properties
deterlorated in value or were burdened with other special Items as
n result of this develooment.

Fairness dictates that where any special. damages would ocrrnr in the
immediate residential area, carried out as o part of such re-zoning
and development, then the developers should be requirel to rcimburse
and hold harmless those persons or properties so damaged.

I trust that the Commission 11·:ou]0 duly study this problem so that a
balance would bo reflected to the surrounding properties by (1) equal-
izing set-back lines; (2) puttinc in requirements of perimeter land-
scaptscreening; (3) restricting the type and height of lights within
the Condominium nremises, (4) restrinting the access outlets to the
original plan submitted; and (5) requiring, in advance as a part of
the plan, the containment of the stream flow,run-off and drainoge
so that no greater flow woula be experienced by the arilucent propertiesin the area.

Youp# very trii-ly n ,

Dhic-24) 73\!f 44'VlfT
7 Waldo M Wetmore

'7.„Ul. a.'*ARA

-1

Genevieve A. Wetmore
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. 94 - ALBERT J. KIRK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOV 71973 1022. EAST KELLOGG -

WICHITA. KANSAS 67207 -Fima \
t RE,

ae. Lr.LE 9-- 1·94*11 - November 7,1973 \'.1.Ty<r, ED, a Or':tct-\
9%:f %1,'70 8!L -L--1.10,

REFERENCE: ITEM - E c,1 :*'
City Clerk AGENDA FOR: NOV 1 J 19/J
CITY OF WICHITA

--I

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Zoning No. Z-1567

Community Unit Plan application for
the corner of 13th and Oliver

Dear Sir:

49.44 The purpose of this letter is two fold:

1. To request that the above referenced matter be referred by the

City Commission back to the Metropolitak Area Planning Commis-
sion, and,

42

j

J

2. To indicate my desire to make an oral presentation at the City
Commission hearing on November 13th.

The Community Unit Plan that is filed with the MAPC indicated that Lambsdale

Street would not be cut through to the proposed development. In conversations

with the planning staff and representatives of the developer, it appeared as though
neither the staff nor the developer desire to have this access. Based upon these

attitudes, the possibility of granting the developer access onto Lambsdale did
not appear to be even a remote possibility.

At the MAPC hearing little more than passing reference was made to providing
access to the development by Lambsdale Street. After several hours hearing,
around 7: 30 p.m.,a motion was made to approve the C.U.P. subj ect to some

modifications, one of which was to provide access to the development by Lambsdale
Street. No further opportunity was granted persons protesting this access to
be heard.

Based upon the foregoing set of facts, I feel that an adequate opportunity to be
heard by the MAPC was not granted. Based upon the following factors, I believe

that providing access to the development by Lambsdale Street is not advisable:

0451

Pif ..444¥214

L
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43*ti <903 November 7, 1973

0.102. City Clerk
Page Two

1. The present plan for the development of the easterly portion of the
C.U.P. called for an additional single family residential street im-
mediately to the west of Pinecrest, which residential street would
intersect Lambsdale. It was based upon this representation that the
present landowners feel comfortable with the use of Lambsdale Street

/4/

2. Lambsdale Street between Pinecrest and Edgemoor is not designed to
be a collector street, and is not physically capable or safe when used
for that purpose. Under the C.U.P. as approved by the MAPC, Lambsdale
Street would become a collector street.

46»3
ee».2,44
:*1524-0

44*.iff.

3. Lambsdale Street passes by the front of houses, and in most cases
this is not desirable because of the much heavier traffic that would
be generated on Lambsdale Street.

4. No plan is indicated to make Lambsdale Street a "through street", so that
there would be Yield or Stop signs on intersecting streets.

5. Because of two curved streets coming together at Lambsdale and Edge-
moor, it is unsafe to allow Lambsdale Street to generate more traffic.

6. There are presently no sidewalks along Lambsdale Street between
»·+Ge, Pinecrest and Edgemoor, and this could be dangerous if more traffic

is generated on Lambsdale.

4%,27·
Thank you for your attention.

,,-Yery truly yours,

4 ('1(04
ALBERT J. KIRK

AJK: mdl

34
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REFERENCE: ITEM

AGENDAFOR: NOV 1 3 1973

ED

November 7, 1973
.El

B i W
Wichita City Commission
Wichita City Clerk's Office Re: Lambsdale C.U.P.

Wichita, Kansas Development Plan - 58

»01

r*Jel

Dear Sirs,

4 *rd,1 The residents of Lambsdale. Pinecrest. Parkwood. and Old Manor
Streets do hereby declare unfair, hearing by the Planning Com-

·93:i: 1 mission, October 25, 1973 meeting for approving Lambsdale Street
'92.$,1

t.·142-··i to be opened for access by the development of Deal Development
Company. The unfair hearing was due to the motion late in the

9.6IC' 3 '/ evening, the residents were denied discussion.

2»<4'.:,11

The residents will have representation at the November 13. 1973 City Commission Meeting. The residents have not been heard pertaining -
to Lambsdale Street.

Thank you.

We the undersigned do hereby request the City Commission of Wichita 12§%¥Ii:
to not open Lambsdale Street from the community unit plan as filed .73*TMA:'.'

by Deal Development Company. We do not desire to have any additional 1
traffic in our area and it will not facilitate traffic to an arterial If:**
street. AM"Ma

. c ·92#

sincerely, ROUTING: C' .4*A
067 · ··r€.

llw
AN

elf,4

Lar . Prather,
Resident
5421 Lambsdale
Wichita, Kansas

/ IIi......tg....
NOV 71973 m ....
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PETITION

We the undersigned, residents of Lambsdale

Old Manor streets, do hereby request the c

to 821 open Lambsdale street from the com

Deal Development Company. We do not desk

traffic in our area and it will not facili

arterial street.

5%23
2512

44959

, Pinecrest, Parkwood andl

ity commission of Wichita

unity unit plan as filed by
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SA3BSDALE RESIDENTIAL AREA CaTY 4
i RECER7251 November 6, 1973

4· City Clerk ·  CITY C! E.iM S OFFICEihi; 11.ding  .-242.-22-_ 1
REFERENCE: ITFM · -

1 AGENDA FOR: ,NOV L 3 1973

,i

Dear Slr: C ..trr CLICK _.%
Rei Z-1567 "AA" and "DC" to "R-5"

DP-57 - CommercLal CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP -f.
Southeast Corner of 13th and Oliver

Mare than 70 Iambsdale Area Resident Home Owmers met at Adams Elementary
School on November 5. 1973, at 7:00 P.M. The purpose of this meeting was to
discuss the effect of a zoning change of Lambe's property on our residential
community. The following items are proposed for your consideration before
approving the referenced CUPs:

1. Limit height of condominiums to conform with the residential area
already established.

2. Make access and egress to 13th and to Oliver (major thoroughfares)
and not into the present residential sections via 10th street, .4.
11th street, and Lambsdale Drive; preserve the nomal residential . iM*202.

traffic on our streets as originally planned for this residential A.,1.1
area.

3. In order to protect property valuation. Purchasers of Iambsdale
residential sites were restricted to control size, plan, elevation,
and set-back. Any new developer in Iambsdale should be bound by
the same covenants as we were. .lic

4. This is a distinctive and outstanding district, with quiet, restful 9¢**Ms*ap.f-r<..' 11 ,
living and with safety for our children. The building of a concen- =¥6.. -7. 9.trated living section, such as the proposed condominium, would ' 2*ff ·t
jeoparize this community with extra traffic, water run-off, lights, *#1 4/

and noise.                                                                 .9=

-:AD a 5

*1%
6

329&?@
fls<ga3204

The value of our properties and our present security will be
lessened by this high-density living area and its close proximity
to our properties.

To =intain the uniformity of this community, the same planting
screen should be on the east and south boundaries of Parcel #3 as
proposed in "f" amendment to Provision #9. Add setback same as
Parcel #2.

7. Natural drainage of the present adjacent property must not be

impaired by either a wall or fence. Provide adequate openings at
base of wall.

8. Any drainage or water problems created by the development, should
be assumed by the developer, whether on the development, on adjacent
property or on property below the development.

9. The present water supply in this area is weak; if 321 units are
bullt in the development, additional water supply is required.

Em
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10. Traffic flow must be guaranteed to adjacent property owners. Access
to the thoroughfares Oliver and 13th streets must be guaranteed by
the City to accomodate this proposed increase of vehicles (600  minimum to 1200 maximum from the condominium area. plus the volumeincrease from shoppers at the new shopping center).9

L «441%
All. traffic-flow corrections should be made in proportionate stages
to the construction rate.

11. Traffic congestion at 13th and Oliver should be studied by the City
to determine if present street sizes should be adjusted to carry
additional traffic flow, or if off streets must be provided to secure
adequate traffic safety and flow.r

12

13

The metropolitan Area Planning Commission is established to work out
the details of a proposed development and zoning change. In order
t9 do this intelligently, the developer's proposal is listened to and
the adjoining property owners are invited to submit their requed-ts
regarding the effect the zoning change and the proposed development
will have on the established area. The property owners were notified
by letter that Items DP-57 and DP-58 would be considered at 1,30 P.M.
on Thursday, October 25, 1973, in Room 401, City Building Annex,
and we could appear if we desired. The Commission didn't get to these
items until approximately 5,20 P.M. The developer's attorney made his
presentation first, then various yroperty owners made their requests
and asked questions. By this time (approximately 7:30 P.M.), the
Commissioners were getting tired, impatient, and hungry as they had
not eaten dinner. Questions were answered bruskly or were not
considered politely. When property owners questioned an amendment
to the DP-58 plan, they were told that they could not be heard and
could not participate further in the meeting. We consider this
unfair treatment from the Commission.

Save Iambsdale Residentl Area Community Page 2 November 6, 1973

fEfifftifE

5..IF'r'44+

The doors of the City Building Annex, 104 S. Main, were locked at
6:00 P.M.; the public-hearing meeting in the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commissioners Room continued until approximately 7:45 P.M.
Some of the interested residents, who came to the 1:30 P.M. meeting,
waited for an hour or two for the DP-57 and DP-58 Items on the
Commissioners' agenda. (Those Items were No. 17 on the agenda.)
Realizing that another couple of hours would pass before agenda
Item No. 17 was considered, some persons left the building, returned
later, and found that doors had been locked. Also several property
owners, who left the meeting to put additional money in the parking
meters on the municipal parking lots, found they could not get
back in the building. No one was in attendance at the door to let
them back to the meeting. The above conditions denied property
owners the right of public haaring.

jft=*1

Respectfully submitted,

SAVE IAKBEDALE RESIDENTIAL AREA COMMITTEE

a/7---Wal

H. A. Schowalter, Chairman
U59 North Pinecrest
Wichita, KS 67208
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WICI]  9'.1-431·:1)31, J CK COUNTY

MI·:9'ROPO].101•AN 21!<]·.A P]AN,4.1 NG COMMISSION

DA'1,6 : Nova

Cas·u No. Z--1567 - "AA" and "1£" to "R-5'
Cay:e No. 11-·58 - Resident.in.1 CUP

Carri No. Dr--57.- comme.re:ial Cut)

Referred back to the Metrorol.itan Arca Planning
for recc)]isi.duration.

69£/119.11=

In the area to the southeast of ilic: intersection

and 13th Street, east of narding, north of lot.h,
the west of Pinec.vest and Parkwood.

Caso Iliston·v:

MAPC 10-25-73 Approved subject to

BCC 11-13-73 Referred back to the MAPC ·for reconsider-
ati on *

City Commission Minutes. of November 13, 1973, are attached.

Also attached are copies of letters sent to the Board of City
Commiss ioners.
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November 21, 1973

1

=*f

George Wilton, Supt. of Public Works Maintenance

Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Lambsdale Community Unit Plan

The City Commission has referred the zoning changes and
Community Units Plans concerning Lambsdale at 13th and
Oliver, back to the Planning Commission for reconsidera-
tion. One of the major points of discussion, both at
the Planning Commission level and at the City Commis-
sion meeting, was the problems concerning drainage. In

particular, questions involving assignment of costs,
types of improvements, and affect of improvements on prop-
erties downstream were raised. Although we can answer
many of these questions, some of them are such that we
cannot provide a straight and definitive answer. Would
you please be available, or have Mr. Mitchell available,
for the public hearing before the Planning Commission.
This will be on Thursday, November 29. The meeting will
begin at 1:30 p.m. in the Planning Commission Meeting Room.

RAL:ber

ec: Ray Bruggeman, Director of Public Works
M. S. Mitchell, Asst. Supt. of Public Works

Maintenance and Flood Control Supervisor

2%52
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METROPOLITANAREAPLANNING
COMMISSION

AMi.£1,9T 2·061 -- ARCIA CODE 310
CITY 11-DING ANNEX
04 S MAIN ST
WICHITA. KANSAS G72o2

November 30, 1973

Mr. Robert H. Nelson, Attorney
Suite 630, 200 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Z-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to
"R-5"

DP-57 - Commercial CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP
Southeast corner of 13th
and Oliver

Dear Mr. Nelson:
G , . 21

a. j/f

-9MWi:AB.

/319
432,9 1

O..41At a special meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion on November 29, 1973, the above-captioned cases were re-

rl considered.
.·91.7,1

The action of the Planning Commission was to again recommend the4453 approval of the zone change request from "AA" and "LO' to "R-5",29'*M subject to the platting of all the property associated with these0.7¥€.%':1
three cases within one year from the date Df approval by the:€.·F: "01
Board of City Commissioners; or the application be considered

>27.- 1 denied and closed; and to again recommend the approval of DP-57
Amendment to the Commercial Community Unit Plan, subject to the
following conditions:

311¢726 .

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

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.

Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the south
and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35 feet.

Expand General Provision #7 to provide that: "No wall shall
be constructed in any utility easement."

Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th Street
on the face of the plan.

Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding.

$ f

./,344W·*'t.
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f: ,  · WICHITA-SESWICK QNIY O
Page 2 - Mr. Robert H. Nelson

November 30, 1973

f. Expand General Provision #5 to read as follows: Advertis-

ing ground signs shall be permitted along 13th Street

intersection, not to exceed the height of 30 feet; nor
and Oliver, only within a.distance of 275 feet from the

to be placed so as to project over any public right-of-way
No billboard advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

p**

.9*9

*#:74..3

g. 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.

RECM

f ·I

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

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

recommend the approval of DP-58 - Residential Community Unit Plan,
as amended by the applicant, to include the 5 feet of landscap-
ing adjacent to the fence on the east, subject to the following
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.

b. That the wall/fence adjacent to the planting area along
Harding not be required.

c. That access to Lambsdale not be permitted.

d. That the developer be required to submit drainage plans and
bear the costs for drainage improvements on his own property.

e. That, at the time of platting, the developer shall also sub-
mit drainage plans that incorporates alternate solutions
to solving the drainage problems to the south, including the
Edwards property and the two properties on the west side of
the Pond; and work toward developing some procedure to
solve the drainage problems adjaceftt to the three propertiesto the south "i f possible".

449:%"1:7:..4*"49 #n,,4,·023
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k The transfer of title ·of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute
a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, but said
plan shall run with the land for residential development
and be binding upon the -present owners, their successors
and assigns, unless amended.

WIC!!ITA-SEDGWICK OJNTY CD

1 Page 3 - Mr. Robert H. Nelson
November 30, 1973

. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the south
and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to 35 feet.

Expand General. Provision #9 to provide that: "No wall shall
be constructed in any utility easement. "

Add a General Provision to #12 stating that: "At the time
of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construe-
tion of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street 200 feet in
either direction from the center of the major driveway." r
Amend General Provision #9 by removing "and along the west
line adjacent to Harding."

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the Homeowners
Association Agreement under General Provision #8.

030:2The development of this property proceeding in accordance )4;*Awith the development plan as approved by the Planning Com-
mission, and any substantial deviation of ihe plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Central Inspection and =UN,
the Director of Planning, shall constitute a violation of %*Ethe building permit authorizing construction of the proposeddevelopment.

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

Regarding the requirement to work toward solutions to solv-
ing the drainage problems, if possible, on the three prop-
erties to the south of this project, the developer should
be advised that he should work toward coordinating his
plans with the Flood Control Division of the Department
of Public Works, as well as working with the three prop-
erty owners to the south.

It is again necessary that you submit nine corrected copies of
both Community Unit Plans to our office by 5:00 p.m. on December
5, 1973, so that these items may be forwarded to the Board of
City Commissioners for consideration on December 11, 1973,
the meeting to start at 9:00 a.m. in Room 201 City Building,204 South Main, Wichita, Kansas.

. - ':4¥f?
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Page 4 - Mr. Robert H. Nelson
November 30, 1973

Enclosed are two marked copies of the CUP that outline the n
sary corrections that should be reviewed with Oblinger-Smith

If you have any questions, please contact our office.

Sincerel

4. .ep<,644
J40 H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ber

Enclosure

CC:

2044«:6

Claude R. Lambe, 5101 East 13th Street 67208

Deal Development Company, c/o Robert H. Nelson,
Suite 630, 200 West Douglas 67202

Bob Zollars, c/o Robert H. Nelson, Suite 630,
200 West Douglas 67202

Waldo Wetmore, Attorneys Bitting Building 67202
F. Rea Chapman, 1443 North Battin · 67208
Jake'Graybill, 1359 North Parkwood 67208
Rod Johnson, Attorney, Century Plaza Building 67202
Robert Moore, 5141 East 10th 67208
Jim Edwards, 1056 North Battin 67208

Robert Cornwell, Attorney, 125 North Market 67202
H. D. Barnett, 1351 North Parkwood 67208
Lawrence Finley, 1135 North Pinecrest 67208

George Slater, 1345 North Parkwood 67208
Bud Kuthan, 1020 North Harding 67208
Mr. and Mrs.H.A. Showalter,' 1159 North Pinecrest 6720
Zeno Bollinger, 4919 East 10th 67208
Ray Courter, 1111 North Pinecrest 67208

Bess Parish, 1201 North Harding 67208

Mr. and Mrs. Eugene Cusick, 1010 North harding 67208
Gary Wiley, Oblinger-Smith Corp., 625 1st National

Bank Building 67202
Mrs. Bob Jones, 1207 Harding 67208
Larry Prather, 5420 Lambsdale 67208
Jack Lashley, 1201 North Pinecrest 67208
City Manager's Office

M. S. Mitchell, Assistant Superintendent of Public Works
Maintenance and Flood Control Supervisor

Albert J. Kirk, Attorney, 10225 E. Kellogg 67207
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November 30, 1973

Mr. Waldo Wetmore, Attorney
Sitting Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

rii€99

getiss

Re: Z-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to
"R-5"

DP-58 - Commercial CUP

nP-57 - Residential CUP
Southeast corner of 13th
and Oliver

Dear Mr. Wetmore:

The Planning Commission, at its epecial meeting on November 29
1973, reconsidered the above-captioned zone change request and
Community Units Plans. The action of the Commission was to
again recommend the approval of these requests, subject to the
condition0 listed in the attached copy of our letter to Mr.
Robert H. Nelson.

The protest petition• submitted prior to the zone eame being
previously considered by the Board of City Commissioners,
which amounted to 34.785, are still valid and require a 4/5ths
vote of the City Commission to change the zoning.

./SM' -

As we previously advised you and others speaking in opposition,
if you desire, you may write the City Counission at 204 South
Main, to express your opposition on these Community Units Plans
Although protest petitions hive no legal significance in re-
quiring a greater than majority vote of the City Commission to
approve a Community Unit Plan, it is still permissible to mub-
mit a list of protest signatures and their addresses. Inas-
much as theae cases are scheduled for the Board of City Com-
miseloners meeting on December 11, 1973, any letter or protest
on the CUP' s should be submitted to the City Clerk by the
Wednesday preceding the City Commission meeting.

ik·Mt·e-./.,.
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Page 2 - Mr. Waldo Wetmore
November 30, 1973

If additional information is desired so that you may be fully
informed on theae matters, please call the Planning Department
at 262-0611, Extension 205.

926

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ber

8

CC F. Rea Chapman, 1443 North Battin 67208
Jake Graybill, 1359 North Parkwood 67208
Rod Johnson, Attorney, Century Plaza Building 67202
Robert Moore, 5141 East 10th 67208
Jim Edwards, 1056 North Battln 67208
Robert Cornwell, Attorney, 125 North Market 67202
H. D. Barnett, 1351 North Parkwood 67208
Lawrence Finley, 1135 North Pinecrest 67208
George Slater, 1345 North Parkwood 67208
Bud Kuthan, 1020 North Harding 07208
Mr. and Mrs. It. A. Showalter, 1159 N. Pinecrest 6720
Zeno Bollinger, 4919 East 10th 67208
Ray Courter, 1111 North Pinecrest 67208
Bess Parish, 1201 North Harding 67208
Mr. and Mrs. Eugene Cusick, 1010 North Harding 67208
Mrs. Bob Jones, 1207 Harding 67208
Larry Prather, 5420 Lambsdalle 67208
Jack Lashley, 1201 North Pinecrest 67208
City Manager'a Office

Albert J. Kirk, Attorney, 10225 E. Kellogg 67207
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK LJUNTY DATE

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
November 29, 1973

Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan
TO Area Planning Commission

FROM Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner 1,Ill:4 .

SUBJECT Case No. Z-1567 and DP-58 and DP-57

At the request of Commissioner Hill, the following is a list
of persons speaking on the Lambsdale cases at your meeting
of October 25, 1973:

Robert H. Nelson

Waldo Wetmore

F. Rea Chapman
Jake Graybell
Rod Johnson

Robert Moore

James Edwards
Rohert Cnrnwell

Herman Barnett

Lawrence Finley
George Slater
Bud Kuthan

Marjorie Showalter
Zeno Bollinger
Ray Courter
Harold Showalter

Bess Parish

Mrs. Eugene Cusick

Also attached is the motion of the Planning Commission which
reflects the recommended conditions of approval.

JHG:ber

Attachment
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CHAIRMAN TAYLOR stated that the Commission has heard sufficiently
from those who cared to speak and would take into consideration the
comments made.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission recommend
to the City Commissioners the approval of DP-57

1 (Amendment to the Commercial Community unit Plan)
subject to conditions suggested in the staff report;
AND approval of Z-1567 and DP-58 (Residential Com-
munity Unit Plan) subject to comments shown in the
staff report, and subject to the Subdivision Com-
mittee definitely taking into consideration the
points that have been raised at this meeting with
respect to the drainage, and the wall for screen-
ing the development. Blakey moved.

10£

HILL said he would second the motion, with the follow-
ing amendments being included: That in addition to the

staff comments, there be an opening made to Lambsdale
Drive instead of complete access control all along the
east side of subject property; that there be either a
wooden fence or masonry s creening on the west as well as
on the east and south to protect those properties that
face this development; and that there be a sign re-
striction that no sign can be erected on the commercial
property farther than 200 feet from the intersection
(south on Oliver - east on 13th Street) ; and further,
that any fence, whether wood or masonry be a minimum
of 8 feet high; and that any problem of drainage on
the property be at the cost of the developer.

BLAKEY said he would agree to everything except the
opening of access on the east side to Lambsdale.

k:* 4

HILL questioned why all the traffic should be channeled to
Oliver by means of 10 th, 11th and 12th Streets and why would it
hurt to siphon some off on Lambsdale Drive.

BALKEY commented that it would be taking the traffic right
through a res idential area rather than away from it. HILL pointed
out that the area to the west is also residential.

GALBRAITH requested a clarification on the sign location at
the intersection of Oliver and 13th, pointing out that Parcel 1 is
261 feet square and therefore a sign could not be placed on Parcel
2.

HILL amended the distance to be 275 feet in
each direction from the intersection.

KAMEN asked if the motion was proposing that the developer correct
the drainage problem all the way south wherever it extends. HILL said
such applied only as far as subject property extends, however, any
problems it creates should be taken care of.

BLAKEY accepted the amendments as proposed.

HENNESSY spoke in favor of the proposed development and asked
Nelson if he could give any idea of the investment involved. NELSON

said he could only estimate 12 1/2 million dollars on the residential
CUP and 10 million on the "LC" development proposed, plus the cost
of the land. He continued that in view of the investment, the
developer cannot afford to construct anything but the most desirable.

VOTE ON MOTION: Carried unanimously. (Arnholz
absent.)

RISING commended the people for their involvement and interest
and said the Commissioners share their concern, but must attempt tu
vote for what is the greatest good for the entire situation and
will certainly make every effort to take into consideration points
raised in future considerations of this development.

rfite* I
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For clarification and to include the recommendations in the

staff reports which were a part of the motion, the Commission's
action is as follows: 1*449

That the Planning Commission recommend approval of the zone
change request (Z-1567) subject to the platting of all the
property associated with all three cases (Z-1567, DP-57
and DP-58) within one year from the date of approval by the
Board of City Commissioners; or the application be con-
sidered denied and closed; AND approval of CP-57 (Amendment
to the Commercial Community Unit Plan, subject to the fol-
lowing conditions:

a. Platting of subject property within one year from
the date of approval by the Board of City Conunis-
sioners; or the application be cons idered denied
and closed.

b. . Increase of the building setback line adjacent to
the south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet
to 35 feet.

c. Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

d. Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

e. Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to Harding. WA.
fea£mmme

f. Expand General Provision #5 to read as follows:
Advertising ground signs shall be permitted along
13th Street and Oliver, only within a distance of
275 feet from the intersection, not to exceed the

42< . height of 30 feet, nor to be placed so as to pro-
ject over any public right-of-way. No billboard
advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

tl38..

EP: 0 .34'611
1:- El

=374«€449=

g

2142%'.2,0

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the
land included within the Community Unit Plan does
not constitute 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.

1*ilf

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 o f Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall con-
stitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction 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;

AND

10*1. approval of DP-58 (Residential Community Unit Plan, subject
to the following 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.

<160''
/"rissi,

2 south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to
b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the

feet.35
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c. Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

'9413
et

d. Add a General Provision to #12 stating that "At the
time of platting, the applicant shall guarantee theta#E £ . ...· a

construction of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street
200 feet in either direction from the center of the
major driveway."

;wtte.r3;2%46:tm
2%21412*.0%

1

9

h
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Change the plat to reflect an access point to Lambsdale
Drive. ff:':'

Amend General Provision #9 to provide for a minimum
234=8-foot masonry wall or wood fence along the east, ·-IME

south and west, which should read as follows:

A planting screen 15 feet in width will be pro-
vided and maintained adjacent to the east line of
Harding Avenue except at points for ingress and
egress. A solid or semi-solid wall constructed of
brick, stone, masonry, architectural tile, wood or
other similar material at least 8 feet high shall
be constructed along the east and south lines of
Parcel #3 and along the west line adjacent to Hard-
ing, as indicated on the plan.

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the
Homeowners Association Agreement under General
Provision #8.

..:.9.49

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

4

1294.=

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 In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construc-
tion of the proposed development. ..E

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

44)41
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November 7, 1973

Mr, Ralph Wuls
City Managor
City Building

Michita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Nulz,

The attached petition which is sit'nod and veriflable, is
submitted to the City Manager by the recorded property
owners adjacent to tf··3 Lanibsdalle CUP. The petition is in
support of the ammendment in which Lambsdale Street is
opened as an access and enress to the cast. They desire
that the attached petition be submitted to our City
Coemissioners and other interested parties prior to tile hearing
of NoVember 13, 1973.

Yours truly, 

4:41)flut
494 Donald F'. McArthur

*2«:4
DFM:em
Attach

-(bh,-de).1+ 4-181,264

t 16ty

ybi€

47¢.0 6&4=41¢d=A,61



4624'61

t,,t

e e
PETITION

WE THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS LIVING WITHIN THE 200 M. REQUIREMENT

ADJACENT TO LAMSDALE COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN ARE IN COMPIETE AGREEMENT

WITH RETAINING LAMBSDALE STRE• AS A POINT OF ACCESS TO THE EAST

l u•- L 9&4*,1 /2- 4/ N 8.-56.1
· TO HELP RELIEVE TRAFFIC IN TIE ENURE ApA.
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Wichita, Kane, s
Wichlit: Cily Ce=iosion I:ovember 5, 1973
City Billtiln,-
204 Coul-, , e.in
Wichita, Trnses 67202 RE: DP-57 - Commercial CEP

DP-58 - Residential CUP

Southepot Corner of 13 th and Oliver
Doar City Co:r:niasion Kembers:

I. our letter dated Oct,o'·,or 23, 1973 U the Wichita Sodrwick County planning Courission,
copy of which is ntt.-,ched, we exprosred concern at*out men drairr.le proble:n, the Bilting
condition in our pond, r,nd polution of our pond area which will bo caused 17 the 3,1 090:,ad
project.

In recard to ·the draluaae issue w left the M. A.P.C. meotins on Thurminy, October 25,
1973 rt· ·t.he conclusion of I ton 17C, Core No. D --58, thinking the problem h.d bcon recolved
to our satisfaction. A motion Was msde End approved ly X. A.P.C. staff me:·-,Lera, roccre.ending
the r.,proval of the proposc·.1 331:,1 subjret to ec,rbair. conditions, one of which was ':ib-I. cli

proldema coused ty the oovelor.rort bo 0,1,1 for by the developer.11 This is Gic annegnt.,t'.s itrppecred in the Friday nerning Eet.le, C ctobar 26, 1973, copy of which item isatte ... d. n receirst of our copy of lottor to :'r. Notort N. I'clecon, Attorney for the
Develoy.ment, fron Not,ropolit.r·.2 Area Plarmilin Cornission dated October 26, 1973, 120. :=Dove
mentioncd condition bod been delented j end in its place a pprocre.ph stating the.t "droinego
problow will bo resolved et the tine of plotting, i.·ad thrt draing.ce cocts En ruble.zi
nmof·.6.-4 will Le ct tic exper.so of the ricvolover." These tbreo words Non bubjoct property"
are vory distreesing to us, as our interpretation of this fitater.crnt is thet the devoloper
absolves hir.self of r.ny res:ponsibility for dre.ina:'63 problems crused by the development
outside the conflnes of the development. It is our opinion that the project developer
should la rooponsitio for oll drainoce c:renses cous.d by the project. This is not to imply
th/t we think the developer N·.ould bo responsible f.'or coy drairinro problems that existed
prior to tho project,. Le /,100 feel thrt i.be developer should beer his proportion,Ate. 2.Tre
of any future expenoc s incux red in gonnection with di·ainoge problems in the benefit dic trict,

The oilling of our pond area is enother concern phich mUSt be resolved. This condition
is bound to occur whon eerth moving equipment sta·t operations in the proposed project area.
We are willing to dismiss this important matter with Deal Development Company at any illne
at their convenlence.

The polution problem at this time seems unsolvable as Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission members were reluctant to even discuss the matter.

We pre not opposed to the proposed project and feel thfit it would be beneficial to the
City of 1.'icilitn; however, we hope that the above stated concerns can be resolved.

Yours truly,

Fi... 9·l €',..., ......
, ,  Eugene H. Cusick

3.'' !.Lf/'.75,- f. g.': 4,4,
1.:art-,aret Lucile Co:...2

r> o f, -1,
7» £ 62 h<.4,<X -X-,i -

cc : Wichita retronolitan Area rlenning COMmil;Siont// Bud huthrn

Oblirircr-Snit!1 Corp. - Cons:ultnnta
2..1.., 1 1,1. h?...¢1...,/1Mr. i'. S. :'itchell, Flood Control

B'r. Jiw tik·,n, 1-nviromeni: 1 1'.·alth Arcncy Un·la, 6...:-7

Em.r:z.
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2 ALBERT J. KIRK 
AT,ORNE¥ AT LAW

WICHITA. KANSAS /7207

310/605·9261

gre)?94

November 7, 1973 cre, cl

City Clerk I'·. .- Ejar> -
CITY OF WICHITA

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Zoning No. Z-1567
Community Unit Plan application for
the corner of 13th and Oliver

Dear Sir:

The purpose of this letter is two fold:

1. To request that the above referenced matter be referred by the
, City Commission back to the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-

sion, and,

2. To indicate my desire to make an oral presentation at the City
Commission hearing on November 13th.

Ims'·
51

dMaiR

The Community Unit Plan that is filed with the MAPC indicated that Lambsdale
Street would not be cut through to the proposed development. In conversations
with the planning staff and representatives of the developer,it appeared as though
neither the staff nor the developer desire to have this access. Based upon these
attitudes, the possibility of granting the developer'access onto Lambsdale did

: not appear to be even a remote possibility.

-622:

At the MAPC hearing little more than passing reference was made to providing
access to the development by Lambsdale Street. After several hours hearing,
around 7: 30 p.m., a motion was made to approve the C.U.P. subject to some
modifications, one of which was to provide access to the development by Lambsdale
Street. No further opportunity was granted persons protestihg this access to
be heard.

Based upon the·foregoing set of facts, I feel that an adequate opportunity to be
heard by the MAPC was not granted. Based upon the following factors, I believe
that providing access to the development by Lambsdale Street is not advisable:

*r:g·

t.,R.. 4,92, -9 .t.
.>f./-"'*'/*I&.6%
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November 7, 1973

City Clerk

Page Two

.fle.

1. The present plan for the development of the3 easterly portion of the
C.U .P. called for an additiotial single family residential street im-
mediately to the west of Pinecrest, which residential street would
intersect Lambsdale. It was based upon this representation that the

present landowners feel comfortable with the use of Lambsdale Street.

2. Lambsdale Street between Pinecrest and Edgemoor is not designed to
be a collector street, and is not physically capable or safe when used
for that purpose. Under the C.U.P. as approved by the MAPC, Lambsdale

Street would become a collector street.

3. Lambsdale Street passes by the front of houses, and in most cases
this is not desirable because of the much heavier traffic that would

be generated on Lambsdale Street.

Because of two curved sti·eets coming together at Lambsdale and Edge-

moor, it is unsafe to allow Lambsdale Street to generate more traffic.

2,92,Wk

4

5

6

No plan is indicated to make Lambsdale Street a "tlirough street", so that
there would be Yield or Stop signs on intersecting streets.

There are presently no sidewalks along Lambsdale Street between

Pinecrcst and Edgemoor, and this could be dangerous if more traffic

is generated on Lambsdale.

41¥2

Thank you for your attention.

4 9

'7•304#7/ .t¢.A·t.r

/'itty truly yours,

ALBERT J. KIRK

AJK: mctl

"F
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· City Clerk
104 Cily Building<
Wichita, Ks.

Dear Sir:

SAVE IAMBSDAIE RESIDENTIAL AREA COM;·NITY

November 6, 19739 1 RE?.EIVED '-1
h ITY C.t '4€3 OFFICE 1 -
1 -14-2 -73 1 · Il: v.. I

¢ITY J!/2.

Re: Z-1567 "AA" and "If]" to "R-5"
DP-57 - Commercial CUP

DP-58 - Residential CUP
Southeast Corner of 13th and 011vor

More than 70 LaT,bsdale Area Resident Home DInners riot at Adams Elementary
School on November 5, 1973, at 7:00 P.M. The purpose of this meeting was to
discuss the effec t of a zoning change of Lambe' s property on our residential
community. 'he following items are proposed for your consideration before
approving the referenced CUPs:

1. Limit height of condominiums to conform with the residential area
already established.

2. liake access and egress to 13th and to Oliver (major thoroughfares)
and not into the present residential sections via 10th street,
1lth street, and Lambsdale Drive; preserve the normal residential
traffic on our streets as originally planned for this residential
area.

3. In order to protect property valuation. Purchasers of Lambsdale
residential sites were restricted to control size, plan, elevation,

925.*

and set-back. Any new developer in Iambsdale should.be bound by
the same coverants as we were.

This is a distinctive and outstanding district, with quiet, restful
living and with safety for our children. The kuilding of a concen-
trated living section, such as the proposed condominium, would
jeoparize this community with extra traffic, water run-off, lights,
and noise.

'Ihe value of our properties and our present security will be
lessened by this high-density living area and its close proximity
to our properties.

To maintain the uniformity of this community, the same planting
screen should be on the east and south boundaries of Parcel #3 as
proposed in "f" amendment to Provision #9. Add setback same as
Recel #2.

24#4

Natural drainage of the present adjacent property must not be
impaired by either a wall or fence. Provide adequate openings at
base of wall.

Any drainage or water problems created by the development, should

be assumed by the developer, whether on the development, on adjacent
property or on property below the development.

The present water supply in this area is weak; if 321 units are
built in the development, additional water supply is required.

*tio:
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Save Izunbsdale Residon'+1 Area Commu
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Paige 2

10.

11.

Traffic flow must be guaranteed to adjacent property owners.
to the thorouslifares Oliver and 13th streets must be guarantee
the C3ty to acconodate this proposed increase of vehicles (600
minimum to 1200 naximum from the condominium area, plus the vo
increase from :shoppers at the new shopping center). .

All traffic-flow corrections should be made in proportionate
to the construction rate.

46ti

12

%044

13

@Et?·A;

Traffic congestion at 13th and Oliver should be studied by
to determine if present street sizes should be adjusted to
additional traffic flow, or if off streets must be provide
adequate traffic safety and flow.

9,4*jb

The metropolitan Area Planning Commission is established to work out
the details of a proposed development and zoni.ng change. In order ,>
te do this intelligently, the developer's proposal is listened to and
the adjoining property owners are invited to subMit their requed·ts
regarding the effect the zoning change and the proposed- development
will have on the established area. The proper.ty owners were notified
by letter that Items DE-57 and DF-58 would be .considered at 1: 30 P.M,
on Thursday, Cotober 25, 1973, in Room 401, City Building Annex,
and we· could appear if we -6.osired. 'The Commission didn't get to thes
items until approximately 5:20 P.M. ihe developer' s attorney made hi
presentation first, then various property owners made their requesfs
and asked questions. By this time (approximately 7:30 P.M.), the
Commissioners wore getting tired, impatient, and hungry as they had
not eaten dinner. Questions were answered bruskly or were not
considered politely. When property owners questioned an amendment
to the DP-58 plan, they were told that they could not be heard and
could not yarticipate further in the meeting. We consider this
unfair treatment from the Commission.

The doors of the City Building Annex, .104 S. Main, were locked at
6,00 P.M.; the public-hearing meeting in the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commissioners Room continued until approximately 7:45 P,M.
Some of the interested residents, who came to the 1:30 P.M. Reeti,2
waited for an hour or two for the DP-57 and DP-58 Items on the
Commissioners' agenda. (Those items were No. 17 on the agenda.)
Realizing that another couple of hours would pass before agenda
Item No. 17 was considered, some persons left the building, returne
later, and found that doors had been locked. Also several property
owners, who left the meeting to put additional money in the parking
meters on the municipal parking lots, found they could not get
back in the building. No one was in attendance at the door to let
them hack to the neeting. The above conditions denied property
6wners the right of public hearing.

Respectfully submitted,

SAVE IAILBSDALE RESIDENTIAL AREA CO!·9·IIri'25

NO:,A--6*Li.-/I.£
H. A. Schowalter, Chairman
1159 Forth Pinecrest
Wichita, KS 67208

41-7
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November 6, 1973
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t CITY CLCRK '

1056 N. Bottin

Wl.chita, Kansas

November 7, 1973 L

Board of City Commissioners of Wichita

c/o City Clerk --
City Bitilding Re: Metropol.itan Area Planning 
Wichita, Kanscs Commission

Items: 2-1567
DP-57

DP-58

Gentlemen

I am a resident of this area, living and residing at 1056 North Battin
immediately across the street south frog the proposed Col·dominlum
Development known as C.U.P. DP-58. The legal description of my
property is:

"Lot 4 and the West 10 Ft. of Lot 5, Block
"A," Levitt Is Addition to Wichita, Kansas.

REA

This development is proposed in an area which is bi-sected from
north to south by a stream; has a 2-acre pond at the southwest
corner of' the area; accunulates drainage by natural run-off from
the development of the property already established; has tributary
streams coming from the east and west respectively, and the open
terrain of the property has certain plantings and natural trees and
shrubs accenting the residence and barn located on the premises and
is used as posture. Whereas the tributary from the west is covered
and contained in a storm sewer ].ajd under 10th Street, the larger
tributary is open drainage which takes run-off from 10th Street at
Old Manor and Pjnecrest from Parkwood, and runs it all into a ditch
on the nprth side of loth Street fro some 300 Ft. to the stream bed.
In many instances, rain occurring or) this area overaows out of the
tract to the north into this djtch when the pend is filled lip, and
all or tho run-off fro..1 the east, down 101}1 Street, already is a
serious problem to the residents and homeowners on this street.

f, *i'.37
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

22%

This area, from 13th Strpet to inth -St-.reet and alongside Harding
to the east line. is proposed ats a Cond.:Ainli]In ,zinder Dr-57 and
DP-58 C.U.P., as P.-5 Zonjng, The density of por,ilaticn for this
30-acre tract; j.9 300 Unjts, (10 Units per acre). Thc stream bed
is proposcri to be covered I'ro.,1 .131;}2 Street. South for one block in
a flume, and then straightened, End the sti·eam-flow proposed to be
Widened 1,0 a distance or aPi))'ox P,tately 80 Ft. The pond is to be

partjally filled and part of it would bucone a 'stream-bed Ara inage
area. The Unit,s arc to have private drives, and, as originally
proposed, would exit: and enter Uth Street with access cut through
125 ]4. north of 1Oth Street, and on ].Sth Street going west, and
form a main entrance and exit off' 13th Street, about the center of
the development. To this has hoon added the Metropolitan Area
Planning Com:nissionis amendment to opon Lombsdale into the Con-
dominium area.

PROPOSED AMENDMEN·T

1. It is proposed t}·mt the unnece.:sary burdens of traffic in
the residential area be closed. norticularly Lambodole. 42*12

2

lights
lights
noise

Protection of' surrounding homes
and noise, requiring linit.at:ion of
in the Condominium area, and ucitig

in conjunction with any fence or wa.

be afforded from adjacent
the type and heights of =22

landscape buffer to reduce
11 surrounding this property.

3. Since the proble:n of drair*ge requires. re-working of the present
stream bed and would carry additional run-off flow.to that already
passing through and j.ntersecting with this proverty, immedjate re-
strictions and requirements should be set up outside of any platted
area of the property to realign the stream with the pond which it
passes through south of 10th Street so as to carry this increased
drajnage and stream flow, without injuring estabiished properties
affected by the flow of this mier, or reducing their value, or in-
oreasing cost to them for containment of such stream flow.
The residents desire that· each parser, In this area will not; become
affected by a reducti on in the value or thai.r property because of(1) any increased traffic; (2) any increased 1jght; (3) any increased
noise; (4) any increased run-off or drainage flow of water, or any
increased services, wit·hot.it adequato cont·.ainment and nrovlsion made
for each or these h:?zards, preventing 1·.be sonic from overflowing

aga:Inst the ind.vidualls property affect.rid thereby.

92*.13
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The residents believe that the development·. proposed should be re-
stricted vithin the Con·norcial C.U.P. and Residentic] C.U.P.,
"LC" and "R--5" Zoning, and mode so thot the water run-off, lights,
traffle, services, noise and drainage flow would riot cast nny
additional. border, upen mic:h proper·ties, L:frect·.1-ng their value. The

cost of these matters must be considerod all to be 2 part of the
developer 'o expense of doing business for profit in building and
sclljng Condo:·,inlun Units, The residents, including myself, are
all aDDI·49,2. Ave that by rc-zoning th·is tract for these purroues,
the interests of the developer would become control].ing, leaving
behind cocts for Wir residents to suffer because their properties
deter·jorated in value or were burdened w..t.h other special items as
a result of this development.

Fairness dictntes t]·ott where any special damages would occur in the
immediat.2 residential area, carried out as a part of such re-zoning
and develorment, then the developers should be required to reimburse
and hold lial':nleas thoce persons or proDerti.cs so damaged.

»Mt
i trust thot the Co:nmission would di,] y study this problem so that a
balance would be reflecte,1 to the surroundi.ng properties by (1) equal-

izing set-back lines; (2) putting in reguiretnents of perimeter land-
scape screening; (3) restricting the type and height of lighto within
the Condominium promises; (4) restricting the access outlets to the
original plan submitted ; and (5) requiring, in -dvance as a part of 
the plan, the containment of the stream. flew, run-off and drainage
so that nc greater flow would be exper'lenced by the adjacent properties
in the area.

Yours very truly

Lu OLA- _
James W. Ed-:arclu

Doris Er.]wurdi

*C&,:-·1·
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KAHRS. NELSON, FANNING. HITE & KELLOGG
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

AUSTIN M COWANI,0-1

'IC'0 C HITE

DAARELL O ELLOr·I

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

November 7, 1973

Ant' OIl

262 3777

Mr. Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

Re: Z-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to "R-5"
DP-57 - Commercial CUP

DP-58 - Residential CUP
Southeast Corner of 13th and Oliver

Pursuant to your letter dated October 26, 1973, there is enclosed
herewith nine (9) corrected copies of both Community Unit Plans
(Commercial-Residential ) which are to be forwarded to tlle City
Commission for consideration at its meeting on November 13, 1973.

With reference to the DP-57, Amendment to the Commercial Community
Unit Plan, all changes recommended by you in your letter of Octo-
ber 26, 1973, have been shown on the corrected new CUP, except the
following:

1. The sign limitations as recommended by the Planning
Commission at its meeting, that such signs be within 275 feet of
the intersection of 13th and Oliver, has not been set out for the
reason that we desire to present this matter to the City Commission
and request the following:

a. Sign limitations on Oliver Street, 350 feet;

b. Sign Limitations on 13th Street,·600 feet.

With reference to the Residential CUP, all of your requested changes
have been made, except the following:

'19

a. The access point to Lambsdale Drive, has not
been shown. This will be presented to the
City Commission as it is opposed by the
petitioner and also by the residents in the
Lambsdale area.

i 19. J492*2%1.·ifj
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KAHRS. NELSON. FANNING. HITE & KELLOGG
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

SUITC €330 · 200 WES¥ DOUGLAS AVENUE

W. A 'AIRS WICHITA. KANSAS 67202
f¢ODCAT H.NELSON

262·3777

November 7, 1973
DARRELL D. /1.LOGG

Fl,CHARD L.,IONCYMAN

LARAY A.WITICIS

Mr. Jaek H. Galbraith, Chi.ef Planner

104 South Main

-24+21•1
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

Re: Z-1567 - "AA" and "Le" to "R--5"
DP-57 - Commercial CUP

DP-58 - Residential'CUP

Southeast Corner of 13th and Oliver

Pursuant to your letter dated October 26, 1973, there is enclosed

4

'Affir

herewith nine (9) corrected copies of both Community Unit Plans
(Commercial-Residential) which are to be forwarded to the City
Commission for consideration at its meeting on November 13, 1973.

With reference to the DP-57, Amendment to the Commercial Community
Unit Plan, all changes recommended by you in your letter of Octo-
ber 26, 1973, have been shown on the corrected new CUP, except the
following:

1. The sign limitations as recommended by the Planning
Commission at its meeting, that such signs be within 275 feel· of
the 'intersection of 13th and Oliver, has not been set out for the
reason that we desire to present this matter to the City Commission
and request the following:

a. Sign limitations on Oliver Street, 350 feet;

b. Sign Limitations on 13th Street, 600 feet.

With reference to the Resi,dential CUP, all of your requested changes
have been made, except the following:

49*1.

a. The access point to Lambsdale Drive, has not
been shown. This will be-presented to the
City Commission as it is opposed by the
petitioner and also by the residents in the
Lambsdale area.
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Mr. Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner
Page -2-
November 7, 1973

b. The 8 foot wall/fence has not been shown on
Harding Street, as this matter is desired
to be presented to the City Commission.
This matter will be opposed by the developer
an also by the adjacent property owners on

Harding Street.

A petition is being filed with the City Manager by 13 property owners,
wherein they oppose the construction of an 8 foot wall on the Hard-
ing Street side, and are requesting that the CUP be returned to a
grass medial with an approximate 3 foot low screening that is of a
nature to prevent walk-through traffic.

We have complied with all other items pursuant to your letter of
October 26, 1973, except the items as above listed. We desire to·be
heard before the City Commission on these particular items at the
meeting on November 13, 1973.

Yours very-£=ul¥,

of KAHRS, NELSON, FANNING, HITE & KELLOGG

RIiN: t

Encs.

CC: Mr. Gary Wiley
Mr. Paul Brown
Mr. Karl Solomon
Deal Development
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9:..9:99 Wichita City Commission
Wichita City Clork's Office
Wichita, Kansas 

Ret Lambsdale C.U,

Development Plan - 58

Dear Sirs:

The residents of Lambsdale, Pinecrest, Parkwood, and Old Manor
Streets do hereby declare unfair, hearing by the Planning Com-
mission, October 25, 1973 meeting for approving Lambsdale Street
to be opened for access by the development of Deal Development
Company. The unfair hearing was due to the motion late in the
evening, the residents were denied discussion.

We the undersigned do hereby request the City Commission of Wichita
to not open Lambsdale Stree€ from the community unit plan as filedby Deal Development Company. We do not desire to have any additional -:....:3*4
traffic in our area and it will not facilitate traffic to an arterial
street.

The residents will have representation at the November 13. 1973 City
Commission Meeting. The residents have not been heard pertaining
to Lambsdale Street.

Thank you.

9%4

A,239-

Sincerely,

Resident

5421 Lambsdale
Wichita, Kansas
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We the undersigned, residents of Li:,lisdale., Pinccrest, Parkwood and

011 Manor streets, do hereby request the city con-nission of Wichita

to Int open Lambsdale street from ila col:u·.unity mit plan as filed by

Deal D.ovelopment Co],pany. he do not dosiro to have any additional

traffic in oitr area and it will not facilitato traffic to an

artcrial street. <

, 9&494.

e

2*92*1»4

-7=tu*5".»-2

. 'F



/h Page 1
9 €0

DATE SIGNATURE ADDRESS

1//4/7 -1 31#-rE j):044-2 6.4-, i ·ao ·R (8; 61-<..1-ac..4.-i,-ct-
t

11.4.13 v 7/3---20 1 412(L- 6-bus 20.-.4., 0110-4
.ga ) s 84:ill-4

\\- £1 -13> AL*Il /llfijlt LY£ i 5-90 z_a»LL scled t,11

1 - 4 · 33' ,2,469'fi,il<&41 -47.7-2941-6-6
4

7-4 -7 a *luu, pi. / -Lcibt>o . 54. 2, Quz *pi .62-s_c lit- Lli_
<515 7-n-> A:..:.h rA I.S 4 t I A d- i, C &4.-U--0 -

7- / d ,-2,0 47 42,.0ekl, 1 \ 7-1 Ar' 0140 kne-,-o-r
TD . /4017. 2 ,- 4 J, ak.

.,A 10 1
/411-1 /00.7ikecres-f

L..) 3% iCA« 94 N. BAL C/u.OU
1 <#hQYL cfv/ 41 9 0 -57, (flka,...4-
#13 e,144, 71· - Jivj 2/9 61· O <«2.eA.

4. Mls- h. PUJuar

11 47 61. 2, 4 € e 0-4 5 7-

.14-0 546< »c.-e.4«6042
73 -73«*5'14« g m A»do u._
-13 Ti#01/ 9. s? 704 .5-9 /9 3 t.,1.16L

C.-

7 0 -<6:J-Alt f »7:rtIC'-1 74 945«
r·-r-r.,rl,i-k..: i

73, fia>tc*e:e «el»-1-262 04'OJE&;:4*06.
Siol «l. . , i .-

1. 1 44 4'uvs.-eut. .

./.«C-/ 292.7 ---VLLk--
53 <t )./ ,5/r- Lk-4, 0

13 4, 4,·9777...0-1*23:, 1(14 »1'46€ 277° ·-«/
-75 /,77"-,dup7,7NZAtio-,£, 4 1,1 71. 6 A.1.71)& _. 9 & '9

46i

-75

73

73

73

73

I */14.46

ni.,A -

...2 341 .&#.:;<1,©Tattl ·"· 5 r ..v

L

L

4.1.



r

r

.4........le<46/*&*#I+Re ,·
-1/lill".I.."I.-.i'/'I...'....-Ilj:I.-9.-'%•·.....1 4

I)Al'E

./ 67723

Page 3

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

(7 1%
4 f

1/4- 4£'12 .·
'/16(6-2,-, *c, -06 ,<j..te-i,t.k

7; ia. M ..1 19 J-1,·LLc,·u

1224-6,

Il 71 A/. Phtd.106-t-
U/'3 A·' 45--'--0/

i

4-5--73 .}0 -,5-13- tkt- 7-6-0-90« 110 1. *u . l,0 j.c,22· S·r
n

I Zo i Al. 31-,u.£.1 P

D-(,-7-3 11 Nt /J . o t.0 t'„ .t**c.4 •27T
9646 11 -6-: 3 92·,Lic.4 .......
193.2.4.I + 1
44 //- 6 -75 . tic'r-l
44% 11 -6 - 73· , ,-Lt,1, Z.1 U.,

i / 20 t:  ,CA.-r.... , /t'· (492· 774•.-.z.e--i

a.,4 l 1.39 -11.0-Ul Bl.96/- 7

1 13'1

/1-6-23

2<12 //-6 73

Ijalid.6,4 . 5.f--.-hed.U \-?,c, 1 07 Gl..·5.364·ret

/30, 4 T ,·14:,LUL,Or,
r-7> '

Au·. 2.1. d j..4 49.-84
/13% .3

3;zi. 4„6/*,>22'C:65'c-

t i 7 9- li. o g... L € 1 -1-
1170- /10. A·Uek:.·l,

54 2 I »LL.·i L_

*·i'

0 +41. _14



r -3

i»

.I.

Z WL'Moll

{1004•looz)

WALDO u wrrpone

\Vet,nore & \Vetinpre.--: · · ·---
A-1-rot,NiEYS·A'1.1 Ay· NECEIVED 709-1 1 Ililtini: 1„11 L|i,4 i:!TY /1 EAK· 5 Or,-!CE ,[LE'HONC 263·3240,- . Wirhiti. Kan,ns 672(14

N.vemher 7, 1973

of Wichita

r

Re: Metropolitan Area Planning

Con/fission

Items: 7-1 567

DP-57
DP-58

area, living aric] res:Id:ing at 51.25 E. 10th,

street ·south from .the proposed Conde:niniu·n
U.P. DP-58. The legal doseript-,1.on of my

'f, and 08*

Board of City Commiss·inners
c/o City Clerk
City Bu·ilding
Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen

I am a resident of thi

immediately across the
Develormont known as C

property is:

11 Lot 5, except the Weat 10 Ft. there:
the West 4.61 Ft. of Lot 6, Block "A

Addition."

" Lei,-1 it ' s 1-/43:J

ARE

re©

39

»64

This development is proposed in an arca which is bi-sected from
north to soi.ith by a stream; has a 2-acre pond at the Mouthwat

corne]? cf the area; accumulates draincige by natural run-off from
the deve].nr·vent of iDe property already establ.ished; has tributary
streams comin': from the CLIst and west respectively, and the open
terrain of the property has certain planting; and natural trees and

shrubs accenting the residence and barn located on the pre..ises and
iS Used Os pasture. Whereas thr, trehutary from the west 19 covered
and contained in a storm sewer laid under ].Oth, 3.-,root:, the lar·ger

tributart is open drajnoge which t,kes r·un-off from lat.h Street at
01.d Nonor and Pin,·crest fro·,·. Parkwood, and runs D. all. into a ditch

on the north sjdc of 101-1 Street for some. 300 Ft. to the strean hed.

In many instancer, min occurl'inrc on thi.: ar·ca over.rlows out; of the
tract to the north into this 9 1.tch when t.he pond is fill.ed ur', ar'l

all of' 1:he run-off fro·. 1.re e:tut, down lot.h .91,pret, already is a
serlows problem tn the residents ard her:cowriers on this street.
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PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

i
This area, from 13th Street to 10th Street and alongside Harding
to the cast line, is proposed as a Condo.niniti·.1 under DP-57 and
Dr-58 C.U.P., as R-5 Zoning. The density or 1,6pulatioil for this
30-acre tract is 300 Units, (10 Units per acre). The stream bed
18 proposed to be covered fron 13th Street douth for ocie block in
a flume, and then otraightened, and the stream-flow proposed to be
widened to a distance of approxioately 80 Ft, The po:icl j.0 to be
partially filled and part of it would become a stream-bod drainage
area. The Units are to have private drives, and, as originally
proposed, would exit and enter 1lth Street with access cut through
125 Ft. north of 10th 3trcet, and on 12th Street goj.ng west, and
form a main entrance and exit off 13th Street, about the center of
the development . To this has been added the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commisaion's amendment to open Lambsdale into the Con-
dominlum area.

PROPOSED AME!1DMENT

1. It is proposed that the unnecessary burdens of traffic i.n
the residential area be closed, particularly Lambscale.

2. Protection of surrounding homes be afforded from adjacent
lights and noise, requiring limitation of the type and heights of
lights in the Condominlum area, and using landscape buffer to reduce
noise in conjunction with any fence or wall surrounding this property.

3. Since the problem of drainage requires re-working of the present +.22
stream bed and would carry additional run-off flow to that already 
passing through and intersecting with this property, immediate re-
strictions and requirements sliould be set up outside of any platted · 1
area of the property to realign the stream with the pond which it EF¢J

passes through south of 10th Street so as to carry this increased =im.
dralnage and stream flow, without injuring established properties
affected by the flow of this water, or reducing their value, or ln-
creasing cost to thein for containment of such stream flow.

944 *2
Ifti.

3:.·19»

The residents desire that each person in this area will not become
affected by a reduction in the value of their property because of
(1) any increased traffic; (2) any increased light; (3) any increased
noise; (4) any increased run-off or drainage flow of water, or any
increased services, without adequate contain:nent and provision made
for each of these hazards, preventing the sarie from overfloving
against the indivldualls property affected thereby.
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The residents bel love that t;De dovel,-]rent· proposed ·shc
stricted within the Commercial C.U.P, and Residentio.1 C
"LC" and "R-5" Zonl.ng, and :cada 00 thot the t,·:it,er run- C

traffic, services, noise and draiting? flow would not ca
additional burden uron ouch proper,ties, aM'eating their
cost of these Inetters must·· be cons.inure·d all t.o be o pa
developcris expenon of doing husitiess ['cu' prof'.it: in bul
selling the Condo·:i„ jum Units. Tlie residents, includin
are all apprehensive that hy re-zoning this truct for t
the interests of' the developer would become c„ntrolling
behind costs for tho residents to 01}f'for because their
cloteriorated iii value or wore burder,ed with other specri:
a result of this develooment.

Fairness dictates that where any special damages would c
immediate resident-in] orea, carried out os a pert of suc
and development, than the developers should be required
and hold harmless those persons or properties so damaged

I trust that the Comp,iss
balance wou].6 be ref'lect

izing set-buck lines; (2
scapescreening; (3) rest
the· Condominium premises
original plan sub:itt.ed;
the plan, the contalmen
so that no groater flow
in the area.

:Ild he re-

ff, lights
st any

value. The

rt of the

Ming and
3 mysele,

hose purposes,
, leaving

propertics
:] items no

,ccur in the

h re-zoning
to reimburze

ion would duly study this problem so that a
ed te the surri),inding properties by (1) equal-
) putt,ing in requirements of perimeter lond-
ricti.ng the type and he.ight of' lights within j
; (4) restricting .1.1,0 access out'.eis to the {
and (5) requiring, in advance as a part of

t of the stred'n. flow, run-off and drainage
Woull be experienced by the adjacent properties 

iYou very truly 0
1« y A.-

7/1 62.-«) 7),09'111179-f
Waldo B-. detmore

r.51·.=..,..'/0 0 ,(mt,/5.5/)
< Genevieve A. Wet:nore
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h f.231: ,

r 3



:.3
KAHRS. NELSON. FANNING. HITE &KELLOGG

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
AUSTIN M COWAN(,ees in.1

WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

ANCA 31€3

202,/777

DAI?MBELL D LLLOCG · November 7, 1973

M'JI KNG:

AR!'PDA LOR:__lint.U_
NOV 71973 42
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Mr. Ralph Wulz, City Manager t-1 FU.[
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Wulz:

Re: 2-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to "R-53"
DP-57 - Commercial CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP

t?29&51

3/74 boutheast Corner of 13th and Oliver

Certain owners of property on Harding Street in the above Resi-
dential CUP, are filing, and same is he.rewith enclosed, a petition
requesting the elimination of an 8 foot wall on'the Harding Street

TOE, side of the Lambe property. This petition is being filed with the
understanding that it will be on the agenda of the City Commission
meeting at the time the above CUP' s are presented for hearing, which
meeting will be on November 13, 1973.,%*21

I do not represent these people, but I am simply forwarding this to
tial matter is set for hearing before the City Commission.

you on their bellalf and they desire to be heard at the time the

30:Y
h J:,

.$01'

9 -4 

30271«
'Robert H. Nelson

of KAHRS, NELSON, FANNING, HITE & KELLOGG

RHN:t

Enc.

CC: Mr. Donald F. McArthur

91.6 0-1AA 1 0 i i 1-
*i.
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WE THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS LIVING ON HARDING STREET OBJECT TO AN

EIGEr FOOT WALL ON HARDING STREET SIDE OF LAMBSDALE COMMUNITY UNIT

PLAN AS WE WILL BIZ FACING DIRECTLY INTO THIS WALL. WE REQUEST THE

EIGHT FOOT HIGH WALL BE ELIMINATED AND RET'URNED TO GRASS MEDIAL WITH

AN APEROXIMATELY THREE FOOr I,OW SCREENING THAT IS OF A NATURE TO
PREVEUT WALK THROUGH TRAFFIC.
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' ZONE CNINGE Report from the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (case No.
REQUEST: (7-1567}

and DP-58) 2-1567 and DP-58) in regard to petition to change from "Lc·' to "R-5·'AA·• and

South side of and request for approval of R,•sidential cuP, generally located on the south
13th Sl. in an

area went of side of 13 th Street in an area west of parkwood Lane. presented.
' parkwood Lane

Legal Description is as follows:

2-1567 ·· A tract in the NW & of Sec. 13, Twp. 27 S, Rll, described
as beginning 20 foot N of the NW corner of Lot 1, Block 11,

' Second Addition to I.imbsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence S 350

feet to the SW corner of Int 4, in said Block 11; thonce
Shly 174.9 feet to the SW corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11:
theme sigly along the wly line of said Block 11, and the :
westerly line of Block 6. Third Addi tion to I.ambsdale,
Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1102.45 feet; thence south
along the west line of said Block 6. 538.57 feet moreor

less to the south line of the NE & of the SW 4 of the NW 3
of said Sec. 13: thence west 510 feet more or less to the
SW corner of said NE & of the SW & of the NW 14 of said sec.
13: thence north along the cast line of the W h or the W 5
of said Ze; 4, 799. 78 feet to a point 1190 feet south of
the NL of said NW 4: thence east parallel with the north
line of said N.: 14 and along the south line of said Fourth

, Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point
310 fect !4Wly from and measured at right angles to the
westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale;
theme MEly along the Ely line of said Fourth Addition to
Lambsdale, 895 feet, more or less; thence Ntly along the -
EL of said Addition, 194.97 feet, more or less: thence
north along the EL of said Addition 240 feet to a point |
310 feot west of beginning; thence east 310 feet to the '
place of beginning. together with Block 1. Fourth Addition
to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, except beginning at the NW
corner of said Block; thence south 583 feet more or less  14
to the north line of 12th Street as plotted in said Additioni

ifiJ

· thence east along thi. north line . of said 12 th Street and
said Street line extended east, 800 feet: theme north
parallel with the west line of said Block 1. 583.7 feet.

more or less to the NL of said Block; thence W along the
NI, or, said Block to the NW corner of said Block and the place of

beginning.

DP-58 - Block 1. Fourth Addition to Lambsda le except beginning at
NW corner; therce south 583 feet M/L to NL of 12 th Street
thence east along Nt. said 12th Street extending east, 800
feet, thence north parallel to the WL Block 1, 583.7 fiet,
more or less to NL said Block 1; thence W along NL naid
Block 1 to NW corner said block and point of beginning,
and the following: A tract in the &1 4 of Sec. 13. T27S,
RlE, described as beginning 20 feet north of the NW corner
of Lot 1, Block 11. Second Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita,
Kansas; thence south 350 fcat to the SW corner of Lot 4,
in said Block 11: thence southwesterly 174.9 feet to the
SW corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11: thence Swly along
the westerly line of said Block 11 and the westerly line
of Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale, Wichita. Kansas, 222€

a distance of 1102.45 feet; thence south along the WL of
said Block 6, 538.57 feet more or less to the SL of the
NEK of the SW4 of the NWi of said Sec. 13; thence west
510 feet. more or less to the SW corner of said NE 4 of
tho SW 4 of the NW 4 of said Sec. 13; thence north along
the EL of the W 'i of the W Ii of said NW %. 799.78 feet
to a point 1190 feet south of the Nt. of said Nw 6; thence
east parallel with the north line of said NW 4 and along
the SL of said Fourth Addition to I.ambsdale, 319 feet more
or less to a point 310 feet northweilerly from and m?asured
at right angles to tho westerly line of said Block 6,
Third Addition to Lambsdale; thence. 1.ortheasterly along
the easterly line of said Fourth Addition to Lambsdal e.
895 feet, more or less; thence northeasterly along the

241» cast line of said Addition, 194.97 feet. more or less:
thenee nort.h along tho east line of said Addition 240
feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning; thence east
310 feet to the place of beginning.

J
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Plg. Comm.
recon,mandation

Mfgic€*421
33* ·,1

Planning commission recon/Hended that Z-1567 be approved subject

to the platting of all tba property associated with all Lhree casos (5-1567,

D/-57 {the following item) and UP-58) within one year from the date of

approval by tho city conunission; or the application be considered denied
and closed, and approval of DP-58, subject to the following

conditions:

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

4

5

6

·66142-

Increate of the builling setback line adjacent to the south
and east lines Of Parcel No. 2 from 30 foot to 35 feet.

Exp.ind General Provision No. 9 to provide t.hat "No wall shall
be constructed in any utility easement.

Add a GL·neral Provision to No. 12 stating that "At the time of
platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construction of an
accell-decel lane c,a 13th Street 200 feet in either direction
from the center of the major drivew.ky.

change the plat to reflect an access point to Lambsdale Drive.

Amend General Provision No. 9 to provide for a minimum 8-foot
masonry wall or wood fe,ice along the cast. south anc] west,
which should read as follows:

7.

8.

9.

10.

A planting ncreen 15 feet in width will be provided and maintained
adjacent to the east linc of Harding Avenue except at points
for ingress and egress. A solid or semi-solid wall constructed
of brick, stone, masonry, architectural tile. wood or other
similar material at 1/2,51 8 feet high shall be constructed
along the eal L and south lines of Parcel No. 3 and along the
west line adjacent to Harding, as indicated on thi plan.

Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the Homeowners
Association Agreement under General Provision No. 8.

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

The development of this property proceeding in accordance with
the development plan as approved by the Planning Commission, and
any substantial deviation of the plan, as determined L, the I
Superintendent of central Inspection and the Director of Planning,,
shall constitute a violation of the building permit authorizing construction of the proposed development.

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

Mayor Donnell Mayor Donnell stated that he received a letter from Mr. Nelson,
Attorney for the applicant, requesting that signs be permitted on 13th Street,
600 feet east of Oliver and on Oliver Street. 350 feet south of 1]th Street,
that no access be provided to Lambsdale, and that the eight-foot masonry wall
adjacent to Harding Street not be considered.

Jack Galbraith

4rikf4i

Jack Galbraith stated that 34.78% of the property owners have signed 1
a legal protest petition which would requi re a 4/5ths Wle of the city Commis- 1
sion to approve the change in zoning. I

The Cornmiss ion proceeded to the opening of Bids on General Obligation
Bonds and the adoption of the two ordinances. Thi commission then returned
to this item.

--Motion made
and carried

Porter moved that the access to Lambsdale be denied and the wall on
the west side next to Harding Street be eliminated. Motion carried unanimously.

H. A. Schowalter H. A. Schowalter. 1159 North Piller:st. spoke regarding the drainago
and the higher density that the new zoning would permit.

./
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Jacob Graybell

Con,m.

Jacob Graybell, 1359 North Parkwood, requested that a permanent; fence be con:;tructed on th- east side of the prop,irly and that he did not
believe that t.he hearing hild by the Planning comni,nion satisfied the State !
statutes of an open public meeting, because by thi. time the PlannIng Conual:,slon
had arrived al. this item on the agenda, the building was locked and the public -
was noL permitted to attend the meating. -6

Shan/han Conmissioner Shan,ihan stated that he lielieved nomething needed to
Le dona in t.hir. regard as he has found it difficult to get in and out of the
City building after hour:· He requente:1 the Dep.irt/ent of Iaw to sce if it is
illegal to lock a public building with the public inside.

%491

, George Slater George Slater, 1345 North par}.wood, objected Le the change in gracie
which would back surface water upon his property.

Eugene H. Cusick 1:ugene H. Cufick, 1010 North !!arding. stated that he lived to the
south of 111is prop/rty and wai part o.iner o. a pond. He behaved the additional

]·un-off caus,3 ly the in,pruvement, would cronin many problems for his property
which ha did not believe he could tolerat./. I

*Z416

1
32

--Motion made Dom·.ell moved that. the matter Lo returned to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Co::mission as time was api,art.lit.ly an inailaquate public hearing and i
request ed t·he Planning Cor.aission to take ouother look at the drainage problem.

Com. Peters Commissioner Peters requested the Department of U•w to determine the i

lagnlily of tho City policy on locking of public hlildings after hours. 1

i --Moti" made Shan/han movcd to amend the motion that the Metropolitan Area ..C,@4amk (Amendment) Planning Commil:sion consider elimination of the wall on the west, access to *ine<*
I/mbsdale on the east and further consideration be given for placement of thu, 94*94--carried wall & nature of the landscaping on the cant. Motion carried unanimously.

Jim Edwards Jim Edwards, 1056 North lattin, Ltatod that as he sees it, it would 

eliminate his prop 'rty a.; he is the own/:r of the pond to the couth or the .

appli.cation Irea and he does not belit,ve· he could gel Lo his property during
times when the droinage channel has water iii it.

14*A

-Motion carried Mayor Donnell'r. motion, as amended, carried unanimously.

 COMMUNITY UNIT DP-57) in regard to request for approval of Comercial Community Unit Plan

Report from the Motropolitan Area Planning Co:mission Cease Number

PLAN: (D/-57)

generally located on the IE corner of Oliver and 13 t], Street. legally
7 SE corner of

Oliver and 13th dencribed as: R!12 - That part of Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale,

Wichita. Kansas, described as beginning at the Nw corner of said Block 1,

thence south 583 feet M/1. to the NL of 12th Street; thence E along m. said

12th Street extending East, 800 feet: thence north parallel with WL Block 1,

583.7 feet M/L to NL said Block 1; thonce W along NL said Block 1 to NW

corner said Block and place of beginning.

plg. COM· Planning Commission recommended approval subject to the following

recommendation ,

conditions:

1. Platting of subject property within one year from the date of
Conditions for approval hy the Board of City Commissioners; or the application
approval be. considered denied aix] /10:nd.

2. Increase of the bui 1/ing :.otliack line adjacent to the south
and east line of Parce] No. 2 from 30 feet to 35 fent.

3. Expand Gelieral Provision No. 7 to provide that ·'No wall shall

be constructied in any utility easement.·'

4. St-inet n,/me shidowlawn /1.1/n shall be changed to Harding.

9.f,12-1.<93

P ,/*.19-

454?
ey=ted?

4119*6:
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»26.

5. Expand General provision No. 5 to read as follows: Advertising a2Am€,6

ground Hign:. f.hal] 1 n Er,numitted along 1 31.h street and Oliver,

only within ·, dist.in<·e 01 275 lit from the int-:.action, not  .
i to i·xe,•rit t.1'K· 1111211,il m .0 1,·i·L. 11ir ti) le W.Ic,·d ·.0 .1. LU /·01,·cl 5.-7

..1
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6. '11,0 trans/,ror Litle of all orany port·.ion or the land inchided
within the Commwity lin L Man docs 1:ot constitute a Lermination · 1
of the pl/n (,r iny Portion thereof, but said 1,1..1, shal] :un t.·illi 
the land for o :i, 11·/ i „1 development and De binding ilion the
present /wre,·5, Lhel, silec::sors and 'ins gmi. Unless amended.

7. The development of thin prop<·ity proceeding in accordance with
the devolopme:it. plan ai: my-,roved ly the Planning Commission, and
any substanti:,1 ileviation of Lhe plan. as determined by the
superint(inact# of Centr·,1 Inspection and the Director of Planning.
i.hall constitute a violation of t'he 13111:ung permit authorizing
coric·truct Em It the Inoposeo develor:nont.

8. Any inajor changes in this development plan l·eing rosubmitted
lo the plamling Commis·:inr. and City Col:unission for their considnra
tion.

9. lildicating ·•complet·.i· acce:n cont:01·· adjacent to 12tl' Street on
t.he face of th,· plhn.

--Returned to Don,/11 moved that·. this nualte·r h· returned Lo the Metrepolitan Area
planning Co:minsion due to an inadequate hearing. Motion carriel

MAI'c

•man ly.inlous

V,F'' 161 ./.,02
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Notices sent to protestors and commentori

Waldo Wetmore. Attorney. 5125 E. 10th, 67208
F. Rea Chapman, 1443 N. Battin. 67208
Jake Graybell. 1359 N. Parkwood, 67208
Rod Johnion. 1201 N. Harding. 67208
Jeanne M. & Beas M. Pariih. 1201 N. Harding, 67208
Robert Moore. 5141 E. 10th. 67208

Jamel Edwards. 1056 N. Battin, 67208
Robert T. Cornwell. 1532 Kenmar. 67208

Mr. and Mrs. Richard Burke. 1317 N. Parkwood, 67208

Herman Barnett. 1351 N. Parkwood. 67208
Lawrence Finley, 1135 N. Pinecrest, 67208
George Slater, 1345 N. Parkwood, 67208

Bud Kuthan , 1020 N. Harding, 67208
Mr. and Mrs. Harold Showalter. 1159 N. Pinecrest, 67208
Zino Bollinger. 4919 2. 10th. 67208

Ray Courter, 1111 N. Pinecrest, 67208
Mrs. Eugene Cusick, 1010 N. Harding, 67208

2·E

13 0.

al,o Mrs. Norma Peirson, 1527 S. Parkwood, 67218. asked for a

notice for the hearing through Gary Thompson, PIO.

Al,0 sent notice to Gary Wiley, Oblinger-Smith Corp., lat National
Bank Bldg., 67202
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PIANNING COMMISSION

CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

November 1 5, 1973

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

This is to advise you that the Board of City Commissioners,
at its regular meeting of November 13, 1973, considered zone
change request, Case Number Z-1567, Residential Community Unit

Plan DP-58, and Commercial Community Unit Plan DP-57, for the
area known as Lambsdale, generally located in the area to the
sou·theast of the intersection of Oliver and 13th Street, east

of Harding, north of loth. and to the west of Pinecrest and
Parkwood. Their action was to return these applications to
the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission for reconsideration.

This is to advise you that the Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will reconsider these
three cases at a special meeting on Thursday, November 29,
1973, in Room 401 City Building Annex, 104 South Main,
Wichita, Kansas, at 1:30 p.m., at which time you may appear
either in person or by agent or attorney, if you so desire.

These two development plans are on file in the office
of the Planning Department, Room 402 City Building Annex,
104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas, and are available for
public information and review.

Assistant Secretary

Jack H. Galbraith

gf:

6*2
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474 Notices to Property Owners sent 11-15-73
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ck:lia and DP-58 - Drainage Problems
Associated with Lambsdale Project

15€ft

er 14, 1973

1194
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Novemb

Ray W. Bruggeman, Director of Public Works

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

As you are aware, the City Commission, at yesterday' s meeting
returned all three cases associated with the Lambsdale property
to the MAPC for reconsideration. One of the major concerns
expressed by many people in the area was related to drainage.
They seem to be not only concerned with the method of handling
drainage on subject sites, but have major concerns with the
increased run-off that will occur and the solutions that will
be necessary to continue the drainage through the areas to the
south.

One of the property owners to the south who has the wooden
bridge to his property is concerned that he may lose his entire
home if drainage Improvements are made. Mr. Cusick, another owner
to the south, is worried that the lake on which his home is located
will fill up with silt or may be lost when either improvements
are made or flash flooding conditions wash out the dam.

Inasmuch as drainage problems and the solution thereof appears
to be one of the major concerns, will you please have someone
from your Department in attendance at the rehearing to provide
answers to question that will again be raised. Although we
recognize that the problem will be discussed at the time of
platting, the adjacent owners are wanting to hear proposed solu-
tions now, and possible methods of financing the improvements.

We have scheduled these three cases for a special meeting of the
Planning Commission to be held on Thursday, November 29, 1973,
at 1:30 p.m. in the Planning Commission Meeting Room.

If you or any member of your staff desire to discuss this matter
with Lakia or myself prior to the meeting, please advise.

JHG:ber

CC:

1:t-:

George Wilton, Supt. of Public Works Maintenance
M. S. Mitchell, Asst. Supt. of Public Works Maintenance

and Flood Control Supervisor

FJ
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October 23, 1973

ti

i?,

Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Plsnning Commission
City Building Annex, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

My name is Eugene H. Cusick. I live at 1010 N. Harding. :* wife and I own a portion
of the pond known as Feserve "A" Adjacent to Lots 4 and 5, Black "B" in Levitts Addition
to I.ichite, Sedz-wick County, Kansas. Mr. & Mrs. Bud ]:uthan of 1020 N. Harding, also are
the o·.ners of a larger porticn 01 this pond; the darn being located on my property. As
you probibly (re aware there is a 24.5' drainage easement at the entrance of the pond
neer loth Street and a 30' easement et the dam area. We have three major concerns relative
to the proposed project 2-57 and DP-53 between 10th ond 13th Street:

1. Possibility of flooding due to the additional water run off from this
project. The preliminary nlat shows the 80' drainage ditch flowing
directly into our pond area. I would like to state for the record thct
in the past ten years we have not experienced any flooding, although the
pond has risen substantially during a few times of abnormal rain fall.
We feel any additional amount of water flowing into the pond area miiht
cause flooding. 1.e also feel that the pond itself serves as a reservoir
and if it were deepened would help serve as a restraining force to possible

flooding.

51

2. Cur second concern is thp silting condition of our pond at the present time.
The worst area of silting is in and immediately south of the 24·5' drainage
easement at the entrance of the pond neer 10th street and extending into
Mr, Muthan end my properties. It is our opinion that this condition would
not exist were it not for the large open area in the area of this proposed
project, and the substantial amount of dirt which has washed into our pond
from the lerge drainace area. No legal action has been initiated to this
date; however, We feel this should not.be our total responsibility.

3. Cur other concern is pollution which probably would occur frcm oil being
washed from the proposed asphalt streets. Also from oil and ge s leakage
from the many cars which would be parked in the proposed project area.
This pollution could kill the fish in our pond and spoil the water for
the wild ducks which often lend there. We feel our pond is beautiful End
helps beautify the City of Wichita.

Jkho K :a

We do not feel thet these problems ere insurmountable,.and we realize that you ·
can not stop progress. In order to show good faith and a willingness to cooperate
I would be willing to sell the aree of the dam for '1.00 to a second party on the 42
conditior that the dem be rcbuilt in such a manner as to eliminate any possiblity of
future flooding in our area Ind to the south of us. This would also be conditional
thot at the same time the pond could be drained /nd the siltinc condition alleviated.
I Em sure the. se problems can be resolved and I am willint to cooperate in Iny ..ay
that I 'con. Thank You. /2· i FE·\

Eilene 6.

Dul K. than

ec: C.blinfor-lith Corp. - Consultants
Er. Mitc:1011, City 4-incur
Mr. Jim Aiken, Envirenmnnt::1 :reilth Acency

Cusick

* 1
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City Manager's Agenda Item page -.:'7':I

RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING

AND APPROVAL OF RESIDENTIAL CUP

CASE NO. Z-1567 and DP-58 CONS IDERED BY MAPC: 10-25-73

REQUEST FOR: "AA"and "LC"to "R-5" and Approval of Residential CUP

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) :

"Developers desire to build multiple housing on this area, part of
which was classified as "LC" classi fication, and requires a density
of 'R-5" classification, and this portion of the light commercial

will be reduced to "R-5" classification along with the remaining
portion now zoned "AA". In order to economically construct improve-
ments and to utilize the property, an "R-5" class ification is required.

GENERAL LOCATION: South side of 13th Street in an

area west of Parkwood Lane

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

See attached excerpt of Planning
Commission minutes of October 25,
1973.

ty

el

APPLICANT:
Claude R. Lambe, c/o Robert H. Nelson, Suite 630,

200 West Douglas 67202, and

4,2'2 COUNSEL FORDXBLEXPment Company, Dallas, Texas
Robert H. Nelson, Attorney

PROTESTORS (LIST OOUNSEL) IF ANY:
Lawrence Finley, 1135 Pinecrest,
spoke in opposition.·

3215:N=

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

3*k L LAND USEs Subject property is single-family and undeveloped; north is
single-family and church; east and south is single-family; west is Ng..
single-family, church parking and undeveloped.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:
?3=:a///B*:

That Z-1567 be approved subject to the platting of all the property 3';26*2),1

associated with all three cases ( 2-1567, DP-57 and DP-58) within one
. I year from the date of approval by the City Commission; or the application

be considered denied and closed; AND approval of DP-57 and DP-58, sub-

ject to conditions as shown in the attached excerpt of Planning Comrnis-- l.
sion minutes of October 25, 1973.

3 Aaa*
*322

Hill moved, Blakey seconded and it carried unanimously. (Arnholz absent.) 14%

4223 r. NOTE: The percentage of protest petitions received on Case No. Z-1567
wIIT be pointed out at the time the case is considered by the City Com-
mission.

794
aday

ACTION 1. Approve the zone change and CUP as recommended by the Metro- 2
politan Area Planning Commission, subject to the recommended conditions,
and instruct the Planning Department to forward the ordinance for first h.5:
reading when the plat is forwarded to the City Commission; or k j

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

3.jft

1_
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October 29, 1973

Mr. Waldo Wetmore, Attorney

4%*U . -

Sitting Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Z-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to "R-5" '97·76«
DP-57 - Commercial CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP
Southeast corner of 13th and
Oliver

Dear Mr. Wetmore:

The Planning Commission, at its regular meeting on Octaber 25,
1973, considered the above-captioned zone change request and
Community Units Plans. The action of the Commission Was to
recommend the approval of these requests, subject to the con
ditions listed in the attached copy of our letter to Mr.
Robert H. Nelson.

Should you or others speaking in opposition desire to submit
protest petitions on the zone change request, attached is
the necessary petition and instruction sheet for your use. As
you are aware, these protest petitions only relate to the zone
change and should be submitted to the City Clerk's Office by
5:00 p.m. on November 8, 1973.

Also, as requested by the City Manager, this is to advise you
that, if you desire, you may write the City Commission at 204
South Main, to express your opposition on these Community
Unit Plans. Although protest petitions have no legal signifi-
cance in requiring a greater than majority vote of the City
Commission to approve a Community Unit Plan, it is still per-
missible to submit a list of protest signatures and their ad-
dresses. Inasmuch as these cases are schedueld for the Board
of City Commissioners meeting on November 13, 1973, any letter
or protest on the CUP's should be submitted to the City Clerk
by the Wednesday preceeding the City Commission meeting.

rNG#ki

38%52
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Page 2 - Mr. Waldo Witmor,
October 29, 1973

If additional protest petition, for th• sane caae ar• de,ired,
pleal. contact our office. Alio, if additional information im
desired oo that you may be fully informed on the,i matters,
pleale call the Planning Department at 262-0611, Extinzion 205.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

428'

f*%*
92*Jit

Ng©:.74:9'*

JUG:ber

Encloiur•

CC: F. Rea Chapman, 1443 North Battin 67208
Jake Graybill, 1359 North Parkwood 6720B
Rod Johnoon, Attorney, Contury Plaza Building 67202
Robert Moore, 5141 East 10th 67208
Jim Edwards, 1056 North Battin 67208
Robert Cornwell, Attorney, 125 North Market 67202
H. D. Barnett, 1351 North Parkwood 67208
Lawrence Finley, 1135 North Pinacrest 67208
George Slater, 1345 North Parkwood 67208
Bud Kuthan, 1020 North Harding 67208
Mr. and Mre. H. A. Showalter, 1159 N. Pinecrest 67208
Zino Bollinger, 4919 East 10th 67208
Ray Courter, 1111 North Pin•crest 67208
B••a Parish, 1201 North Harding 67208
Mr. and Mrs. Eugen• Cumick, 1010 North Harding 67208
City Manager's Office

01
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9\JEE)© October 26, 1973

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING
COMMISSION

AM*,Ens, 2'·0611 -- AREA CODE 315
CITY DIILDING ANNEX
104 S MAIN ST.
WICH,IA, KANSAS 67202

Mr. Robert H. Nelson, Attorney
Suite 630, 200 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: 2-1567 - "AA" and "LC" to "R-5"
DP-57 - Commercial CUP
DP-58 - Residential CUP
Southeast corner of 13th and
Oliver

Dear Mr. Nelson:

At the regular meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission on October 25, 1973, the above-captioned cases were
considered.

The action of the Planning Commi.ssion was to recommend the
approval of the zone change request subject to the platting
of all the property associated with these cases within one
year from the date of approval by the Board of City Commis-
sioners; or the application be considered denied and closed;
and to

recommend the approval of DP-57 - Amendment to the Commercial
Community Unit Plan subject to the following conditions:

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

71,«tr

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

Increase of the building setback line adjacent to
the south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet
to 35 feet.

Expand General Provision #7 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement."

Indicating "complete access control" adjacent to 12th
Street on the face of the plan.

Street name Shadowlawn Place shall be changed to
Harding.

L

It
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2 - Mr. Robert H. Nelson October 26, 1973

Expand General Provision #5 to read as follows:
Advertising ground signs shall be permitted along
13th Street and Oliver, only within a distance of
275 feet from the intersection, not to exceed the

height of 30 feet, nor to be placed so as to pro-
ject over any public right-of-way. No billboard
advertising or roof signs shall be permitted.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the
land included within the Community Unit Plan does
not constitute 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 con-
stitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development.

'wig=

M/#Ab
..4:6443*

Any major changes in this development plan being re-
submitted to the Planning Commission and City Commis- '44%%2.t:
sion for their consideration; and to

recommend the approval of DP-58 - Residential Community Unit
Plan subject to the following conditions:

't#31

date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners;
a. Platting of subject property within one year from the

or the application be considered denied and closed.

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the
south and east lines of Parcel #2 from 30 feet to
35 feet.

c. Expand General Provision #9 to provide that "No wall
shall be constructed in any utility easement. "

t

d. Add a General Provision to #12 stating that "At the
time of platting, the applican,t shall guarantee the
construction of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street
200 feet in either direction from the center of the
major driveway."

e. Change the plan to reflect an access point to Lambs-
dale Drive.
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, Page 3 - Mr. Robert H. Nelson
October 26, 1973

f. Amend General Provision #9 to provide for a minimum
8-foot masonry wall or wood fence along the east,
south and west, which should read as follows:

A planting screen 15 feet in width will be pro-
vided and maintained adjacent to the east line of

, Harding Avenue except at points for ingress and
egress. A solid or semi-solid wall constructed of
brick, stone, masonry, architectural tile, wood or
other similar material at least 8 feet high shall
be constructed along the east and south lines of
Parcel #3 and along the west line adjacent to Hard-
ing, as indicated on the plan.

g. Add screening wall, fence and landscaping to the
Homeowners Association Agreement under General
Provision #8.

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

i. 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
plant as determined by the Superintendent of Central In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
a violation of the building permit authorizing construe-
tion of the proposed development.

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

It should also be pointed out that after much discussion, the
Planning Commission stressed to those speaking and concerned
over drainage, that the text of the Community Unit Plan provides
that drainage problems will be resolved at the time of platting
and that drainage costs on subject property will be at the ex-
pense of the developer.

It is necessary that you submit nine corrected copies of both
Community Unit Plans to our office by 5:00 p.m. on November 7,
1973, so that these items may be forwarded to the Board of
City Commissioners for consideration on November 13, 1973,
their meeting to start at 9:00 a.m. in Room 201 City Building,
204 South Main, Wichita, Kansas.

rets
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· 2*1%6 Page 4 - Mr. Robert 11. Nelson
October 26, 1973

Enclosed are two marked copies of the CUP that outline the
necessary corrections that should be reviewed with Oblinger-Smith.

If you have any questions, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

14.4

400:.
69*-

a. 4.,4JL.UL
Ukk H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JNG:ber
Enclosure

CC: Claude R. Lambe, 5101 East 13th Street 67208
Deal Development Company, c/o Robert H. Nelson,

Suite 630, 200 West Douglas 67202

Waldo Wetmore, Attorney, Bitting Building 67202
F. Rea Chapman, 1443 North Battin 67208
Jake Graybill, 1359 North Parkwood 67208
Rod Johnson, Attorney, Century Plaza Building 67202Robert Moore, 5141 East 10th 67208
Jim Edwards, 1056 No£.h Barnin t57208

Robert Cornwell, Attorney, 125 North Market 67202
H. D. Barnett, 1351 North Parkwood 67208
Lawrence Finley, 11.35 North Pinecrest 67208
George Slater, 1345 North Parkwood 67208
Bud Kuthan, 1020 North Harding 67208
Mr. and Mrs. H. A. Showalter, 1159 N. Pinecrest 67208Zeno Bollinger, 4919 East 10th 67208
Ray Courter, 1111 North Pinecrest 67208

Bess Parish, 1201 North Harding 67208
Mr. & Mrs. Eugene Cusick, 1010 North Harding 67208
Gary Wiley, Oblinger-Smith Corp., 625 1st NationalBank Building 67202
City Manager's Office
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o WICHITA-SEDGUICK COUNTY
L METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MAPC HEARING DATE: Oct. 25, 1973

Case No. 3-1567 - Request: "AA" and "LC" to "R-5"
Case No. DP-58 Approval of a Residential CUP

Location: South side of 13th Street in an
area west of Parkwood Lane

Reason: "Developers desire to build multiple housing on this
area, part of which was classified as "LC" classification, and
requires a density of "R-5" classification, and this portion of
the light commercial will be reduced to "R-5" classification
along with the remaining portion now zoned "AA". In order to
economically construct improvements and to utilize the property,
an "R-5" classification is required. n

Acres: 33.2 - Size: 1000 ft. by 1925 ft.
Irregular shape

424%
j&%*14

*.22:
·>e,»7'Ete'·'
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Land Use Zoning

Existing Single-family house & undeveloped "AA" & "LC"
North Single-family & church .AA.
East Single-family "AA"
South Single-family "AA"
West Single-family, church parking & undeveloped "AA", "A" &

"LC"

Necessary street and drainage rights-of- Platted: In part
way to be acquired at time of platting. Sidewalk: NO

History: "AA" & ';A" to "LC"
Commercial CUP»fbi
Approved by BCC on 1-29-57

Comments

1 As permitted under the Residential CUP provisions of the zon-
ing ordinance, the applicant has submitted a preliminary resid-
ential development plan for review and recommendation by the
Planning Commission. In order for the Planning Commission to
recommend approval of a residential CUP, it must find specific
evidence and facts showing that the proposed development plan
meets the following conditions:

a. That the value of the buildings and the character of
the property adjoining the area included in such plan
will not be adversely affected.
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Page 2 - Cases Z-1567 and DP-58
October 25, 1973
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That such plan is consistent vith the intent and purpose
of this Chapter (28.04.190.A) to promote public health,
safety, morals and general welfare.

That the buildings shall be used only for residential
purposes and the usual accessory uses, such as automobile
parking areas, garages and community activities, including
churches; and provided that an "LC" district can be estab-
lished through the regular channels.

That the average lot area per family contained in this
site, exclusive of the area occupied by streets, shall
be not less than the lot area per family required by
the district in which the development is located.

1

2. The plan proposes a "cluster" type development of condomin-
iums, townhouses and associated community activity centers
or clubs located on an interior private street system, with
the main point of ingress and egress being 13th Street, a
major street. The proposed density of the development, 321
dwelling units on approximately 32.1 net acres, exceeds that
permitted in the "AA" Single-family zoning district and,
therefore, the applicant is requesting the "R-5" General
Residence District in order to increase the density from 7.2
to 10.0 dwelling units per acre.

3 Should the Planning Commission determine that the request
for "R-5" zoning is appropriate and find that the four con-
ditions listed in comment #1 have been satisfied, the follow-
ing are recommended conditions of approval:

:19a. Platting of subject property within one year from the i. .

date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or
the applications be considered denied and closed. ..F.

b. Increase of the building setback line adjacent to the - :'3;4
south and east lines of Parcel # 1 from 30 feet to 35 1
feet.

c. Expand General Provision -9 to provide that "No wall -5

shall be constructed in any utility easement."

d. Add a General Provision #12 stating that "at the time
of platting, the applicant shall guarantee the construe-· -*
tion of an accel-decel lane on 13th Street 200 feet in  7. \14
either direction from the center of the major driveway. "

e 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 residential de-
velopment and be binding upon the present owners, their
successors and assigns, unless amended.
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Page 3 - Cases Z-1567 and DP-58
Octaber 25, 1973

f. 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 construe-
tion of the proposed development.

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

1 .9 Cy,%44%
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK dOUNTY

DATE October 5. 1973

..TROPOLITAN ARlA PLANNING D..A.Y.INT

,/Dick Linn, City Engineer
Paul Graves, Traffic Engineer

To M. S. Mitchell, Superintendent of rks Maintenance

FROM Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

1Public Wo

SUBJECT DP-58 - Residential Community Unit Plan -
At the Southeast corner of Oliver and 13th Street.

Attached is the revised Community unit Plan for Lam 1$7*31...This is scheduled for the Planning Commission meeti
October 25, 1973. Please advise if you have any co Imu . 9/
or suggested changes by October 15, 1973.
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DP-58 - 365 Notices to Property Owners sent 10-11-73

DP-58 only 162

with Z-1567 72

with Z-1567 and DP-57 40

with DP-57 only -21
365
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING CCMMISSION

CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

ing

u may

esire.

finning at NW
!th St. thence

) ft; thence

:ine sd Blk

id blk and

a the NWN
) feet north

.tion to

t to the

ithwesterly

.ock 11;

said Block

.tion to

t5 feet; thenc

;7 feet more c

the NW# of

October 11. 1973

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission will consider the following item in Room 401 City
Building Annex. 104 South Main, Wichita. Fansas, at its meet
at 1:30 p.m. on Thursday, October 25, 1973, at which time yo

appear either in person or by agent or attorney, if you so d

DP-58 - Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale except beg
corner; thence South 583 ft. M/L to N line of li

East along N line sd 12th St. extended East, 80(
North parl to W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft. M/L to N J

l; thence W along N line sd Blk 1 to NW corner s

pt. of beginning, and the follf.wing: A tract ir
of Sec, 13 T27S, RlE, described as beginning 2(

of the NW corner of Lot 1, Block 11, Second Addi
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas; thence south 350 feE
SW corner of Lot 4, in said Block ll; thence sm
174.9 feet to the SW corner of Lot 6, in said Bl

thence southwesterly along the westerly line of
11. and the westerly line of Block 6, Third Addi
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1102.4

south along the west line of said Block 6, 538.5
less to the south line of the NE% of the SW% of

said Sec. 13; thence west 510 feet, more or less ro rae w
corner of said NE]% of the SW% of the NW% of said Sec. 13;

thence north along the east line of the W15 of the Wil of
said NW%, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet south of the
north line of said :514; thence east parallel with the north

line of said NW321 and along the south line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 319 feet more or less to a point 310
feet northwesterly from and measured at right angles to the
westerly line of said Block 6, Third Addition to Lambsdale;

thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 895 feet, more or less; thence north-
easterly along the east line of said Addition, 194.97 feet.
more or less: thence north along the east line of said Addi-

444'I.
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tion 240 feet to a point 310 feet west of beginning; theme

at the Southeast corner of Oliver and 13th Street.

east 310 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located

The Development Plan of this area has been submitted as provided
for under the Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.04.190 of

.: the City Zoning Ordinance of the City of Wichita. The Development
Plan is on file in the Planning Department Office, Room 402 City

Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita Kansas, and is available
for public information and review.

This Residential Community Unit Plan on file proposes an
approximate 33.2 acre condominium townhouse development, the density

t€»30 of which shall not exceed 10.0 dwelling units per acre. In addition

to indicating the tracts for condominium townhouses, the Development

Plan indicates information on maximum building coverage, maximum
building heights. setbacks for structures, means of ingress and

egress in and through the area, interior circulation and proposed
parking ratio.

The hearing of this Development Plan, as provided in Section
28.04.190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the City of Wichita. is
to be held and the same will there be discussed and considered by
said Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Cornmiss ion.
Those persons interested in this matter will be heard at that time.

:.,S  9f.**Prt>kb

*249.-

*139.4

I=!SE: 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 davaprior to the meeting. The Chairman or the Secretary
may grant Guch a request for deferral. Persons requesting

deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing and
mailing new not ices.

Robert A. Lakin

Secretary
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;21:43
3'·; 7,1



rs:. ·,3%:,;,i.1-ki., 241/«Fy· :·f"r/4 41.€.zkt· 1 €dy?i. - ,t,fiE222:446»..:..24.39253
I=--•--a==.1./.%...1.Ue/..SP.:=.a

0

4

October 5. 1973 

Dick Linn. City Englneor
Paul Graval, Traffic Ingineer
M. 8. Mitchell. Supirintindint of Public worki Maintenance

Jack I. Galbraith, Chief Planner

DP-58 - Relidintial Community Unit Plan -
At thi Southealt corner of Oliver and Dth :triet.

Attached i, thi rovt•ed Cot-unity Umit Plan for La•h,dale.
Thie li ocheduled for tho /1-min, 00-leal -eting of
Octobor 25. 1973. Plea- advi- if you have any commont•
or Iuggilted chang- by Octohor 15, 1973.

i yw>tJ· -
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Sapte.aber 11. 1973

Mr. Robert B. Nollon
Suite 630 - 200 Weit Douglam
Wichita. Kan,al 67202

.{'213*
13**1'

REI aP-58 - i.gbodall Relidential 4%
CoM.unity Unit Plan

De•r 112. Nellons

WI ham rivil-d thi plan lubmitted for thi above captioned
relidential CUP with repre-ntativ-of the Department of
Public Work* and Nveral quistiona wore raimed on acciu,
drainage. Bitbackl. Ite.. which need additional attention.
In addition, there are Iev,ral items that either have beon
lift off of the CUP. or are not cliar, that I would liki
to go into in more detail with the architect.

Th• moit Ierioul problem al I view the remark, made yeater-
day are with drainage. M. S. Mitchell adivme, that he lent
a letter to you dated July 31. 1973. and dictated in the
pre»ence of Mr. Bartel and lollarl irom Dallas. *tating the
concern, over drainage. Thi lant sentence of that letter

pointe out that Mr. Dollarl company wu having a topoyraphic
map madi and they wore to return to Mitchell a preliminary
channel and box cross Motion. riht-of -fay width and a back-
water profile U loon am topographic and design work permiti.
Mitchell advile/ that he hao had no other contact with tho
developers nor doma the lubmitt,d plan reflect any of thi
prablimm or proposali to lolvi problems dilculsed with him
earlier.

a

411*20€«i
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In addition to thil major problem on drainage. the following
U a liet of briof co-Int, that I would bo happy to elaborate
on in a -Iting,

*¥Ntt
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1.

2.

4.

6.

8.

9.

'14C
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aobert H. 13.0,1
2

Contourl are not indicated on the plan.

Scale il Buch that we ar, aot able to review propo/al
lindscapinG and *crcening.

Settbacke ntly be le/8 than requiled by R-5 without
Boar·1 of Zoning Appeals approval, howeier, pa:king
and circulation irivenyl should not ba encourage-1
to encroach too far in the nor•al required 25 foot
perimeter /*tbacks.

3'1'
Setbacks need to be reilecten on th, plan.

Ace,1-dicel lane need, to be provided on 12·tb to at leait
a diltance Of 200 feet ealt of the ilajar approach on 13 th.

How do you propom to Nuarante, that the value of adjacent
hoqes and cbiracter will not be adver,ely affected? {8e8
Section 28.04.190.1.1 of thi City >aning ordinance).

General Provision 15 - Advert:sict: signs are not a permittedume in M .

General '-Prov joion .4 ·- Dour curb cuts proposed to Hjrling
%,he r eas only three appear on the plan.

t 1

42=

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Cur gene.ral jeelin·. la thit no accema should be proposed
to La•ni>Efale Z,rlve, rather the Street should be either
vacated or ban wade 1 at subject property line.

General Provinion Y. 9 should indicate require f 0*tbacke.

t:xiating paving *houl,? bl indicated on Narding.

Curb o,ning at the interlection of 12th an.1 Gar·ling *hould
have thi appWrance of a private drive and not give the
appearance ot the continuation 01 a public It Met.

The Dame Bhould apply with the curb opening proposed at
the *nd ot lith Striet. The Alliltant Traffic Englneer
ehould be contacted on thi B -:atter.

It wal thl Teneral position expressed that 1-:th stieet should
not Do continued nor was a bridge destrod. r.ot,eve 3, loth

3
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Mr. Relrt m. I/= /
9.9. 3

Strlot Should be terminated in a cul-di-Bae and the paving
guarant-d. Eltilting paving on lath Striot ehould bl indi
cated.

15. Show exiating barn at the northea,t 02 11th and Harding.
16. Additional right-of-way for the continuation of liar ding

through the church parking lot will havi to be acquired.
In addition to thes, . it *hould bo pointed out that
the ordinan- requiril that propold relidintial ule, be
indicated -th. plan. In thio i-tene., ad dnea it should
bo a-u-d that a re•idential •mit will le located et: #ch
40'Agnat- lot. I would 1 a detailing of propelled
units that would be typical for all the townhausee.

: fri -

190 1-t comm,nt I have at thil time il that as I viaw thi
plaa there an// to . lit*-able open ..ce. Th lot'
thu t abut On both a private drive aild alley are ourrounded
by collorite. It would app,ir to 1- that Nore thought Ihould
be given to dilign and Open spac. ar.as.

D- te tho fact that thirl ari major proble- with drainage,
it U Mcimlazy that tillie probl/me be roviewed *nd gon,rally
agried upon prior to our Doing able to provide our final
re/"..U th.-Imi-ry plan. I would urge that you or
oth,ir dolignated repr,IntatiNI of thi developer melt with
Mitchell and diacu drainage molutionl. After remolving
tha isaul and r*viewing our commint*. I would recommend that
a revised plan bi lubmitted for our final review prior to
advirtiling thil cal tor a public !-ring. After wi have
gon*rally agr-d on thi reviled plan. then 14 copies *hould
bo /ubmitted to our officio A marked copy of th4 Plan ha•
hien forwarded to Mr. Wiley.

Pm- advi 12 you hav* any queationm or de,ir 8 -IMV
to dile,-* thil plano

gino,r*ly.

Jack H. Galbraith
Chiof Flanner

J=.EW

ce, Claude R. I-be. 5101 88,t 13th Str-t. 57208
Jame, L. Lavideon. Architact. 1414 Two Turtle Criek Village.

Ballu. 'r*.al 75219

Gary Wiley. oblinger-Smith Corporation. lit •lat'l Ek. Bldg. 67202
M. S. Mitchell. Supt. Public Work, Maintinaace
Bill licKinley. A.amistant Traffic inginur
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July 31, 1973

Mr. Robert Nelson
Attorney
200 West Doullas
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Subject: 4th Addition to Lambtdale and
unplatted land Ln Northwest
Section 13, 7278, RlE, east of
Harding

Dear Mr. Nelson:

In early July, you requested that I keep you advised of contacts
to this office by persons interested in the development of subject
property. On this date Mr. Gary Bartel, architectural and engineering
coordinator for Deal Development Company and Mr. Robert L. Zollarl,
Chief Civil Engineer for Cook & Huitt. Inc. met with Mr. Greene and
I to discuss drainace requirements for a commercial and residential
development project. At the outset it wac agreed that the 5'x4' box
culvert and/or 30' drainage easement described .'n an agreement executed
Aprll 1957 and updated in February of 1963 are not sufficient to handle
the drainage for subject tract and ehould not be considered further.
1 advised that the dealer. of a waterway must be based on the assumption
that the City will conctruct an underground storm water sewer eystem
designed to handle a two year frequency storm from the approximate
268 acre drainage area above 13th Street pluM additional runoff
which would flow overland and in the streets when a 50 year frequency
storm occurred over the drainage area with the 2 year systent ln place.
We estimate that thls quantity might be as much as 700 cubic feet per
second. Mr. Zollamand Mr. Bertel reviewed with me several solution, tc
the drainage Lroblem across subJect erect which they cons Ldered and
stated that they had arrived at the following as the bee t solution
available:

1) An earth channel whose flowline would match the
existing bottom of the creek at loth Street which would
meander generally following the existing creek upstream
for approximately 1/4 mile to 12th Street.

2) A reinforced bax culvert would begin at 12th Street and
extend to 13th Street. Mr. Zollar had estimated a
discharge quantity at 13th Street of approximately 600 efe.

iffel
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Robert Nel/on -2. July 31, 1973
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We agreed that the plan he de:cribed 18 feasible and would bl
approved subject to maintaining a dellgn water surface elevation at
or below the flood of record at 10th Street (189.25) and providing
3' of freeboard above design water surface in the earth channel. If
the developer furnis hes the City a covenant agreeing to maintain the
earth drainage channel, right-of-way width would not need to include
15' either elde for accees purpoles. We discussed thi fact that a
pilot channel is desirable, that 4 to 1 alope8 ihould be the steepest
whlch could be used where grass is to be mintained and the availability
of stone or broken concrete for bank protection on slope:s steeper than
4 to 1.

We advised that the Department of Public Worke does rot want a
bridge on loth Street and Mr. Zollars Etated that hlE plan does not
include a bridge at loth Street, but that they probably would request
a crossing at lith Street. We also discuesed the difficulty in tying a
reinforced concrete box calvert of approximately 700 cfs capacity to
the existing structure at 13th Street clnce at the present tlme 13th
Street floods and water breaks over the south curb in a rather wide

section and finde its way into the existing creek. Mr. Zollar is

aware of this problem and is considering a barr:er south of 13th Street
and a series of area drains to pick up the overflow and Get it under-

Cround.
In regard to requirements or pla tting, we advised that some form

of guarantee (which might be in the form of a Chesney oetition) would
be requested at the time of Platting and that phasing bf construction
could be worked out wlth the City Engineer. Mr. Zollar'c company is
at present having a topographic map made and he will return to this

office with preliminary channel and box cross-sections, right-of-way
width and a backwater profile as soon aS topography and design work
permits.

Yours truly.

M. S. Mitchell,
Ass't. Superintendent of
Public Works Maintenance

MSM/glm

ect R. W. Bruggeman, Dir. of Public Works
Dick Linn, City Eng.

0. H. Wilton, Supt. of Public Works Ant.
Jack Galbralth, Chief Planner, MAPD
Mr. Bartel

Mr. Zollars

Lambadale *th Addn.

Dry Creek Stream File
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Dick Lins. City Enlinlor
Pa¥1 Grami Traffic Ingillr
M. S. Mitcholl. Supt. hthlic Works Naintomance

Jack l. o.lbraith. Chief Plannor --
DP-57 - Lambldall Connoreill COP and 1-58 - Lambedale Risidoltial
glrally located at tb, Sowtheat cer,Ir of Oliver and 1]th :troot

Attached for your information ald review are t- CON lubmittld
lati yoate,Jay. eae rolidiatial and on, 90„-rcial 0,1 thi
Clludi le•h proporty at tho -uthmaet earaor of Uth and
011¥lr. Al you all may be aware. appromi-ately 12 rear ago
a ce-ircial COP val apple¥-4 09 -Det ot thil aril ¥hieh il
•O:ged 'LC' with -- 'An' to th. I,t and Iouth of 1lth str-t.
W. have reolived & seal cheive application fra= AA' and 'LC'
to A-5 Zer •11 of thit 8/08 4-cri»,4 on the re•ide•tial CUP.

1]
Pagardia, tho two FIEo,1 ' 1 Cup oubmitt,d by Cblinger
*ad Smith. I have t.Wkly -¥1-0 the plam. and il -:te!:te
00- te providi all th *00,-ary iatoratiall. Plee- Wte
that thoy prepe- 60' -4 75' of kl: *tr-t zilht• of way
-4 prop-0 te ,-rant- aaeol-dicil 109-. At thi, timi
I de•'t I- Ia, rijor preble- on thii plano rl- only --gal
thi•9 I hard abilt thio plan 10 that the Bewir in the Ia,Ii,Iiat
thro•* Nr-1 tl -0 ap»,res,tly Ine,ged I nt-er of year, age
- th•t bildine• cogld bl con,trgeted over the en/e•tent. r- 1.-- 20:241' i .E
alht chick Your Eleordl to I- if thil la trul. .1- ---»
Al to th, r-idintill COP. 1 drove *realld tb, »rifiter Of
the lito talt ovenin, and noted -voral thing• that nel«
attentil. On, Il jor eltrance 10 proposed 08 13th and the
architoet bii rit-d th* listion ai to if am accil-d•col
lame il noeil,ary. Based on tho pr,poled 10 dwelline unite
per *rri and thi disprial of Intrucie. I am imelimod to -,
thet thil• ar, mot no,404. Co,Iment plia-.

An ellt™1- to 1//Ildale griv, to propeled and I qilltion thl,
ace„, to thii Ilille family *rea. The haeoe qi the Iouthwist
cor-r I- a circle drive eatran- to Lambed•1*. mlould th,re
I. an ..trne. to th' proj.et at thim point

21«1449>349
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Mardia, Alin- il met a fully aidleated *tr-t. Olly half
Itmet right, of -y Intits, putial pave-at and no right
02 -y on thi -st •idi of tho church. Subject ploporty
will didicate their hali aad gulrant- pavia,. Ple•- -te
that there i, a diatimet eurve at th, int,rlation Of Nardin,
Aven- and 12th. I don' t Ne proble- with thi thril propled
curb out, to Hardia, althon#h Go-ral Provilio- state four.

orain,410 proble- .em W be .rio- amd I *v. eauttolld
mbm:t therl not being contours. The individual town housl
pircil, appear to encrolch into whit anay he maided for
dral....

2-2

, rk *c > ., 6«h'¢'.A.U41}V **10P ¥7:=y· . 771

Dia Lial / ...1.... IM. 0. Mitchill

Al you arl awlro, 1Oth Stmet do- aot entend through and ,(Sm=AF

il -1, partially paved -uth of tho propoeed proloot.
Plaa- nou that an emtrane, 1* al- /0,0-4 to leth.

ther• il • draimgo pr•blia throg,h thle litl amd the qll-
tion I have il *haild a bridge be provided - 10th. n=
allig-ted liwt-welt collector la thil •ection 18 9th Street.
U a brid is not provid,4, I asig- lath oholld terminats r=

in a 0"1-80-••0.

U th, architect il fr€* Dallas. I nled to relpand to hin
nelt w-k. Thorefore. if pe-ibli. 1 -ed your coa-nta
by Wednesday. Septernber 19, 1173. Plea- contact me if I
can furnish additiomal information Or join in a meeting.

1.21.

attachment

**443 ·ti ,· ·
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APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

(PLANNED RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT)
Y€203 .

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE Dpi 27
CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

6%1 This is an application for a Community Unit plan - Planned Development
The form must be completed and filed at the Planning Department, Room
402, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas, in accord-
ance with directions on the accompanying instruction sheet. AN INCOM-
PLETE APPLICATION CANNOT BE ACCEPTED.

I. Name of applicant or applicants and/or their agent or agents.
9 ..8

-a. Applicant Claude R. Lambe (Owner)p42.03
Y, rD Ary,•nt  Robert H. Nelson

Address Phone

-1

6,/ 4 . Address 200 W. Douglas, Suite 630, Phone 262-3777

Vichita, Kansas 67202 Contract

b. Applicant, npal nprplnpmpni- romr}anli (CXIDeto¤C**on Purchaser)

Address Dallas, Texas Phone

C

Agent L,)Robert H. Nelson

Address 200 W. Douglas, Suite 630 Phone 262-3777

40 Wichita, Kansas 67202

Applicant

Address Phone

Agent

Address Phone

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

The applicant hereby requests Community Unit Plan approval on

property zoned "LC" and "AA" and legally described as Lot(s)

, Block(s)

Addition.

(If appropriate, metes and bounds description may be provided in

¥4,• space below or on an attached sheet.)

Property lying within a radius of 750 ft of:

**003 East 800 ft; ·th North narl .0 ·· line Blk-1, 583.7 ft M/L to :i lisd Bk 1; th 7, along N line sd B.lk 1 to N'.7 cor sd blk and pt of bCod. 1. A-

and the fol: 2
¥t942)35: ·

A.tract in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27-S, R-1-Ei described asbeginnin
20 feet north of the N.W. Corner of Lct- 1, Block 11, Second Addition;4@ye<$91 4 to Lambsdale, Wichira, Kansas: :lience south 3.50 feet to the S.W. Corner487092

2€4(ff: of Lot 4, in said 5-lock 11; cherce socthwcsterk· 174.9 feet to the S. W.
419%14 Corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11; :hence sourhu·esterly along the westerly99.bi**LArd.

line of said Bleck 11, and the westerly Une of P,ck 6, Third Addition to
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1102.45 feet; thence soctil
along the west line of said Block 6, 533.57 ker more or less to the south .
line of the NE 1/4 or tne bW 1/4 of de NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13;; "L.uv

| t, mire Or-ess to the S. W. Cor--12. nf =:irl NIT 1/4-ni-12 (W1/4 of the i'W 1/4 of said Sec. 13*hence north along :he eist'line Jf the
e W 1/2 of said N\V 1/4, 799.76 feet to a point 1190 feet south

·· of the north line or said NW 1/4; 2,ence east parallel with rhe norch line
of said NW 1/.i and alone the south Une of sai: Fourth Addirion to Lamosdale,

·· ·4841 219 feet more or less ro a point 310 feet northwesteriv from and measured
1430*. at right anEies to the westeriv line of said Block 6. Third Addition to

Lambsdale; chence r.or:ness:eriv alone the ens:crl: line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 695 feet, more or less; ri:once northeasterly along
the east Une ·- said Addition, 194.97 fur, rove or less; thence nor·04
along the e..5. Er.2 cr' sn'·i .\ddition 240 fee: te a r·Dint 310 feet west of

tr/tly .1..__'.***beginning; thence eas[ 310 feec [o the place df betainnin:.

5

:dec

ne

eg .

U4

9 &932.

[1&3:a.Ok.0

Ef@%·

443<,
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III. This property is located at (address) the Southeast corner of .

9'Uvein#ph 12&DafFERetis (use appropriate section)

a. at the corner of

and ; or

b. on the side of (Ave.,

Street) between (Ave., Street) and

(Ave, Street).

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

sheet explaining the method of submitting this application. I

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

is completely filled in and accompanied by a current abstractor's
''-t.Af.:

certificate as required in the instruction sheet.
a

"9'5:7

V.

Claude R. Lambe «,4.6 f i) u, -0. ,
By Robert H.· Nelsonf*.,I»£43-1.--7 /2,AE

Authorized Age*t (if an*) Authorized Agent (if any)

4 133·.

40+16.

33

By By

32,1»Ly-kn ./

2»ars.* 6
»Kir··3
%9%·*:

4
9k:7.f;904

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

OFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at

/,9.'945 (AM, ¥) on -lf /3, 7 3 (Day, Month,
Year). It has been checked and found to be complete and accom-

panied by required documents and the appropriate fee of
$ 405:2.

All.5

46'445.

-fe

*94*f

Name

2//992·

Title

T9-330-4

f

U62. :0..4 44--
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STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP

36,
STATE OF KANSAS ) iff tw

s€t ) SS

SEDGWICK COUNTY )

The undersigned duly bonded and qualified abstracter
within and for the County and State aforesaid, does hereby certify:

That we have examined the records in the office of the

Register of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, with reference to the owner-
ship of the following property in Sedgwick County, Kansas, viz:

Property lying within a radius of 750 ft of:

Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale except: Beg at N':.* cor; th South
583 ft M/L to N line of 12th St th E along N line sd 12th St extendec
East, 800 ft;·th North parl to W line Blk 1, 583.7 ft M/L to N line
sd Blk 1; th Z along N line sd Blk 1 to NU cor sd blk and pt of beg .

. «a

and the fol:

A.tract in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 13, Twp. 27 -S, R-1-Et described as beginning
20 feet north of the N. W. Corner of Lot- 1, Block 11, Second Addition
to Lambsdale, Wichira, Kansas: thence south 350 feet to the S. W. Corner

014*114 of Lot 4, in said Block 11; thence saudi';,·:sterly 174.9 feet to the S. W.

gate Corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11; thence southwesterly along tile westerly
line of said Block 11, and the westerly line of 5'.ock 6, Third Addition to

43*4##4, Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 1102. 45 feet; thence south
, along the west line of said Block 6, 538.57 feet more or less to the south .
a#e, line of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence

West 510 feet, more orless to the S.W. Corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW
1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence north along the east line of the
W 1/2 of the W 1/2 of said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet south
of the north line of said NW 1/4; thence east parallel with the north line
of said NW 1 /4 and along the south line of said 1·'curth Addition to Lambsdale,

319 feet more or less [o a point 310 feet northwesteriy from and measured
at right angles to the wesceriy line of said Block 6, Third Addition to
Lambsdale; thence northeasterly along the easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 695 feet, more or less: rhence northeasterly along
the east line f said Addition, 194.97 feet, more or less; thence north
along the eas. Une of said.Udition 240 feer to a mint 310 feet west of
beginning; thence easE 310 feet to [he place d beginning,

-42,- 114
4233

And from such examination find that the owners tliereof

are as set opposite the description Of the property below, viz: (Addresses as
given are furnished as a service and not: certified. )

0

Block 1, Fourth Addition to Lambsdale  Claude R. Lambe
Pauline Parks Lambe, ux
1313 Union Nat'l Bank

67202

33%9.89
2 ted€

$ -·.4*3.9¤849**e¥,a,¢*mel@,8m,**mre
L

./.S/*/0
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LOT BLK. ADDITION OWNER

1 & NE 201 Lot 2,

2, exc NE 20' & NE 35'
Lot 3,

6 Third to Lambsdales Bernard T. Schmitz
4 2-15'61/ 11laN.tpin:%st 208

6 0  -Harold J. Froning
0/ Dorothy S. Froning, ux

1175 N. Pinecrest 67208

3, exc NE 35' & NE 481 6  Edward L. WolfeLot 4,
/Kathryn F. Wolfe, ux

0 1167 N. Pinecrest 67208

SW 321 M/L Lot 4 & NE 55' 6 " S Harold A. Schowalter
M/L Lot 5, / Marjorie D. Schowalter, ux

1 1159 N. Pinecrest 67208

SW 25' Lot 5 & Lot 6, exc 6
S 5''

35' Lot 6, all Lot 7& 6
1 20' M/L Lot 8,

5 Nathan Misenhimer, Jr.
,Wanda Misenhimer, ux

7 }151 N. Pinecrest 67208

+ 2- Ish 7 %/Walter E. Fisher
Leona F. Fisher, ux

9 243 N. Pinecrest 67208

Beg 20 SW of NE cor Lot 8, Blk 6,
NW to a pt 25' SW of NW cor
Lot 8; th SW & S along rear
lines Lot 8&9toapt 48'
S of NW cor Lot 9; SE to pt
in front line Lot 9 & 40' sw
of NE cor Lot 9; NE 95' to beg.

Laurence C. Finley
Bette J Finley UX

J) 1135 N.'Pinecrest 67208

Ve·20 -

Prt of Lot 9 S of a line 35' Blk 6,
NE of SE cor ext to a pt 41'
N of SW cor & Prt Lot 10 N of
a line 64' S of NW cor Lot 10,
ext to pt on rront line Lot 10,
55' SW of NE cor. Prt Lots 9 & 10,

// 1/ Walter F. Robinson
p Norma Joan Robinson, ux

1129 N. Pinecrest 67208

S 20' M/L Lot 10 & N 65' Lot 11, Blk 6, // 'l/Sidney M. Swope Tr Est..
Minnie A. Swope

115 N. Pinecrest 67208
6

6

S 10' M/L Lot 11, Lot 12, exe S 5 C V. Courter
1la M. Courter, ux
111 N. Pinecrest 67208

s 5' Lot 12, all Let 13, tmes M. Moffat

, lida P. Moffat, ux107 N. Pinecrest 67208

Blk 5,

r

1%44

Lot 14, " 6 + Z'Isbl \/Keith D. Callison
anet L. Callison, ux
101 N. Pinecrest 67208 9

N 5' Lot 13 & Lot 14, exc N P, " 5,

Lot 13, exe N 5 ene R. Gouldner

J' f1104 N. Pinecrest 67208
Lawrence L. Stover
Wilma M. Stover, ux
1112 N. Pinecrest 67208

N 5' Lot 14 & Lot 15, exe Nly 5', 5, J Ray F. Bauer
.p Laura E. Bauer, ux

1120 N. Pinecrest 67208

1%1'...
1 4/
,0 .'· .+Ed,3

L

L
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

2-,16-lj
Nly 5' Lot 15, all of 16, 5, Third to Lambsdale John W. Freeding

EXizabeth M. Freeding, ux

7 128 N. Pinecrest 67208
Lot 17 5, ,/Don Bettenhauser

64.*· 26rnice A. Bettenhauser, ux

136 N. Pinecrest 67208 1
Lot 18 & 2Wly 7' Lot 19, 5, Otis H. Smith

Lrraine E. Smith, UX

P 740 N Pinecrest 67208

19, exe 'Wly 7' & Drt Lot 20, 5 t/Ernest L. Norlin
SW of line 1lf NE of SW cor hari L. Norlin, ux

, ext to pt 8.81 NE of SE cor. 144 N. Pinecrest 67208
Prt Lots 19 & 20

Beg 11' NE of SW cor Lot 20, 5, t,
Harvey H. Steffen

SE to pt 8.8' NE of SE cor; Charlotte M. Steffen ux
NE to a pt 14' NE of SE cor > 1156 N. Pinecrest 7208
Lot 21; NW to pt 181 NE of SU
cor Lot 21; SW 90' to beg.
Prt Lots 20 & 21

74*:71Lot 31, exc prt S of line 14' 5 th A. Fletcher
NE of SE cor ext to pt 18' NE Edith Fultz Fletcher, ux
of SW cor & Lot 22, exc NE 45', 3/i:66 N. pinecrest 67208 jkfit
NE 45' Lot 22 & S 55' Lot 23, 5, Smith

 lizabeth C. Smith, ux
1172 N. Pinecrest 67208

N 25' Lot 23 & Lot 24, exe 5, 1·jl Turner
NE 5', plaire F. Turner, ux

188 N. Pinecrest 67208

NE 5' Lot 24, all Lot 25 5. V W. Ralph Low
3 Ima M. Low, ux

1196 N. Pinecrest 67208
Lot 7, 2, 2nd to LambsdaleGlendon E. Nestor

Mary Jean Nestor, ux
5318 Lambsdale 67208 *

Lot 8, i Donald J. Kolar
,/I Norvalee Kolar, ux
' 15308 Lambsdale 67208

Lot Q 2, J Leo F. De Broeck

3-,ary Diane De Broeck, ux
g?02 N. Pinecrest 6·7208 -*1*/A

Lot 10, 2, A] asper G. Schad
»*¥6hi<*··r. lAlice H. Schad, ux

1214 N. Pinecrest 67208 4*
Lot 11, 2, ,m.lton I. Greenberg, sgle.

/15401 Polo Dr. 67208

Lot 7 G. Oliver Hilton 229446
/ILouise Hilton, ux

1 1102 N. Old Manor 67208 19%©%92
Lot 8 J James Ray Hill

/Mildred Hill, ux

4 1114 N. Old Manor 67208 .
Lot 9, JRichard R. Horner

/Gwendolyn P. Horner, ux
v 1120 N. Old Manor 67208

alig

I k

i 441
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

10, 4, 2nd to Lambsdale v,Ehnile & Sadie Bayouth, ux

v/126 N. Old Manor 67208
11, 4. ,Ateer & Mary Jane Gsell, ux

17132 N. Old Manor 67208
12, 4, bert J. & Skaye A. Kirk,

1/138 N. 01 Manor UX

67208

13, VJ. A & Gladys L. Walters,u:
1134 N. Old Manor 67208FAncis V.. Richter

„/*ene M. Richter, ux
1181 N. Old Manor 67208

2, 5, 'Willard J. Goertz

,/Ajeona M. Goertz, ux
1161 N. Old Manor 67208

3, 5, 4 Richard F. McKinney
/¢larice McKinney, ux

,&155 N. Old Manor 67208
4, ¥dward R. Crans

/Ary Ann Crans, ux
/1149 N. Old Manor 67208

V Harvey Meulbroak
/Elizabeth Ruth Meulbroe k, w

1143 N. Old Manor 67208

6 /4. R. & Eula Lee Osmond, ux
137 N. Old Manor 67208

5, Henry & Helen W. Burrows, ux

1133 N. Old Manor 67208

8 5, ill B. & Donna J. Barbour,
1129 N. Old Manor 67208 ux

9, 5, len 0. & Mae E. Johnson, ul

123 N. Old Manor 67208
10, 5, ,James E. Mount

Cathryn Marie Mount, ux
11117 N. Old Manor 67208

eorge & Martha Gerards, ux
107 N. Old Manor 67208

11, 5,

12. oseph M. & Leona Traffas,

/1101 N. Old Manor 67208 ux
11, + 1- 1 S 61 ./Quinton L. Burgess*MA 1,

Martha H. Biirgess, ux··41*94

3 1% Morgan Barlow
1367 N. Parkwood 67208

4 CJ Russell G. Wassweller2 & N 2.5' Lot 3, 11,

< Evelyn L. Wassweiler, ux1359 Parkwood 67208
%.

1.225% s 82.5, Lot 3, 11, U Merman D. Barnett
p/Laura E. Barnett.

444 4%

04

4*Z::3 4,

&

UA

11351 N. Parkwood' 67208

4, 11, George M. & Alice Slater, ui
3 1345 N. Parkwood 67208

4....2 *2-

L
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

5, 11,
42, 14*1/

2nd to Lambsdale A,gry G. Croissant, sgle.

ED 833 N. Parkwood 67208

6, 11, ,/Richard D. & Darlene Burke, ux
1 1317 N. Parkwood 67208

32.44, 7. 11, 1/ Harold S. & Berniece Bowman, ux

) 311 N. Parkwood 67208

8, 11, 4 J Richard A. & Sandra R. Garcia,

j) 301 N, Parkwood 67208 ux
9, 11, t, /Joe G. & Helen J. Duvall, ux

D 217 N. Pinecrest 67208
10, 11, Jack K. & Royce J. Lashley, UX

p 01 N. Pinecrest 67208

1, 1, LAMBSDALE ank J.
& Alma M. Lies, ux

1/1367 N. Edgemoor 67208

2, 1, Alta Silver
51 N. Edgemoor 67208

3, 1, trl & Sylvia A. Galler,. ux
351 N. Edgemoor 67208

4, 1, ernley M. & Mickey M. Asel, ux
1345 N. Pdgemoor 67208

5, 1, Jack E. & Ruby E. Sidman, ux

 1339 N. Edgemoor 67208

6, 1, Carolyn A. Murphy
329 N. Edgemoor 67208

7, 1, esse K. & Ardis E. Sowards, ux '4
19 N. Fdgemoor 67208

8, 1, en P. Robinson
mrnt·.hir Rpt.4.0 linhin,An ,iv

9, 1,

10 & S 15' Lot 11, 1

N 60' Lot 11 8· S 30' Blk 1

Lot 12,

N 45' Lot 12 & S 45' " 1
,ji6 Lot 13.

1 1301 N. Edgemoor 67208

Vetty J. Hegge

NAAddress Available
arl P. Schwartzkopf
rystal Delores Schwartzkopf, ux
314 N. Parkwood Lane 67208

V fimon M. & Betty L. Pfeifer, ux

31322 N. Parkwood Lane 67208
Jkugh N. & Roberta B. Noberts, ux

Dj1338 N. Parkwood Lane 67208

2- 861J 2
*ty€A
rj *+ %'

2'.-:

N 30' Lot 13 & S 60' "
Lot 14,

1,
3Paul & Ruth J. Tasch, ux

/ 1346 N. Parkwood Lane 67208

« 6 N 15' Lot 14 & S 701 " 1

R» .L Lot 15,
1€2' 

5,5. N 5, Lot 15, all Lot 16," 1

 Lot 17, 1

) j

, 4

4 Thomas Atherton, Ione Atherton,
b Anma D. Varner,

11354 N. Parkwood Lane 67208

JLois M. Galbraith
4 1362 N. Parkwood Lane 67208

J William F. & Betty A. Ridgway, ux
) 1370 N. Parkwood Lane 672OB

/.*1133/./9/limillizil#I//&

.

L

L
46,



r

puy-y

dfi

j? fiji ,

0 0

6-

LOT BLK. ADDITION OWNER

4.84 1, 2, LAMBSDALE Merle D. & Lydia E. Huyett, ux
Brookside 67208

34*ya
2, 2, j; ames & Joyce H. Dooman ux

4-96-13 Polo Dr. 67208

3, 2, v/Anita W. Mattley
Lambsdale Dr. 67208

VCharles & Mildred Saxton, ux
18 Lambsdale Er. 67208

2, PAward C. & Iva M. Coulter, ux

4408 Lambsdale Dr. 67208

2, /V' Karl & Ardine V. Miller, ux
02 Lambsdale Dr. 67208

':blt.'>-t 1, 3,
an O. & M. Elaine Poe ux
9430 N. Clarence 67203

2, 3, J Otho D. & Dorothy G. Middleton, ux .4* r
#2174 N. Old Manor 67208

3, 3, /Vilomas A. & Nancy J. Martin, ux
Parkwood 67208

4, 3, Viester N. & Dorothy L. Heter, ux *f
1148 N. Parkwood 67208

3, /Arnold & Gertrude Grushnys, ux

01142 N. Parkwood 67208

6, 3, \li3'A,Jurt,Zsrence Eas388UX
21 & SE 9' Lot 22 3, ,/Howard L. & Lucille Creason, ux

//43,27 T.Amhel,1,10 Dr• - A7,nA

mt

' 22 , exc SE 91, 3, arry R. & Christine E. Prather, ux
421 Lambsdale Dr. 67208

1 ircil C. & Lola P. Edmonds, ux
¢/7137 N. Parkwood 67208

2 & N 15' Lot 3, 4, Jwilliam D. & Margaret Stanberry, ux
I/'129 N. Parkwood 67208

44

S 30' Lot 4&N 55' 4, viMartin & Meta M. Schimming, ux
Lot 5, ,/117 N. Parkwood 67208

S 10' Lot 5, all 6, 4, Fannie M. Jones
5/11* N. Parkwood 67208

23If 3, exc N 15' & N 35' 4, ,/Uhn W. & Daisy L, Brown, ux i}*5
67208*...... Lot 4, ./7123 N. Parkwood

1, exc E 50.8,, 1, 1st to McEwen Estates /1¥endell L. & Rdna M. Long, ux
-45501 E. 13th St. 67208

.il £ 50 .8'Lot 1&W 35.8' 1

 Lot 2,
J sue c. Jerniga
9%509 E. 13th st. 67208

E 110' Lot 2, 1,  Howard B. Whitehead
/Mildred T. Whitehead, ux

' 5101 Kingsrow 67208

L

43 1

.-
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

1, 1st to McEwen Estates l/Hugh P. & Margaret Quinn, ux

/')355 Estate Crt. 67208

/Lawrence W. & Elizabeth M.Ulle:c E 4, of N 1, Simmons. ux
Estate Crt. 67208

Beg NE cor Lot 4, S Blk 1, /James George Gould
164.21; W 41; N Kathryn B. Gould, ux
164.2'; E 4' , 7315 Perth 67208

15, ./poris J. Uhlig
Estate Crt. 67208

6, 1  Eric & Hedda R. Petersen, ux
4334 Estate Crt. 67208

1, eorge W. & Helen V. Shadid
322 Estate Crt. 67208 UX

8, 1, °oger D. Skaer, sgle.
Polo Dr. 67208

9, 1, John E. & Gertrude A. Lacy,
I/5516 Polo Dr, 67208 ux

/3219Ai G

2, 2, V ,E. Morton & Geraldine Heller, 31 f05501 Polo Dr. 67208 ux
10, 2, COUNTRY SIDE

 yommie R, & Karen K. Frye, ux?5
427 s. Pershing 67218

%94
11, Uf Harry R. Harmon

harlotte Marie Harmon ux

57 N. Pinecrest 67208 4
1, COUNTRY SIDE 2nd hester S. & Mildred Zaidel,

Pinecrest 67208 ux

2, 1 U(Edgar P. & Zola Tinsley, ux fae - :cal:* 9?7 »3.

Nei

1008 N. Pinecrest 67208

"  Lawrence J. Beilman3, 1,
nCheryl A. Beilman, ux

1/11126 Lawrence Crt. 67206

L:t.:

4.

5,

6.

1

1

, Wayne L
1020 N.

pilan K
Milriel

026 N.
•ALeonard

1032 N.
1

7, 1

8, 1,

19,

. & Ruby M. Brooks ux N
Pinecrest 67208 1

. Jovanovic 6.

Jovanovic, ux
Pinecrest 67208 {4

E. & Linda Riffel, ux:.9
Pinecrest 67208

J James L. Robison
,/Pauline M. Robison, ux
' 3206 E. Lexington, Apt #223,

7,¢ercer Island, Wash. 98040
/Lloyd & Sue E. Shenk, ux
/21£15 Linda Jean Dr.,

F ndependence, Ks.

,*A

V>Ralph F. 8, Amelia Kerns, ux
4 1050 N. Pinecrest 67208

1,-i
10, 1, Rus & Alice Prater, ux

No dress Available.*ba«Z

ali

1*5,6.>r. F ·

4*1@3'4*

...- *Tri...&....'.....&1*72-**.I#. .. L
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

11, 1, COUNTRY SIDE 2nd./pary G. & Karen J. Nye, ux
9057 N. Old Ma-nor 67208

12, 1, , Garland Leroy Bugg
/Jeanette E. Bugg, ux

V

51 N. Old Manor 67208

1, /Andrew J. Musick, Jr.
/MArga:ret H. Musick, ux

704.5 N. Old Manor 67208

V1:f 14, 1, Orville D. & Carol Neufeld, ux i

J039 N. Old Manor 67208 J i
15, 1, Arlene Louise Dean

10pal Hulen, jt.
94214

Farmstead. 67208

16, 1, Richard L. & Sharon Jones, ux
1/027 N. Old Manor 67208

17, 1, j Jobn Clayton Frye
berta M. Frye, uxEND.Old Manor 67208 ?'· 3

18, 1, & Betty J. Yates, ux 7

015 N. Old Manor 67208
2 i

19, 1, Litugh C. & Viola J. Ferris, ux ..:... ....i:,en.
v,1009 N. Old Manor

20, 1, & Pauline Loomis, ux

01 N. Old Manor 67208 33%61
2, ttugene L & Lenora A. Smith,ux · 61,4

020 N. Old Manor 67208 ,1 4 .i#

5, 2, rgaret Morrison

26 N. Old Manor 67208

6, 1bert M. La Mont
*rence J. La Mont, ux
32 N. Old Manor 67208 04.:22

1, 2, Stephen A. 8· Judith Randa, ux R 'ift«
0&038 N. Old Manor 67208 24.: 4

8, 2, J
ipwis E. & Ruth B. Shue, ux

4044 N. Old Manor 67208 1·gt*7''
it?%,i 9. 2, l;tinford L. Lovett II

1/ Sue A. Lovett, ux

1050 N. Old Manor 67208
10, 2, ./4James R. & Nita J. Stone, ux

N1056 N. Old Manor 67208
to .13,13

11, 2, Aeturned. gl Warold H. & Helen Neumann, ux
t.932 N. Old -ManopSelet to -1 /057 B. Aule«.Vocf Lk,

67208

12, 2, I' Thomas A. Sutherland
lizabeth P. Sutherland, ux
051 N. Parkwood 67208

13, 2, arl A. & Ruth Peterson, ux

,#045 N. Parkwood 67208

2, W Raphael G. & Willa M. Wright,
1039 N. Parkwood 67208 ux'

9·

31<AP*24
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

15, 2, COUNTRY SIDE: 2nd. VAthena M. Williams

,/ A,Ana Lucille Kinney, jt.
032 N. Parkwood 67208

16, 2, aelth E. & Opal Jean Gaines, ux
Estelle 67214

Res exc 2 60' & N 601, 2 l/Joseph R. 8· Hazel L, Downing.ux

*008 N. Old Manor 67208

S 60' of lieserve, ,/Eldon M. & Eva Jean Weaver, ux f
4 *02 N. Old Manor 67208

N 60' of Reserve, 2, \Ii R. & Lily Ainsworth, ux
41?14 N. Old Manor 67208

20, 2, EAST HIGHLANDS NORTH, 14ward A. & Ruby M. Ellis, ux
55 N. Harding 67208

Lot 1, 3, ((Leroy & Marjorie T, Jones, ux
Harding/ 956 N. 67208

22, 3, . M. & Zelma Avis, ux
Battin 67208 ji

1, 4, Fletcher G. & Florence Bennett, :
Battin 67208 ux 7

1, A LI·'VITT' S M.,James R. & Edna B. Friess, ux

1*1018 N. Battin 67208

2, exe Beg SE cori N to A, U' Louis & Sandra M. Goldman, ux
NE cor W 90'; SE to pt ,/1030 N. Battin 67208
in S line Lot 2, 60, sw
of beg.,exc beg 90' W
of NE cor Lot 2, W 76.4':
SW to S cor Lot 3, NE 161.2';
E 1381; N 61.23' to beg.

Beg SE cor Lot 2; N to NE cor: Blk A, Robert D. & Sue A. Fulks, ux
90'; SE to pt in S line Lot2 & 1 j.037 N. Pinecrest 67208
60' SW of beg; NE to beg, exc
prt S of N line Lot 11, ext W

Eeg NW cor Lot 11; S 77.4-5,; A \18. B. & Janet S. McKay, ux

SW along S line Lot 2, 60'; 7 031 N. Pinecrest 67208

4%44:'

A

NW to pt W of beg; E to beg.
A part of Lot 2

Beg 90' W of NE cor Lot 2; W UJames H. & Norma K. Safely, ux
76.4'; SW to S cor Lot 3; NE 1040 N. Battin 67208

161.21; F 138'; N 61.83' to beg.

Lot 3, A, ames H. & Norma K. Safely, ux
040 N. Battin 67208

Lot 4&W 101 Lot 5 A, p ames W. & Eoris I. Edwards, ux {
Q056 N. Battin 67208

A, p.  Lot 5, exc w 10, & W 4.61' J Maldo B. & Genevieve A. Wetmore, ·54#,;'
&Ada1642524%.: : Lot 6, j 5125 E. loth St. 67208 ux 49.0

A  Ann Lebus, sgle.
914 1. Rdigewood 67208

w 76.22' Lot 7 A It Datid E. & Marcia Mc:,arland, ux
5137 E. 10th St. 67208

E 24.59' Lot 7 & W 50.61' Lot 8, Robert b. & Peggy L. Moore, ux ,;=i
141 E. lath St. 67208

1ftiff'

L
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LOT BLK. ADDITION ,- OWNER

9»2:'-4 1 501 Lot 8&W 25' A, LEVITT, Jack E. & Charlotte A. McArthur,
Lot 9, ,,9/147 E. 10th St. 67208 UX

E 75•61 Lot 9, A, V Michael Wilson Morton
porothy Jean Morton, ux

153 E. 10th St. 67208

10, A,

obert D. & Sue A. FulkE, ux037 N. Pinecrest 67208

A, /3 B. & Janet S. Mckay fix
3 y631 N. Pinecrest 67208

12, A, anny C. Thompson, sgle

13, A, <Max C. & Eva L. Murray ux
1019 N. Pinecrest 67208

14, A, Philip J. & Adele C. Pulliam, ux
/7)13 N. Pinecrest 67208

15, A, J4aines Leslie & Joan Bizzell, ux
*007 N. Pinecrest 67208

16, A, Donald R. & Kathleen J. Buth, ux t't:54 E. 9th St. 67208

1 & E 31' Lot 2, B, g¢Jvis Q. & Naolia Rigney, ux
/6012 E. 9th St. 67208

W 29' Lot 2, all Lot 3, B 4Wdlbur D. Fear, sgle.
1/*02 E. 9th St. 67208

4 & that prt Ret A. adj B, Vugene H. & Margaret L. Cusick,uly, 6
on East, p/.010 N. Harding 67208

5 & that prt Res A, adj B U|Ronald R. Aberhalden
on East, ASherrana Aberhalden, ux

1/1020 N. Harding 67208

*ii,2 Lot 6, & Lot 7, B, v64ernadine F. Fraser
1021 N. Battin 67208

N 58' Lots 1 & 2, C, 05. Naomi Wolfe, sgle.
v 1005 N. Harding 67208

2 77' Lots 1 & 2, C, bert S. Sink, Sr.
N&Address Available

-:.7 Lot 3, C, UIrene M. Weaver
/Max C. McConachie, jt.

4 '915 Litchfield 67203

-9 .c Lot 4, C, Ultdna A. Akers, sgle.
4 532 N Pershing 67208

$W.2 Lot 5, Bernice ... Paulson
1021 N. Harding 67208

.: w Lot 6, Blaine 0. & Alga F. Musser, ux
1027 N. Harding 67208

-ygval·
Lot 7, C, ohn E. & Helen C. Vaupel, ux

1031 N. harding 67208

Lot 8, C, Daniel L. & Marcia J. Chinberg, ux
4905 E. loth st. 67208

L
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LOT BLK ADDITION *·00'11 OWNER

9, C, LEVITTIS :Ayde J. & Dorothea Carie

3 ¢911 E. lath St. 67208

10,

. ·40>4,9..'f. 2,

C,

C. 1/ 1.e

terans Administration

00 E. Kellogg 67218

no M. & Kathryh L. Bollinger, ux
-D 4919 E. 10th St. 67208

1, exc N 55'., LLOYD BROWN 1,arl H. & Irene Brown, ux
06084 E. Harry 67230
_ Earl H. 8- Irene Brown, ux

l 6084 E. Harry 67230

(S 10'.) all Lot 3, . U. Combs

130 N. Oliver 67208
#414 «

¢422( 1, (N 55' ) , irst Bible Baptist Church

A,4& 1/7136 N. Oliver 67208

424 L <&6 ' v F 'angelical Mennonite Brethern
p:* Conference

800 2. 14th St.,
maha. Neb. 68107

1,.jusk:,1 James O. & Jean M. Fawver, ux
1133 N. Glendale 672o8

8 , & 9, Alfred Lester Steiner

Qeraldine M. Steiner, ux
1127 N. Glendale 672084

10, ebert Kenneth Wilson,
Charles Peairs Wilson,

0//Helen Inez Osburn .
Dorotny Marie Briscoe,
Robert W. Wilson, Life Estate

T West btreet, Halstead, Ks.
67056

f»:

r.4*

11

2121 S. Erie 67211Robert M. & Doris M. Reynolds, UX

12,  Trustees Central Assembly of God1 Church, 2225 E. Central 67214
13 & N 101 Lot 14, + 1- 1 91 Willard H. & Mary IF. Hein, ux

D 1134 N. Glendale 67208

1 //3

s 51' Lot 14 & N 10' Lot 15 . & Hilda M. Weber, ux
']ress Available

i> W . 211-64 47205)
15, exc N 101, 3 9|G. S. Baltzley Inc.

15323 E. Morris 67218

...

16, William L. Cain,

% Sidney L. Cain.
1114 N. Glendale 67208

17, // J/Ric.hard D. & Victoria A. Devore,
D 2216 s. Washington 67211

UX

328€ 18, . (Fha¥53232. Morris 67218
J G. S Baltzley

95:
19, /Ralph & Lulu L. Brown, ux

+101*19 1202 N. Oliver 67208

-7 1
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LOT BLK. ADDITION , OWNER

20 & N 10' Lot 21 LLOYD BROWN 1/Jay P. & Ferne E. Brooks ux
J) " 1129 N. Harding 67208

21, exe N 10' & all 22, 23, 24 /7 71 G. s. Baltzley Inc.

1&N 15' Lot 2,

b- 5323 E. Morris 67218

Blk 1, GLENAIRE . John F. & Mary Ellen Sheaks, ux
LP 1355 St. Andrews, Wichita 67206

Lot 3 @YeNE..ptrk.Lttne R. Hill, 208
S 201 Lot 38:N 45' "i, Gary R. & Carole E. Jones, uxLot Ji

3 1219 N. Glendale 67208

..3*02 S 5, Lot 4, all Lot € 1 James E. & Sharon K. Webster, ux
> 1213 N. Glendale 67208

Lot 6, Blk. 1  b.arl L. & Lois J. Huette ux
31207 N. Glendale 97208

7, 1, yiesley L. & Loretta D. Evans, ux
p 1201 N. Glendale 67208

1, 2, 2/194 7 51 arren J. & G. Beth Cortner, ux
1231 N. Harding 67208

2, 2, 1 Floyd V... & Bernice R. Berends, ux 42 4
Harding9 1227 N. 67208

3, 2, S Jack L. 2 Darlene C. Stucky, ux
p 1223 N. Harding 67208

2, Norris L. & Dorothy M. Boise, ux
1219 N. tiarding 67208

2, Marjorie Lee Van Dusen,,,&, .,. 1213 N. HardinE 672nA

6 2,
3

2, 1,

8, 2,

2,

P jR A
4-3 Arene L.

147 N.
, Schmitt

ilarding 67208

t 5

 Jeanne M. Parish, sgle
Bess M. Parish, sgle

J 1201 N. Harding 67208

 Fred C. & Karen J. Scarlett i

3 1202 N. Glendale 67208

 Robert W. & Anna Basler ux
e ':4·f: 3 1208 N. Glendale 67208

10. 2 U  Harold L. D Dorothy Wise, ux481 p 1212 N. Glendale 67208

11 & S 15' Lot 12, "

Z· 11,1 5 Dorothy Bircher Potecul[733Pi2,

3 1220 N. Glendale
3,%9 N 35' Lot 12 & S " 2, // - Herman C. Newcomb, Jr.30' Lot 13,

Willa Mae Newcomb, ux
3 1228 N. Glendale 67208

N 20' Lot 13. all 14, 2, / <-_ Ronald D. & ent•hirn 1.- Ri,nle .
)P 1238 N. Olendale - - 67208

R

L

t
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

1, 1, GLENAIRE 2nd.-8. Dale & Erlene Barber, ux
V'1261 N. Glendale 67208

2, 1, Calvin L. &· V. Marian Ervin,
1255 N. Glendale 67208 UX

3, 1, Clif'ford James Vic kery
/Patricia A. Vickery, ux

V 1302 N. Terrace 67208

113 4, 1, pral H. Grimes, sgle.
/1243 N. Glendale 67208

1, 2,
L- /547 Fill,iam E. & Vivian C. Horn, 14%1*4,

 1263 N. Harding 67208 ux 4%4*
2, 2, 1- Bed Donald F. & Ora E. McArthur, 93**

3 1255 N. Harding 67208 ux

3, S Ryman L. 8- Patricia A, Lehman, yaw·=69
 124-9 N. Harding 67208 ux 92%%*2

4, 2, 1.-/641S Lawrence E. & Alice Sperry, u:'42*fi*LD 12!13 N. Harding 67208
C edric A.& Florene e Johnson, anamt.
1244 N. Glendale 67208 ux 

2, Russell & Faye E. Martin, ux 
D 1250 N. Glendale 67208

7, 2, K. & Erma M. Swonger, ux 4

8,

3 1256 N. Glendale 67208

2, rtwin Alvin Runge
Nbrma L. Runge, ux
NAAddress Available

1, MATHIS Marjorie June Friedman
dichita Federal

340 s. Broadway 67202  1 1
- Ronald Hilfinger
/ 1238 N. Oliver 67208

C-11111-T: W 180' of N 16 rds of St'.'t N'Vi NWi,  Richard D. & Janet M. Myers,
exe S 125' & exe N 2.95'. Sec 13-  9331 W. Central 67212 ux 03:93 :Twp 27, R 1 E.

C-11111-U-1: R 150' of' W 180' or S 4 rds of N S Floyd & Ruth L. Ouggisberg, ux .»@*pi
60 rds. NWi Sec 13, Twp 27, R 1 E. ,/1236 N. oliver 67208

347\7 0-11111-U-2: E 150' of -7,· 180' of S 1! rds of N  Jesse H. Scott64 rds. NW* Sec 13-27-lE. 1228 N. Oliver 67208
C-11111-V: E 150' of W 180' of S 8 rds or N <2 Ralph Brown

80 rds of NW* Sec 13-27-1}.  1204 N. Oliver 67208

C-11111-W: Beg 80 rds S of NW cor NWE; th S < First Bible Baptist Church t
16 rds; E 40 rds; N 16 rds; th W -21156 N. Oliver 67208

A.5/k 40 rds to beg, Sec 13-27-lE.

C-11111-Z: Beg 301 E of SW cor Nl'g; E 363' ; i%,Board of Education
N 630,; W 363' to pt 30, E of W 0./ City of Michita
line NWi; th S 630' to beg. Sec
13-27-12.

C-11111-V: 2 150' of W 180' of S 8 rds of Flmer E. & Myrtle L. Flowers,
N 72 rds of NY't Sec 13-27-lE. Norma Peirson UX

1527 S. Parkwood 67218

L

L



--Corb S. Bedell
,4.00 N. Woodlawn, Suite 19, >· 19-03

67208 g :-67>14'
 Marvin W. & Marleen Dawdy, g,:i, A
,/1243 N. Oliver 67208 ux 929/4

S Jerry L. & Judy M. Meslin, -··'
,/ 1239 N. Oliver 672O811x .4: f: i-R

- Edward L. & Matilda St amm, 4'MAQ*i
/ 1233 N. Oliver 67208 ux *Upak,%4%

Baldwin, Jr.
Address Available

 Ernest A. & Marie Warden, 
0/ 1223 N. Oliver 67208 ux i

flm.6

.S- Charles J. Bausch Ed=, R

/Sue Ella Bausch, ux .te#/187&
/ 1217 N. Oliver 67208 ·3*28

 Leo H. Vogelsberg
/ Reta Rae Vogelsberg

4 1211 N. Oliver

onel L. Smith

klene J. Smith, ux
Mddress Available

2%0.
0 0

LOT BL

1 & 2, 8

3 & 4, 8

5 & 6,

7&8,

9 & 10,

9.& 10,, C

11 & 12„ C

13 & 14,

15& 16, C

ADDITION OWNER

, COUNTRY CLUB HEIGHTS 5Donald Elliott
/ Rosemary Haywood, jt.67208 #'fyf-4 1259 N. Oliver

,  Alice Wade Glass
Dennis Alan Glass, jt.

1/0 1945 porter, Apt #242
67203 2:'; 37

11 & 12, 8,

13 & 14, 8,

8,

17 & 18, 8,

8,

8,

1 & 2, 9,

9,

5 & 6, 9,

7 & 8, 9,

tb'£4

4·

Ull'Fred C. Kettler
anche D. Kettler, ux57 N. Oliver 67208

,#ames W. & Vera G. Johnson,
/*155 N. Oliver 67208 ux

/Jiarold J. & Helen M. King,

'411119 N. Oliver 67208 ux

J John P. & Linda S. Vrana, ux
1143 N. Oliver 67208

Al Wayne & Gladys E. Cooper,
1139 N. Oliver 67208

UX

9414}*

Yft;jetl Ciifther735Ae. 
2 Ted S. Mueller ,SPNME
1,Burnadine C. Mueller UX

2659 N. Dellrose 7220 0*yay#.r

U,Edward L. & opal W. Bondi,ux 0%824

1123 N. Oliver 67208 *%*
./9-*mp

\|#Lipke-Moeder Constr. Co. In, 42*j .'·1 / I 10, y,

8945 Woodside Dr. 67233 9YF <

19&20, 9, /gill & Helen Cottingham, ux P.41.. 1,
V Alll N. Oliver 67208 6

8, Flarence 0 &*amonat sl
1202 N. Dellrose

r f" ----

I.:241.

L
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LOT BLK. ADDITION j OWNER

21 & 22, 9 COUNTRY CLUB HEIGHTS ,ames L. & Carolyn Wright,ux €04%24
7107 N. Oliver 67208 944€1·i

93 ' 23% 23 & 24, 9, Kit C. Green, Jr.
/Mary L. Green, ux

/1101 N. Oliver 67208

1 & 2, 16, \Donald W. Harrison
74 Address Available

3 & 4, 16, <homas Dean Brown
Aune t E. Brown, ux
NoNddress Available

t; '%.*.5
r.kT€04·

;4 :.11»--ctte,1:

10, NIA /1,#luer !1. or, marie A. riper

. Oliver 67208
'

1 1% L.
./1.549 N Oilia#

08

8

ux -0*.

' 21*783 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 16, t/ Holy Cross Evangelical
P€*19 /Lutheran Church

672..i«·.tr- V 1024 N. Dellrose

148#t .
955%9 1. exc W 65'., 3, UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS 2nd.  Ernest L. Schaffer

/ Esther Schaffer, ux

1*,4/    , 1455 N. Battin 6720

Qi,fo:.,= W 65' Lots 1 & 2, 3, ' J. L. &·Reta F. Campbell,
p/'5021 E. 14th St. 6720

2, exc w 65'. 3, S Elva M. Mullen
67208/1449 N. Battin

John F. & Margaret L. Jonas, ·itift*
/1443 N. Battin 67208 ux 17*4

i./
,  Floyd D. & Roberta Keith, ux maaE

/1437 N. Battin 67208 fla/
- Gale W. Greenwood

/Margaret E. Greenwood, ux
7 1431 N. Battin 67208

Irene D. Johnson
0/1425 N. Battin 67208

7, 3, Max & Helen M. Walton, ux 
41419 N. Battin

8, 3, Leonard F. Saunders ·F«946
, Carolyn M. Saunders, ux 4*=E

/ 1420 N. Battin 67208 

9, 3, +2- 156'IS Robert Bruce Beaudette -'C4 ·CZ2,1Zt

 Barbara K. Beaudette ux *1
ae*-1406*Ho7 71.&4720* :

10, 3, 1/ 1//5- N11LN.16fkn
11. 3, // 4  Faye Kiser Albert

4,

6, 3
. luefk

iuu= 11. naraing O(duo

3, J% Doris 0. Oglesby
11108 N. Harding 67208

13, 3, •F' C/John W, & Virlea Smith uv
-7 1414 N. Harding &7288

3, oseph E. Pecchioni
L etta F. Pecchioni,
1420 N. Harding u#7208 41:·,·

F rati.:fL I
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

15, 3, UNIVERSITY HFIGHTS 2nd•)Dale V. & Helen R. Sharp,

„711126 N. Harding 67208 ux
16, Kenny E. & Judy L. Hill, ux

/1432 N. Harding 67208

17, 3, besse E. & Vera B. 01Rourke,
11438 N. Harding 67208 ux

18, 3, . Donald L. & Ardis M. Howland,
1/,/144-4 N. Harding 67208 ux

19, exe E 70'. 3,  Roger D. Pendergraft
,/Louise Pendergraft, ux

1450 N. Harding 67208

B 70' Lots 19 & 20, 3, Al/A Zy·irene L. Workman

5DQ7 E. 15th St. 67208

20, exc E 70' 3, ,Morris S. & Ruby Flory, ux
11129 N. Dellrose 57208

1 & 2, 9, UNI VERSI 'IY HEIGHTS 7142' 1Ielen Cordes, ux
tio A®resa Available

3 & 4, 9, J Errol Wayne Williams

/Rbseana Williams, ux
' 153 N. Oliver 67208

5 & 6, 9, VCharles Wesley Johnson
,Beverly M. Johnson, ux

1/ 1452 N. Old Manor 67208

7&8 9, arrket Diana Patton, sgle. :
o Adheess Available

9 & 10, 9, Jit;4 N: Oldit:anorle. 67208 . 411*3
11 & 12, ¢harles B. & Gene F. Paine,ux' 49444·&*439,

No Adhtess Available
13 & 111 9, rene A. B. Cain, sgle

426 N. Old Manor 67208omas G, & Iva A. Rogers
€f€.i

15 & 16 9, , UX

4422 N. Old Manor 67208

17 & 18 2- 19619, ,/Anne L. Laundon
1418 N. Old Manor 67208

19 & 20, 9, ) 1 Lathilda Rosen, wdo.

21 & 22, 9,

1412 N. Old Manor 67208

•/Hugh & Evelyn Cooper, ux

 1406 N. Old Manor 67208

23, 9. d,Thomas B. & Billie R. Thrunan

/5304 E. 13th St. 67208 ux
1 & 2, 10, / IDonald L. & Johnita Miller,

42801 N. Richmond 67204 ux

1/ 11453 N. Old Manor 67208
5 & 6, 10, Berniece L. Childress

J ll£47 N, Old Manor 67208 '40 ,.6? fi '., Ii'A,

r

4%
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER

7 & 8, 10 UNIVERSITY HEIGHTS-Robert 0. & Elaine Cyphert,
16 N. Roosevelt 67208 ux

9 & 10, 10 . A. & Delphine Randall, ux

, 37 N. Old Manor 67208

11 & 12, 10, elbert W. Naylor
Earleen Naylor. ux

I431 N . Old Marior 67208

13 & 14, 10 William & Pauline McKenzie,
1425 N. Old Manor 67208 ux

15, 16 & N 18 ' of 17, 10

1 wil

dp41

L. & Ruby P. Osteen, ux
P N. Old Manor 67208

S 7' Lot 17, all Lots 10, -2 - 1561 liam & Sandra K. Ludlum,
18 & 19 & N 9' Lot 20, 3 N. Old M.nor 67208 ux

t.44

S 16' Lot 20, all 21 & 10, U JJohn G. & Cynthia L. Holm,ux
22, 1/ 1407 N. Old Manor 67208

23, 10, *2, %6198/ *'' 0/4 ywood L. & Valanda Little,_
4 441 -riFErK,Mn UX0772-2>7

24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 10, //  6 Charles A. Doolittle, Sr.
4 140!1. M. Pinocrost -6?208-
r- 0 19 J'·uk Rd. 47164

29 & 30, 10,  _ Richard E. & Mary L. Botkin,
1/ 1416 N. Pinecrest 67208 ux

31 & 32, 10, '-/Fred R. & LaTrelle King, ux
1/ 1420 N. Pinecrest 67208

33 & 34, 10,  Clarence R. & Fern Barnes, ux
/1426 N. Pinecrest 67208

35 & 36, 10, elvin J. Brown
d\Address Available

37 & 38, 10, /?Mmt Pintcre:t Kauf?bfx
39 & 40. 10,

41 & 42. 10, j

1 Marlyn K. Eshelman

/Jane Ann Eshelman, ux
1442 N. Pinecrest 67208

Lloyd B. & Luokley Neece, ux
h.446 N. Pinecrest 67208

43 & 44. 10 harles E. & Anna M. Wilson,
452 N. Pinecrest 67208 ux

45 & 46, 10, 4/deorge T. & Barbara Gurney,117
/ 16.62 N. Pinecrest 67208

¢630 1&2 11  JLaurel D. Thogmartin

 p/'/130rs 1;n, ux67208

3&4 11, seph A. & Adeline Stroh, ux
4 1455 N. Pinecrest 67208

5 & 6, 11, . Charles R. Yates
/kyrtle Mae Yates, ux

V 1847 N. Richmond 67203
7 & 8, 11, 5 william E. Randle

g·exanita L. Randle, ux
406 N. Bluff 67208

L

1.-il:&./24i
·t 44#- 47 1

• e, /*/*/*%@,4/I *4+ .e...» 4* fwii/'Il#fAU;.*# f f 323.23-1 2 2.33«£*I i

17
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LOT BLK
t?.4*:,t

9 & 10, 11,

'*613
11 & 12, 11,

ADDITION OWNER

UNIVER SI TY HEIGHTSCora B. Freeman
/1426 Stratford Lane 67206

1; 1661 5tgfe;}:el:·Alice 0.67%3;r'G
'Ida E. Doolittle, ux
Charles A. Doolittle, Sr.

11404 N. Pinecrest 67208

arl C. & Flora Mae Richey, ux419 N. Pinecrest 67208

UX

208 f€49

230

44*tfy-

22, )5475 Francis & Vada T. Brack,

,/1415 N. Pinecrest 67
// < Herman W. Smith, Jr.

-9 Betty Jane Smith, nx
v # 31 Via Roma 67

//  Willard R. & Jackie G.
4 1407 N. Pinecrest

4 / arry & Carolyn Anderson, ux Fo'··
1/ ·N+*ddre·c- Available
c )403 /9. 10;Aerevest 41203
..3) Arthur J. Casado
/ 302 N. Main 67202 9.

.2.2 26, 27 & S 5' of 11, h Siames W. & Linda Jean Maddox, ux 30**
4 0-7 Lot 28, , 1/1408 N. P*nev:¥est 67208
<  . D LOS.- t OEm.

<-:4 N 20' Lot 28, all 11, h Alnha e 1- M-4 114. M Ii.'ll .1.6,

29 & S 10' Lot 30,

99-0 N 15' Lot 30, all 11, h .3 Leonar
31 & 2 15' Lot 32. \  Carolyn M. Saunders, ux1420 N. Pinecrest 67208

67208

6 430/

N 10' Lot 32, all 11

L=/ Lot 33 & 8 20, 34,

N 5' Lot 34 all 11
*,.9 Lots 35 & 36,

37 & 38, 11
  7822

E. Douglas, Apt # 202
_ Ralph E. & Irene Mallery, ux

672o6

C Gregory Paul Hardy
-D, Laura L. Hardy, ux
1 1432 N. Pinecrest 67208

438 N. Pinecrest 67208obert L. & Marilyn J. Baker, r
39 & 40, 11' 9444 N. Bittinionne & Sheila K. Frye, ux f.>..12.

67208 :,4*

41 & 42, 11, Lawrence H. & Iva Thimin73 * 16 N. BattinNK22·'•

43 &44. 11, € Norval W. & Marry E. Simpson, ux 38,99*f
67208

18 4- 45 & 46, 11, rt Errel Helm

C?Arles A. Knox
No liddress Available M.Fl,

r

11,

11,

17 5, 18, 11,

19 & 20, 11,

21 & 22, 11,

23, 11,

24 & 25, 11,

L
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LOT BLK ADDITION OWNER -''

0/4 I-

1, exc S 701., 12, UNIVERSITY HEIGHTSDHoward K. & Alice B. Gire, ux -t3U

/ 1445 N. Harding 67208 1
1/.1,4,/¥Ak 522*m N 60' of S 70' Lot 1, 12, -yniversity Christian Church  .

11101 E. 17th St. 67208

10' Lot 1, all 2 & 3, 12,  R. R. & Velma Rush, ux 
/1909 E. 30th st.
F Hutchinson. Ks. .

1*.PI

5& N 10' Lot 6 12 , - Blolin C., Jr. & Anna M. Enslow, 
41427 N. Harding 67208 UX I

, 15' Lot 6, all Lot 7, 12
N 20' Lot 8,

:ff:}?5...

,  Hubert M. & Betty Mae King, ux
/% Peoples @tate Bank

,/ 111 Nest 75th St.
Kansas City, Mo. 64114

S 5, Lot 8, all 9 & 10, 12
& N 5, Lot 11,

S 20' Lot 11, all 12 & 12
N 151 Lot 13,

D Mary E. Albright
/1415 N. Harding 672(

/1403 N. Harding 672(
 Jesse L. & Ina L. Graham,

12,S 10' Lot 13, all 14 & Jesse L. & Ina L. Graham,
15, 1403 N. Harding 6721

,  Kenneth R. Ec Lola
t,<-1112©N. Glendale

rnest C.. & Cora

408 N. Glendale

16, 17 & S 10' Lot 18, 12

N 15' Lot 18, all 19 &
S 201 Lot 20,

/643

12,

P. Danel, ux 47$12&
67208

MeGuir;2* I.
N 5' Lot 20, all 21, 12
22&25' Lot 23,

N 20' Lot 23, all 24 & 12
S 15' Lot 25,

9 Adele A. Dethample

 711 N. Topeka 67214

, 0/2  r "9 & Frances A. Campbell, ux
. ' a b   1420.N. Glendale 67208

N 101 Lot 25, all 26 & 12
21, , (/fulaffAL swin·-2 Eth®ose

1,26N. Glen«Le .
,.h,4

7208

28, 29 & S 10' Lot 30, 12 12eceive,# /0,15<* Keith J. & Betty A. Unruh, ux
130 E. Crcon: i.*-Rd. :7207
/432 9. 6/e..4-le d-7zog
Dorothy Lundstedt

Walter Palmer, jt.
1208 N. Jackson 67203

Lot 30, exc S 101, 12,

Odd Lots & Even Lots
1-24, incl. 13,  3- Mary Veronica Schneider1/P.33.eBOX 461, K. C. , Mo,

tores, Inc.,

34%*f
tor'LE:

BLOCK 14

Beg at pt on front line 6.5' Swly of Sly line 5 Charles 0. Whitacre
Lot 16; th NEly along front line Lots 17, 16, \15, Aathryn A. Whitacre, ux
14, to a pt 121 N of S line; th Nlt'ly to pt on I 1/1561 Northeast Parkway 67208
rear line Lot 13, 0.6I NEly of Sly line Lot 13Ii
th SWly along rear line Lots 13, 16, 15 & 16,
55.6, to a pt 0.21 NEly of Sly line Lot 16; th
to pt of beg.

Beg at intersection of front line Lot 19: th gz> Robert A. Schreffler 9#6:,6
NEly on front line Lots 19, 18 & 17, 68.51; Afirginia R. Schreffler, ux
th NWly to a pt on rear line Lot 16, 0,21 NEly\ 1/1555 Northeast Parkway 67208
of Sly line Lot 16; th SWly along rear line of \
Lots 16, 17, 18, 19, 56' to intersection of rear

,,5, line with Ely line Lot 19; th SEly to pt of bet:V

S

4

)8

UX

)8

UX

o8
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y*frifil
?#

LOT BLK

20, 21 & 22, 14,

23, 24 & 25, exc 1.53'
at rear & 2.5' at front
adj Lot 26,

ADDITION OWNER <Bait'

U K

UNIVERSIT'Y HEIGHTMaude Beech
/ 3 Constance Beech Adams,

4 10500 Oakmont Dr.,
Sun City, Ariz. 85351 
lara M. Barksdale

;.!Im

539 Northeast Parkway 67208 

A strip 3.36' at rear & 14,
5' at front off Lot 28
adj Lot 29, all 29 & 30
& 31, exc a strip 5.39'
at rear & 7.5' at front
adj Lot 32,

Bert A. & Marian R. Crowder,
9012 E. 29th St., UX

Tulsa, Okla. 74129

A strip 1.53' at rear & 2.5' Blk 14, - /Ethel Van Zandt
at front adj Lot 26 off Lot /1533 Northeast Parkway 67208
25, all Lots 26, 27 & 28:'exc
a strip 3.36' at rear & 5' at
front adj Lot 29,

A.strip adj Lot 32, 5.39' at rear Blk 14
& 7.5' ab front Lot 31; all 32, 33,
34, exc strip 7.61 'at rear & 10'
at front adj Lot 35,

V

Oliver C. & Lucille Thurow,
1521 Northeast Park.vay . UX

67208

A strip off Lot 34, 7.68' at rear & Blk 14 .5 /Vera M. Evans
101 gt front; all Lots 35 & 36 & 1  Nedra Evans Fleeger, jt.
adj a of Lot 37, 1515 Northeast Parkway 67208

Blk 14,Beg SU cor Lot 39; th Ely along
front line Lots 39, 38 & 37, 62.5'
to a pt at middle o f Lot 37; th
Nly on rear line at middle Lot 37;
th Wly along rear line Lots 37, 38
& 39, 50.55' to NW cor Lot 39; Sly to beg

eorge D. & Buena Mae Shike,
509 Northeast Park:·ay UX

67208

SJ
>ED

Lots 40, 41 & 42, Block lk, M. Mollohan

H. M. Beech, St.
1734 N. Hillside 67208

Lots 43, 44 & W 5' Lot 45, Elle 14, Marguerite Mollohan
1734 N. Hillside 67208

Afat?*

Lot 45, exe R 51 & all Lots 46 &
47, exc E 10' Lot 47, Blk 14, 22>Albert R. & Mattie G. Parker,

It :14-'  1508 Floberta
67208 ux

E 10' Lot 47, all liP & 69, Jilliam T. & Candace luser, 7%74
1 1514 Floberta 672® ux 4144

& adj & Lot 52, 14Lots 50 & 51 ichard D. & Marilyn Rust,
520 Floberta 67208

U>

& Lott 52,Lots 53 & 54 & adj ichard L. Eaton
526 Floberta 67208

8,45'EK,
..*.4

7714-' North 11r3.58' Lot 11, REPLAT SPRING ACRES Kenneth P Stewart

Gf°%;2; i;:wart.6!'308
L South 143.57' Lot 11,  9. & Nan,zy H. beck, u.,

437 Spring Ir.

3*424 Lot 12, am E. & Elenore Rudd, Ex
5400 E. 13th St. 67203

IT

1

1: 1 1

r-- -1

' 4,•r r ,,1-1.
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·21-

1.,01=21

Lot 13, REPLAT SPRING ACRES. - Mildred J. Marcus, ux
1415 Spring Dr. 672086101&

1,4

E
fr

1®

h.:93

-fii,

.fi).2- k

E©33 - 9

.92: - 4:.

keff.0

;;°knl,R°Uti; ti:lt:plhL:tualeatzy:-:li :; Eto ettYC;Jt
East, 800 ft; th North·pa. 1 to ';; line Blk 1, 583.7 ft M/L to N line
sd Blk 1; th 'A atong N line sd Blk 1 to NU cor sd blk and pt of beg .
and the fol:

A.tract in the NW 1/4 of Sec. 13. Twp. 27-S, R-1-Et described as beginning
20 feet north of the N. W. Corner of Lot 1, Block 11, Second Addition
to Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas: thence south 350 feet to the S. W. Corner
of Lot 4, in said Block 11; thence southwcsterly 174.9 feet to the S.W.
Corner of Lot 6, in said Block 11; thence southwesteriy along tile westerly
line of said Black 11, and ihe westerly Line of Slick 6, Third Addition to
Lambsdale, Wichita, Kansas, a disonce of 1102.45 feet; thence south
along the west line of said Block 6, 538.57 feer more or less to the south
line of the NE 1/4 of the SW 1,/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence
west 510 feet, more or iess to the S.W. Corner of said NE 1/4 of the SW
1/4 of the NW 1/4 of said Sec. 13; thence north along the east line of the
W 1/2 of the W 1/2 of said NW 1/4, 799.78 feet to a point 1190 feet south •
of the north line of said NW 1/4; thence easr parallel with the notth line
of said NW 1/4 and along the south line of said Fourth Additionto Lambsdale,
319 feet more or less co a point 310 feet northwesterly from and measured
at right angles to the westerly line of-said Block 6, Third Addition ro *gat
Lambsdale; thence northeasrerly along die easterly line of said Fourth
Addition to Lambsdale, 695 feet, more or less; rhence northeasterly alongthe east line f said Addition, 194.97 feet, more or less; thence north .
along the eas. line of said Addition 240 feet .0 a rcint 310 feet west of .iafef£2

beginning; thence east 310 feet to rhe place df beginning, ·
AS"R"hit

Claude R. Lambe
Pauline Parks Lambe, ux

1313 Union Natll Bank Bldg. .9,·w
67202

Dated at Kansas this 12th day of September,Wichita,

1973 at 7:00 A. M.

FIDELITY TITLE COMPMyr-Y¥.

V. P.
OEM

Tracer 41 21100

%

23*j.

41*4*

--73447./

:i:'*44.

fr
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ioRM 223·021 PAYMENT NOTICE
City of Wichita

PAY AT TREASURER' S OFFICE - FIRST FLOOR

Bldg & Elev. Elec. Elev. Inap. Exam. Fees · fiR

Hse. Mvr. Hse. Moving Licse. Mech.

oil well Pal. alts Plan. -) Plb, Cert.

sanitation Seler St.S sidewalk

9.N If, Street Trailer

*31% VESCRIPTION AMOUNT

Name
1*Al®
atre·'

ess*9*15.1' Addr

;994.4:5
Due Date

0;« Conments
e o

Date

--

1
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