
4#00''0*P-3 - Lake view Development Co. re-guests shopping eeriter CUP for SE
corner of Amidon and 21't Street
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Map No. h-1

Sec. 7 COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Z- AL/8

Twp. Filed 6-3-64 0

Range IE 12-01- 49

APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed planned commercial
development.

4 1. Applicant Lake View Development Co.
Address P o . A.* 2.-3&27 Phone A m 7-*11

2. Agent Bill Binter

Address 1820 N. Mosley Phone AM7-8277 m

3. General Location SE corner of Amidon and 21st Street
Address

4. Proposed Use Shopping Center

AREA DATA

'Nt. '

1. Acres ft. by ft.)

2. Existing Zoning Proposed Zoning

3. Area (is) (is not) platted. Addition

4. Existing R/W ft. ft. ft.

St. St. St.

Proposed R/W Et. ft. ft.

St. St. St.

HISTORY

PROCEDURE DATA

t 1. MAPC Meeting:

Date Action

7-2-64

/- 2 1- AN

2. Governing Body

Date Action

NOTES:
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October 31, 1973

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

t' br

DP-3 Twin Lakes Shopping Center

Attached is a copy of a letter from Bill Binter, Partner,
Twin Lakes with accompanying plan requesting that an
administrative interpretation be made which would reduce the
65 foot setback approved on the above captioned C.U.P. to 62
feet. This request would be for a total length of 36
feet. Mr. Binter outlined three reasons why he is of the opinion
such an amendment should be granted. Subject Community Unit Plan
was approved by the City Commission on November 18, 1969 and one
of the conditions was as follows:

220*

1,6 '

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

-44**44*4*i··r-
4247744&.,el' 7·-·,2-

INTEEFFTFF"TFPZ. -
. 1.

In reviewing this request. this department is of the opinion
that, based on the fact that a Post Office substation was
Originally located on this same site prior to the 65 foot
setback being established and inasmuch an two additional
parking spaces would be lost if they are required to maintain
65 feet, this does not violate the purpose and intent of the
Community Unit Plan provisions nor is it a substantial deviation
which would require an amendment to the plan. Our opinion im also
supportive in that in reviewing the Community Unit Plan on Marina
Lakes to the west and minimum setback from 21st Street is 60 feet,
and if the 62 foot setback is maintained on subject property, the
new structure would not extend closer to 21st Street than other
buildings in this area.

Upon your review of this memo and the attached letter of requeit
and accompanying illustrations, your signature of approval will
indicate that you concur that this proposal is in keeping with
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0
Robert Beldner
Octobtr 31, 1973
Page 2

the purpose and intent of the Community Unit Plan provisions,
and is not a substantial deviation of the plan.

RAL:JHG:rme
Attachment

APPROVED: AUL-9.UL__
Robert Feldner. Superintendent
of Central Inspection

cc: Bill Binter, Partner
Twin Lakes

P. 0. Box 4048, 67204

4463
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LAIE October 31, 1973

Post Oflice Box 4048

WICHITA. KAN 67204

Mr. Robert Lakin

Director

Wichita Planning Department

104 South Main

Wichita, Kansas

Dear Mr. Lakin:

We request a variance on the 65 ft. set-back on the Community Unit
Plan of Twin Lakes Center, to a 62 ft. set-back. We request this for
the following reasons:

1) Before we had a 65 ft. set-back, we had a post office building

2) The 62 f t. set-back permits us to retain the maximum parking
spaces. If the 65 ft. set-back is required, we will lose two parking
spaces.

3) This request is only for the 36 ft. (East - West) where the
former post office building was built.

Sincerely,

TWIN LAKES CENTER

4

£ A- RECENED bill Binter, Partner
BB:lb

COT 81 1973

METROP.OCITAN 2'
EILANNING
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK 4 UNTY

MITROPOLITAN ARIA PLANNING DIPATMINT

DATE

April 29, 1969

IE MISSION
)AD TO SAFETY

TO Files 70
FROM Robert A. Lakin, Assistant Planning Director

WIJECT CUP for Twin Lakes, DP-3

Scme weeks ago, Hap Bledsoe requested information as to how
the Twin Lakes Shopping Center could construct off-street
parking in a "AA" zone (which does not allow off-street
parking for commercial ventures) and which had no special
provisions included in their Community Unit plan for access
roads to the shopping center from the south entrance. At
that t ime I checked with Tommy Burns to see if permits had
been issued for the construct ion for such a parking lot. No
permit had been issued by Central Inspection. A further check
with the City Engineer's office indicated no permits were
required by that office for the construction of parking lots,
as the curb cut was a part o f the street construction. I then

requested Don Livingston to investigate and see if in his mind
he felt that this was a zoning violation. In a week or two I
was advised by him that he had checked it in the field and
measured it on the maps and in his opinion it was a violation.
No further word has been heard from Central Inspection on this
matter.

Today I called Joe Donley who heads the Maintenance Section
(including zoning enforcement) of the division of Central
Inspection on this matter. I advised him of my prior conver-
sations on this matter, have requested him to check the
possibilities of zoning violation and report his findings to
me.

RAL:rme
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March 10, 1969

896*

C. Bickley Foster, Director of Planninget
Jack H. Galbraith, Senior Planner

Interpretation of Zoning on Twin Lakes Shopping Center
Community Unit Plan

I have reviewed carefully the zoning application and approved
community unit plan associated with the Twin Lakes Shopping
Center. As we discussed, there is a strip of "B" multiple-
family zoning adjacent to Woodrow Ave. which begins south of
21st street a distance of approximately 190 feet and is 5 feet
in depth from Woodrow at that point and approximately 222 feet
in depth from Woodrow adjacent to 20th Street to the south.
This zone is indicated on the official zoning maps, and is
clearly indicated on the community unit plan approved by the
Planning Commission on January 21, 1965. The west line of this
"B" zone classification is also indicated as a "building setback
line"- It is my opinion that a commercial structure, whether
constructed above or below ground, may not extend into the ':B"
zoning classification until after a light commercial zoning
application is submitted and approved and the community unit
plan amended.

JHG:js

24{* 2
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Name Agency

Phil Snodgrass Twin Lakes Center

Fritz Haskard Haskard' s Firestone

T. K. Connolly Atlantic Thrift

Russell Woolley Twin Lakes State Bank

Ray Bruggeman Director of Public Works

Dave Ritchie Ritchie Coutruction

Ralph Wulz City Manager
Bill Binter Twin Lakes

Dick Linn Engr. Div. Public Works

C. B. Foster MAPD

H. Duane Bock MAPD

Meeting at Twin Lakes Bank

Morning of 10/2/68
49*15 Discussion of Traffic Circulation in the Twin Lakes Area
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TWIN LA KEE S

1. Main Unit

Lower Level 80,965

Upper Level 80.965

161,930

*43 2. Henry' s
Unit #1

1st Floor 17,375

2nd Floor 17.431

34,806

Unit #2

1st Floor 15,146

2nd Floor 15.146

30,292

 3. Theater
1st Floor 4,618

2nd Floor 13,050

Proj. Rm. 702

18,370

TOTAL 245,398

' 46
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TWIN LA LES

1. Main Unit

Lower Level 80,965»4
Upper Level 80.965

161,930

PfAL, 2. Henry'•

Unit #1

.«3r,-4
1st Floor 17,375

2nd Floor 17.431

34,806

Unit #2
t€*,At

1•t Floor 15,146

2nd Floor 15.146

30,292

3. Theater

lit Floor 4,618

2nd Floor 13,050«P
Proj. Rm. 702

18,370

TOTAL 245,398

117%
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MZBQPALITAN.-AREA..PLANNING_.CDMMIS#ION,

DATE: July 20 1964

Case Noe DP-3 Request: Approval of proposed planned com-
mercial development under the

Location: Generally on the southeast corner of 3lst and Amidon

Acres: 10 Plat:ted _X __ Existing R/W 100°
Proposed R/W 100°

Case No. Z*0480 - 'AA' and "B" to "LC°
MAPC Approved 7-18-63
BCC Approved 8-6-63

Case Noo Z=0516 - 'AA" to °BU

Approved 2-4-64

995=11&2

lity?
2'20·.tRV.

As a requirement: under the Community Unit Plan provisions o the i../.A*applicant submitted a preliminary development plan for review.
The development plan indicated the required information pertaining
to gross areae maximum coverage, maximum gross floor area, maximum
height, proposed general uses, maximum curb cuts, building setbacks,
and general mign information. The Planning Department revi aed the
proposed plan with staff members of the Central Inspection Division
and Engineering Division of the Department of Public Works. Sug-
gested changes were made to the applicant so that the plan would 
be in conformance with the Community Unit Plan regulations. The
applicant made certain changes and submitted a revised develop-
ment plan and a letter requesting exceptions of the requirements
of the Cammunity Unit plan regulations. Attached to this report
im a copy of the proposed development plan and the letter request-ing •xeeptionso (NOTE: Rkis inforniation should be brought to the 4:10,
21•naing_§=mAnsion meeting as conies are limited. 3 #p"""UNMER'/Ill

In view of the fact that the area to the south, which im zoned °B' 5323*F '11
is not up for approval as part of the planned conmercial develop= 1:'99*7 -mente the applicant was informed that a rear building setback line 3¥8#5 -
of 30 feat should be indicated on the plane (as per ordinance
requirements.) The applicant has requested that this requirement
be waived as the area zoned 'Ba is proposed to be used for off-
street parking in the overall development plan. The applicant ,

23,24 Xfc;'

=*311%**12#Ejofg.ty«,l'i6*:A: .lut'*.4/·5'  fwf:--' 1';'

r
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Page 2 - Case Noo DP-3

July 20 1964

423
3

tori

was requested to be prepared to show how the "B' zoned area
will be utilized as a part of the overall development.

..ReP '
726..1

«41

The staff is concerned with the applicant °s request for thie
exceptiono The ten foot planting strip id not a screening requirci-
ment but rather an aesthetic control for the perimeter of propomed
developmente The applicant has stated that: he will be prepared to
furnish evidence of the landscape proposals for the parking area.
The staff recommends that until such evidenc@ is presented as to
the propomal of landscaped techniques e that the proposal of
scattered plant materials in the median strip is not sufficient
to provide the qualities desired in a proposed shopping center.
This 10 foot planting requirement wao not designed to be waived in
the event the developer proposed te Landscapo the total site. It
was designed as a minimum aesthetic control„e

4. The applicant was requested to furnish information concerning the
number of signs or sign controls prop:,sed along Amidon Street o
Ae indicated on the revieed development plane the applicant
proposes three signs with a iraximum haight of 40 licet. The staff
suggests that the maximum height be reduced to 30 feet as regulated
under the present sign ordinance.

1

f

The applicant was informed of the requirement of the Community
Unit Plan regulations stating that there shall be a ten foot
planting area provided on the perimeter of the planned cammer-
cial development when such area is adjacent to a residential
districto The applicant has requested an exception of this
provision . The applicant stated in the letter of request for
the exception which would apply on t:he west, that they have
received permission from the City M{inager r working through ae
Director Of Public Works, to landect,pe th,3 divider strip shown
on the plano

The Planning Comission may, in unusual situations, where the
objectives of the Master Plan and good planning practices are
furtheredo alter requirements, provided. howiver, thae the
Plaming Commission must set forth spacific reasons p in writing,
as to the manner in which such modification meets the above
criteria.

g90,792

50 In May the applicant requested that the fire lane easement on the
plat be vacatedo On May 7, 1964, 1-he P Larming Commission approved
the request on the condition that the relocated fire lane easement
would later appear on the proposed development plan .

-

.......Kgo...1.af=/2

4
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Page 3 - Case 110. DP--3

July 20 1964 i.
hcommend#lkion:

The Assistant Planning Director recommends that the develop-
ment plan be approved with the understanding that ouch approval is
given on the basis that this tract of land ie unde c one enership
and control and in accordance with the intent of Section 28.04.190

of the ordinance. to promote a well planned and well organized
development. It is further recommend€d that approval of the plan
be given subject to the following conditions:

le The required building setback line 2ron: the 'Bw district
shall be waived if evidence is presented indicating the
area is used for off*street parking, for the following
reasons z

2

3

4

a. The area zoned "B" is proposed to be used for off···

street parking in conjunction with the shopping center
development.

be There is no apparent reason why a 30 foot rear yard
setback should be required since the Broposed parking
lot itself serves as a lighi:, air, and open space
buffer©

i¢44*44<I: -4-<,® .0·

The advertising sign controls along Amidon should indicate
a maximum sign height of 30 feete

The request far an exception of the 10 fcot planting area not
be granted.

5.

Go

Prior to the issuance of a building permit o there shall be a
dedication of a fire lane easement.

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Commissiong
and any substantial deviation from the plan as determined by the

Superintendent of Central Inspection shall constitute a violation
of the building permit authorizing construction 02 the proposed
development.

Any major change in this development plan shall ba resubmitted to
the Planning Commission Ec assure compliance with the requirements
and intent of Section 28.04.190 of the ordinanceo

*P. - t.-.All#/: - .4-.*Ii

. 6 . ... 1 tort:•'€".2:Ep -9'g« 9.4 J
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Januar ¥ 72 1965

Ix. Bill Binter
1820 North Modley
Wichita, ranmas

20/2 change from *B' & NAA'

to .In., 'M__DEE3' Planned ec,Nnercial
Development undel the Comav.inity Unit Plan
<aeviled)

Dear ME. Binter,

At its regular moving on Januaiy 21, 1965 r the Metropelitan
Arla ?lanning Commimaloo concide.red the abov,-captioned zone
changl :*quiet anti the ravieed community unit pil.r.. '19* action
of the Planning Comptimaion will to recogmand that the zone
change rp•que•t bo apploved. Thi Flanning Commission alec
approved the revt*ed comnaanity unit plan and waived th* 101-
loving I,quirity.into.

1. Elimination of the 35-foot setback adjacant
to th, elt and south lirve of the new request
for 'IC" zoning.

2. Elimination of solid •*11 adjacent to the out
and gouth lin® 02 the new requ,lit for -LC'
zoning.

3. Elimination *f thi 10-foot planting ettlp
adjacint to knidon.

The above-captioned mon* cha,ng. request will ba forwardad to
the Board of City Ca=aillioner, for their consideration on
rebruaxy 9, 1965

**fu
Pit.

72%
4632

44



4.**.4**,Mill-e.W22, 1965

A copy of thi Revi,ed Plantieu Ce•eercial. Deve*oplnt hal bian
forwarded to the Superintendent of Central Inipection of thi
Department of Public Worka.

-1 , : M

If you have ahy qu,ation* concerning this matter, pleage call.

N+ I           ./

Sinctrely,

' jiaG...i* .* 4-*'r.
- 6/·* :/44-0/.# I'& 14 44.' R.,0..::4*'

+ 0 4 , 4**4:6'* 4* i *.-4 4., ¥ 4
*.·.-31, t#...'·a Ja•.• W. ROW

Plannex II

10{.9

84, 4,1.2
t . -4- ? ....£2

.+ Wm*Aml,1-mt Ce.. Ime, -04**Al/&

... 0. De* 2.5 .4 '

4 - / ·· - ;T -f ...4403%;f¥»F

* 04·* i f ' 9 ·.4/.,/4

, · ·· 7040:*:' 3•it@€4*104-•

4 Contgal In,pection

t dfP, ja·,i!,·I@24.1-0

+ *.9 , - . - 1** ·**
, '69 *·' .9 ... .- 4:4'... , I. . -4+3? *,§4+1%42..

6%62,3

445%

4 •2 4 1,50*

*9, 4/*06·49

<41'.,94,44 :*14,4:4

13*€*,#.0 :tr.*

r

r
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Jantizy 15, 111

**olp•Utan u. planning Olid,sion

Jack -lhraith. Senior Planrier

-Wo: m-- OC Ib*Vi- De,D,0t Company
. --1 th* Pla-4 -mudal De,.Mp=t
//-2) 0/ thi Cl,lenity Plan for Twin Lalle
Shel,ing Cent-

I,'h' ¥*- D"'112'"Imt a-pany hli "gbiitted an a#ilation E. 3.9
-- * ..tle-1 liC" IA*t C--cial Noning in ** te

- i illl nol*, of additional facilitios for Iwin Lah-
0)•libl Ill-*. In con junction with thi zoning a,liailian, tl»
.*....--1./0 an ..i.=t to U. 0=I# .1

 plan under the eammunity unit plan Trovt/10*0 0/ 0*,0
04*=Al& 44* 10- crigizlly alm--I by the Planning O.muium

4.Cul=11¥. the applicants have requested that the following
1. *ived:

1. 11.1-1-tion of the 35 foot setback adjacent to the
alt und mouth line of the new reque,t for 'I£'

2. 1 JAmenatiOn of solid wall adjacent to the 0-t aild
0-th 11- 1,2 the now requist for "IC meni-,.

3. Blimillation g the 10 foot planting itrip le jagent

It *-4 - .%*d Gut that the- -- mquir-ent .... -Al.

Ili M-4 Ii:Idhi:id# In th, 0,1,imal alleild d Il r
1'.4 .. a 1.- .4#00",0 -- .lig.

·, 4 · -%=
Oj r,

.

0

11111 114111-1

L

-1

L

11..a
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Januagy 150 1965
341%

TO: Metrcpoli'can Area Planning Commission

FROM: Jack Galbraith, Senior Planner

M,all. 49- SUBJECT: Request 02 Lakeview Development Compauy
to Amend the Planned Con-nercial Development

..24,1 2 (DP-3) of the Community Plan 202 Twin Lakes 290-»y"Shopping Center .
··41*a'/3:f·I'. r

MN..&64*al
4-:

Lake View Development Company has submitted an application :2012 5.9 -I
acres of adclitional ':LC" Light Comercial zoning in order to #Millim

accommodate the needs of additional facilities go: Twin Lakes
Shopping Cen·ter. In conjunction with the zoning applicationa the

· applicants have reques·ted an amendment to the planned commercial
development plan undee ·the cort-w.uni·ty unit plan provisions 02 the

=di Y tias originally approvgod by the Planning commiscion .
Specifically, the applicants have requested that the following
dequimments be waived :

1. Elilmination of the 35 foot se·tback adjacent to the east and south lit.0 02 the ne·i reques·2 for "LC'
soning.

yer

2. Eliminebtion of solid wall adjacent to the east: and
south line 02 the ne: recit.est for "Le': zoning.

3. Elimination of the 10 200: 23.anting strip adjacent
to Amidon.

31=
I. should be pointed out that these sama requirements were waived by
the Planning Commission on the original approval o. the development
plan. Col.kique.lily.. it is recommended Cha·: ·these requirements again
be waived and that the revision 02 the development plan be approved.

Enclosed horewith is a Thermoral. cow of a map shc-girls ·:he additional
request for "52·' zoning and the revised development plano

&4771

r
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January 15, 1965

To: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: aack Gal.braith, Senior Planner

SUBJF·CT: Request of Lakeview Development: Company
to Amend the Planned Cormercial Development
(DI?,··33) 02 ·the Community Plen 20: Twin Lakes

Shopping Center

Lake View Developmen·: Com-any has submitted an applicat.i.on :20: 5.9
acres off additional "LC" 7.ight Co:-mercial zoning in order to
ac,comr:odate ·the needs of additional Cacilitier; 3012 Twin Lakes

Shopping Cerikan In conjunc:ion with the zoning application, ·:he
applicants hcava requested ali an·.ends.ent ·20 the glanned commercial
development plan uader the cop.·=unity unit plan i:rovisions o.f the

ordiliarices ·.·?hick· aas oritiinally apploved by Che 1?larming' comlission
On July 7. 1964..

Speci fically, the applicants have requested ·tizat ·the following
=equixements be waived:

1. Elimination of the 35 2cot Netback adjacent to the
east and scuil line of the naw reques·& 23017 "Le"
soning.

4 Eliination 02 solid igail adjacent to the aaht and
south line 02 the ne..: reduest *32 "LC" Solling.

3. Elimination of

to 2-didon..

It should be pointed out
4 91.mning Commission

plan. Consequently, it
be waived and that the r

the 10 foot planting strip adjacent

that tnese sams xequirements were waived hy
on the original api?rewal of ·the 6.e·;Felop:-:lan··02

in recommended that these requirements again
evia:ion 02 the development rolan be approved.

Enelosed herewith is a Therrzo:Yax copy of a map showing the additional
request for "Lo" soning and ·the zevised development plan.,

e.*·. i

. ta
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January 15. 1965

«€11999

'4

TO: Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

FROM: Jack Galbraith: Senior Planner

SUBJECT:
Mt·.

Request of Lakeview Development Company
to lutend the Planned Commercial Development

(DP--3) of the Community Plaa for Twin Lakes
Shopping Center

:322

Lake View Development Ocapany has submitted an application for 5.9
acres of additional 'LC" Light Cammercial zoning in order to
accommodate the needs of additional facilities for Twin Lakes

Shopping Center. In conjunction with the zoning applicationo the

applicants have requested an amendment to the planned commercial

development plan under the community unit plan provisions of the
ordinancer which was originally approved by the Planning Commission
011 July 7 * 1964.

Specifically, the applicants have requested that the following
requirements be waived.

1. Elimination of the 35 foot setback adjacent to the

east and south line of the new request for "Le"

zoning.

2. Elimination of solid wall adjacent to the east and

south line of the new request for "Le zoningo

e

3. Elimination of the 10 foot planting strip adjacent
to Amidon.

It should be pointed out that these same requirements were waived by
the Planning Commission on the original approval of the development
plane Consequently, it is recommended that these requirements again

be waived and that the revision of the development plan be approved.

Enclosed herewith is a Thermofax copy of a mas showing the additional

request for "Le" zoning and the revised development plano
ager#94*.*21'.
4.*03·f *- ·
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Mr. Bill Binter

1820 North Hooley
-¥F Wichita, Kania,

Subjects DF -3 - Planned Commercial

Cb Development under the Colmnunity Unit ..
Plan

Dear Mr. Binter:

At its regular meeting on July 2, 1964, the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commi,sion considered the above-captioned ca,e. The

action of the Commission waa to approve the development plan
under thi. Community Unit Plan provisions of the Ordinance
•ubject to the following conditions:

1. The required building setback line from the
'B' district and the required wall separating
the two districts shall be waived for the

following reasons :

a

b

The area zoned "B" is proposed to be

used for off-,treet parking in conjunc-

tion with the shopping center develop-
ment.

There is no apparent reaion why a 30-foot
rear yard wetback should bi required

since the proposed parking lot it,elf

aerves as a light, air, and open space

buffer.

644.?

ER##21,-
t, 4, .it=

r'.,21494
> ·209%42

oma¥43 I
1232%42

2. The advei tiwing sign contxol• along Amidon eal;/&'&#2

Ihould indicate a maximum,ign height of 30 --:
feet.

....2> '
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0 0
July 6, 1964

The reque,t for an exception of the 10-foot
planting area on the west perimeter of the
property shall be waived for the following
ze•mon,i it{K

a. The applicant furnished evidence, i o
the sati,faction of the Planning Com-
miuion, that the parking lot and
median strip on Amidon will be land-
•caped.

b. The area lying to the weet, although
zoned "AA" Single Family, is used u
a nonconforming sand excavation opera-
tion.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit,
there shall be a dedication of a fire lane

easement.

Iii

11*44

·34*1
I . 44\1
1%14··
«b

The development of this property shall proceed
in accordance with the development plan an
approved by the Planning Comni-lion, and any
Iubstantial deviation from the plan am deter-
mined by the Superintendent of Central In,pec-
tion shall conatitute a violation of the

building permit authorizing con,truction of the
propoied development.

6. Any major change in this development plan shall 
be resubmitted to the Planning Commi,Bion to
as,uze compliance with the requirement, and 09
intent of Section 28.04.190 of the Ordinance. ./c

It is now y for you to submit to this office three (3)

corrected copies of the plan showing the sign height not exceed-
ing 30 feet. Upon receiving the corrected plan, a copy will
be forwarded to thi Office of Central Inepection of the Depart-
mint of Public Works.

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

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith

JEIG:bgs Senior Planner

cc: Glen Lytle

Central Inspection Divi,ion

i.
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RITCHIE BROTHERS Constructiall Comm,

Jun, 12, 1964

Wichita-Sedgwick Couuty ···· /4.7 -kfA i 4
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept ' ,; r 4JUN 1,"19:. -1City Bldg Annex

,-1 UERM' 17·, u- -4Wichita, Kansas
-' RAN

Mr Jack H. Galbratch
Senior Planner

Subject: Preliminary Develop=ent
Pi an of Twin Lakes

Dear Mr. Galbraita:

In rempease to your letter, dated Junc 8, 1964, we hurve mdde the
corrections that you suggesced on cur plan Wa would *180 like to make
the following raquelte as they concern our project:

A. Reason - Our plans are in the final working dravicE etage,
7 t& building ii located along the "L.C." lint ' All of
our le.Bes thst *re sigoed hive ueed this building layout
u PaFt of the lease. If w were co change our kilding
location, we would h,ve topevist *11 of our existing
leatted. We have done considerable dirt work on the glte
and it would be quite axpiwive to charge our grade, st this
•tfe. (This ia a two- level center Imi most ot the
axcivation i• completed) Also, the building setback in
thil case will not be a buffer for the "h' moning ae ve
have also includre the 'r area as pckin, 60 our lea,ea
ed ve could not "sell off" the "B:' *re• without voidle;
our 1/Hes The mortgq®, on th,2 center will alio
include the "1. C " And "Br at•al .

2. Screening - in regard# to the ten foot scrtening along Amidon,
w would like to request an exception for th. following relona

ff4&

6

1. Building Setback Lines - Wa would like an exceprion for the build
aitback line betwess our "L.C." and "r zoning,

*t

L

L
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3,49'

Mr. Jack H. Galbrilth .2- June 12, 1964

1- The acreening is requir6d because the property le zoned
"AA'"; howe™r, it La being used as Nonconforming Industrial.

2. The property is all lake.

3. The pr.perty does not h*ve abutter'$ righta of mcce,8 to or
from Amidon.

4. We hlve. received permiestor: from tbe City MInager working
through the Director of Public Worka to landacape tba
divider strip an nbown Cm our plan.

Sincerely,

Bill Binter

BB:djb

43'
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%T RITCHIE BROTHERS Coistructio, Company

Jus• 12. 1964

Wichita-Sedgvick County - 1,9' RECE[¥Eii I :,4\
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept. f

City Bldg. Anne. LET JON 1 2 ?9.4 C
Wichita, 1498*s 31 METROPOUT.4 · -3

\39. PLA*r,0,4. · 1Mr. Jack H. Calbra.ith

Senior Planner

Subject. Pre lialoary
Plan of Twin

Dear Mr. Galbraith.

In re·.ponse to your latter, dated Junt 8, 1964, wi have made the
correction, that you suuested on our plea. We wbuld 1100 like to make
tbe following requeits as they concern our project

1. Building Gotback Lines - We would like an •Aception for the building
utback line between our "L.C." and "3" zoning

A. Reagon - Our plans ar® in the final workins 4rawing *tage,
imi-ERe building U located elons the "L.C." lina. All of ·--

ii our legae, that are ligned h•ve used thil bullding layout
Mt·* f u Part of the lease, If we were to :hange -rur building

location.. we would have to De,ine all of our existing
leases We beve done conoid,Kible dirt work crl the *ita
and it wojld be quite expensive to cbange our gred®/ at this
stage. (Thi# 1, a t„0-level center and Eer of the
suavation im completed). Ale, the building setback in

fid*··
, this caze will not b• e· buffer for the "Al' zonin, u we h,ve also included the "r' *res as parking on our liasta

and w could not "sell off" the "8" area without voidle;
our leaaes. The mortgage on th, center .111 4100
include the "L.C." and "B" areal.

4.0.3220·: 2. Screening ·· In regard, to the ten foot *Cre45:liall •Iong Amielon i
we would like to requeit an exception for the loilowing re,tions:

ff5*
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Mr. Jack H. Galbraith June: 12. 1964

1.

2.

3.

k

4.

The screening ig required because the propercy, i
"AA"; however, it is being used aa Nonconforming

property is all lake.

The property does not h,ve abutter
from Amidon.

Wa have received permiwion from th,l
through the Director of Public Works
divider strip as shown on our plan.

Sincerely,

ifft?/

BB:djb

Bill Binter

.397

8 zoned 2%*R..2.1
Induatrial.

a right, of Icces• to or

City Manager working
to landscape the 3
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MEZBMEALITAN_AREA.PLANNING .CUMMISSION,

DATE: July 20 1964

Cage Noe DP=3 Request: Approval of proposed planned com-
mercial development under the

Location: Generally on the southeast corner of 2lst and Amidon
N.ief4i-

Acres: 10 Platted -_1_ Existing R/W 400'
Proposed R/W 100 I

MiQkeKY

Case Noe 2-0480 - "AA" and *B' to 'LC"
MAPC Approved 7-18-63
BCC Approved 8-6-63

Case Nor 2-0516 - "AA" to "B°

MAPC Approved 1-16-64
BCC Approved 2-4-64

As a requirement under the Community Unit Plan provisions e the
applicant submitted a preliminary development plan for review.
The development plan indicated the required information pertaining
to gross areao maximum coverage: maximum gross floor area. maximum
height r proposed general usesp maximum curb cuts, building setbacks.
and general sign information. The Planning Department revi·.ated the
proposed plan with staff members of the Central Inspection Division
and Engineering Division of the Department of Public Works. Sug
gested changes wer, made to the applicant so that the plan would
be in conformance with the Co-unity Unit Plan regulationse The
applicant made certain changes and submitted a revised develop-
ment plan and a letter requesting exceptions of the requirements
of the Community Unit Plan regulations. Attached to this report
ia a copy of the proposed development plan and the letter request-
ing -captionse (NOTE: This information ohould be brought to the
flanning_commniesion meeting as cooies are limited.)

In view of the fact that the area to the south, which is zoned °80
ig not up for approval as part of the planned commercial develop-·
monte the applicant was informed that a rear building setback line
of 30 feet should be indicated on the plane (as per ordinance
requirements. 3 The applicant has requested that this requirement
be waived as the area zoned "B° is proposed to be used for off-
street parking in the overall development plano The applicant

-Mi»2

d

.

174
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Page 2 - Case No. DP-3

July 2o 1964

was requested to be prepared to show how the "B" zoned area
will be utilized as a part of the overall development.

4%

10344

4*2,

The applicant was informed of the requirement of the Comunity
Unit Plan regulations stating that there shall be a ten foot
planting area provided on the perimeter of the planned easier-
cial development when such area is adjacent to a residential
districto The applicant has requested an exception of this

provision e The applicant stated in the letter of request for
the exception which would apply on l:he west, that they have
received permission from the City Meinager p working through gte
Director of Public WorkEr to landecipe tho divider strip shown
on the plano

lillil"/ Irld;
15€*1
=meb•»e

%691* 4
-4942
1/€€t

The Planning Colmaission mayo in unusual situationsu where the
objectives of the Master Plan and gcod planning practices are
furtheredo alter requirements p providedc however, that the

Planning Commission must set forth apscific reasons, in writinge
as to the manner in which such modifkcation meets the above

criterian

193

%1<1

44*»*4444 jf
The staff is concerned with the amillcant £ s request for this

exception. The ten foot planting st:rip is not a screening require-
ment but rather an aesthetic control for the perimeter of proposed

development o The applicant has stated that: he will be pr€pared to
furnigh evidence of the landscape proposals for the parking areao
The staff recolaunds that until such evidence is presented as to
the propomal of landscaped techniques, that the proposal of
scattered plant material: in the median strip is not sufficient
to provide the qualities desired in a proposed shopping centere
This 10 foot planting requirement was not designed to be waived in
the event the developer proposed to landscape the total site- It
was designed as a minimum aesthetic controlo

'4.t

94 3,#Wil
291

4 The applicant was requested to Zurnis a information concerning the
number of signs or sign controls propaced along Amidon Street.
As indicated on the revised developmenc plan„ the applicant
proposes three signs with a maximum hoight of 4.0 felt. The staff
suggests that the maximum height be reduced to 30 feet as regulated 
under the present sign ordinance,

5. In May the applicant requested that the fire lane easement on the
,/Illi#trm""mill/MIN

plat he vacated. On May 7 1964o the Planning Commission approved
*f,LI> the request on the condition that the rolocated fire lane easement  C 'ty.==8.-

E.-0
would later appear on the proposed development plan L -loit//128.

Ir *2%3*AL#Nrilli
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Page 3 - Case iloo DP-3
July 2 9 1964

Recoormlendation.:

0

The Assistant Planning Director recommends that the develop-
ment plan be approved with t.ho understanding that such as,oval is
given on the basis that this tract 02 land is under one omership
and control and in accordance with the intent of Section 28.04.190
of the ordinance, to promote a well planned and well organized
developmente It is further recommended that approval of the Slan
be given subject to the following conditions:

'difirmill//8/- %/-18"

le The required building setback line from the 'B' district
shall be waived if evidence is presented indicating the
area is used for off- street parl:ing, for the following
reasons z

ao The area zoned '43° ia proposed to be uaed for off-
street parking in conjunction with *he shopping center
developmente

bo There is no apparent reason why a 30 foot rear yard
setback should be required since the 91:oposed parking
lot itself serves as a light, air, and open space
buffer,

3441»f

The advertising sign controls along Amidon should indicate
a mmcimum sign height of 30 feet.

The request far an excel:i=ion of ·the 10 foot planting area not
be granted.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, there shall be a
dedication of a fire lara easement o

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planaing Cammission,
and any substantial deviation from the plan as determined by the
Superintendent of Cantral Inspection shall constitute a violation
of the building permit authorizing cor.struction of the proposed
developmento

Any major change in thisE development plan shall be resubmitted to
the Planning Commission ta assure compliance with the requirements
and intent of Section 28.04.190 of the ordinance.

r €
-1

r -1
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June 12, 1964

Wichita-Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept. * JUN 12 1964 *City Bldg. Annex

l.5\ METROPOLITAN UWichita, Kansas
\:la PLANNING 47/
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t.r

Mr. Jack H. Galbraith

Senior Planner

Subject: Preliminary Development ,2411.#el*&..

Plan of Twin Lakes

Dear Mr. Galbraith

In response to your letter, dated June 8, 1964, we have made the
corrections that you suggested on our plan. We would also like to make
the following requests as they concern our project:

93rrlllillillImillf"

1. Building Setback Lines - We would like an exception for the building
setback line between our "L.C." and "B" zoning.

A. Reason - Our plans are in the final working drawing stage, ......% . · v U.X.

and the building is located along the "L.C." line. All of **2 91*11.1.1
our leases that are signed have used this building layout 9*j. fit'-
as part of the lease. If we were to change our building
location, we would have to pevise all of our existing 44'44&' all'll'"
leases. We have done considerable dirt work on the site

and it would be quite expensive to change our grades at this
stage. (This is a two-level center and most of the y.&
excavation is completed). Also, the building setback in
this case will not be a buffer for the "B" zoning as we
have also included the "B" area as parking on our leases

include the "L.C." ard "B" areas.

and we could not "sell off" the "B" area without voiding
our leases. The mortgage on the center will also

4

2. Screening - In regards to the ten foot screening along Amidon,
we would like to request an exception for the following reasons:

J{bot
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Mr. Jack H. Galbraith -2. June 12, 1964

1. The screening is required because the property is zoned
AN'; however, it is being used as Nonconforming Industrial.

2. The property is all lake.

3. The property does not have abutter's rights of access to or
from Amidon.

4. We have received permission from the City Manager working
through the Director of Public Works to landscape the
divider strip as shown on our plan.

Sincerely,

Bill Binter

BB:djb
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Mr. Bill Binter

1820 North Mosley
Wichita, Kansas

Subject: Preliminary Development Plan
of Twin Lakes

Dear Mr. Binter:

We have reviewed the Preliminary Development Plan which you
submitted to this office relative to Community Unit Plan develop-
ment for Twin Lakes with members of the Central Inspection Divi-
sion, and the Engineering Division of the Department of Public
Works. Following are the comments made by this office and the
various other Departments with which this matter was discussed
relative to the various segments of the Community Unit Plan as
indicated in the proposed Preliminary Development Plane

Hearing

The closing date for the Planning Commission meeting of
July 2, 1964, was June 3. As we have received copies for review
of your Plan. we are scheduling this case for the July 2nd meet-
ing. It will be necessary for you to submit twelve copies of
the Preliminary Plan with the suggested corrections no later
than June 15. so that staff recommendations may be prepared and
copies of your Plan can be sent to the Planning Commissioners.

*flf::

m
Building Setback Lines

As the Planning Commission is reeponsible for approving,
under Community Unit Plan, only lands zoned either -LC" or 'C",
it is the Department's interpretation that there should be a
building setback line for the light commercial area being reviewed.
It will be necessary for you to show a building setback line for

-

--

o

Junt 8, 1964
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June 8. 1964

the area abutting the "B" zoning district or submit a request
for an exception. If you do request an exception, please be pre-
parel to show how the 'B" zoned area will be utilized as a part
of the over-all development. Also, there should be a 35-foot
setback line instead of a 30-foot setback line as indicated on

the Plan in the northwest corner.

Total Area

We are only concerned with the total area under the cammer-
cial zoning classification. We have calculated the area which im
zoned 'LC' and have found it to be approximately 438.467 square
feet. Please chick this out as you have indicated a total area
of 653,400 square feet. if we have figured this correctly, then
it would appear that the maximum gross floor area figure would
also be incorrect.

r,t-(1*Al

screening

In regard to your request for an exception to the 10-foot

planting strip on the west. we would encourage a Plan indicating
where the landscape treatment will be placed instead of the
required 10-foot planting strip.

1151Ili

In reviewing the Preliminary Plan, we have found no provi-

sions have been made for signs of any type. We would suggest

that you indicate on the Plan, under General Provisions, the
number of signa, or the sign controls along Amidon Street which
you are proposing.

Curb Cuts

..r:=7:=E,7---

You have indicated the maximum number of curb cuts along
21st Street. Woodrow and Amidon. The curb cuts along Woodrow

are not in the "LC" light commercial zoning district. However,
since the wB- district is related to your over-all development
plan, we suggest that the curb cut be in line with Cornelson.

pedication of Fire Lane Easement

As you will recall, in May, you requested that the fire lane
easement on the plat be vacated. On May 7, 1964, the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission approved your request. At that time,

*32.-Ff ..
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY 3 June 8. 1964 gM,m-B.

it wa, thi undoutanding of the Planning Commission that you would
dedicate a fire lane easement at a later date when your develop-
nint plan would bi presented for review and approval. This pro-
poied fire lane easement Bhould now be indicated on the Plan.

4*4

f-9 -
* f,/ 61,

Allo, on the Plat of Lakeview Eetat. there was an area in
the northwest corner which was not included on thi plat. Thi area
was 158.71 feet square. This area should be reviewed, as the
area on the Preliminary Plan doe, not have the earns dimensioni.

Thiee are mont of the problems which we can foresee at thie
time as related to thi various segments of your Preliminary
Development Plan. I hope that thi comments which have blen made
will be beneficial to you in making changes on the Preliminary
Development Plan.

If, after you have reviewed the comments which we have made,
you have any que,tions, we would be glad to discuss these·matters
at your convenience.

Jack H. Galbraith

Senior Planner

*tty*

Sincerely yours,

JaG:bge
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June 3, 1964

W.M.A.P.C.

Wlchlta, Kansas

Gentlemen:

We request the following exceptions on our Twln Lakes C.U.P.

1. Elimination of the ten foot width shrubbery along the
Amidon side. Reason: 1. We are planting the dlvider
strip ln the street. 2. The property at the West ls
a lake. The only land on the west side is city rlght-
0-way.

2. Eliminate the wall between the L.C. and B. zoning.
Reason: 1. The wall would blsect our parking lot.

.t

Slncerely,

thu 61
8111 Binter

Lake Vlew Development Co.

1
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