
 

Hybrid Meeting via Teams & in person in the Council Board Room 

Wichita Land Bank Board of Trustees 
March 9, 2022 | 1:30 PM 

 

Meeting Minutes 

 

Trustees Present In-Person:  Mayor/City-Wide: Siobhan Collier, District 4: Jerome D Castillo 

 

Trustees Present- Virtually:   District 6: Alex Ibarra, District 1: Valencia K MonkMorgan 

 

Staff Present In Person: Chris Labrum, KaLyn Nethercot, Jeff Vanzandt, Kathy Sexton, Gerri Ford, Brooke Kauchak, 

Logan Bradshaw, Marcia Braham, Sally Stang, Scott Wadle 

 

Staff Present Virtually: John Philbrick, Mary Hunt 

 

Public Present In Person:  Harold Schlechtweg, John Todd, Gentry Theisen 

 

Trustees Absent: District 2: Wesley Galyon; District 3: Gary D Schmitt; District 5: Marvin Schellenberg 

 

 

I. Roll Call & Approval of February 9, 2022, Meeting Minutes 

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 by Sally who extended welcome to everyone. This was followed 
by the roll call. There were 4 trustee members in attendance, as listed above. She informed the group that 
Kathy Sexton would replace Scott Rigby for a period of 3-5 months while the city recruits for another 
Assistant City Manager. She said that in moving the Public Housing division with the new community 
investment section, Roger Burright will be working closely with the Board as he has vast experience in this 
area. She gave an update on staffing: Logan Bradshaw is the Interim Program Coordinator and Marcia 
Braham is a Clerk in the Housing and Community Services Department will be responsible for recording 
Minutes and assisting with setting up for the meetings   It was determined that Siobhan would lead the 
meeting in the absence of the Vice Chair.  

There was a correction to the February 2022 minutes which is as follows:  “A listing of the 2022 Tax sale 
Properties” should instead read  “A preliminary 2022 Tax Sale Property Listing”  The minutes were then 
approved unanimously with the revision after a motion moved by trustee Kay MonkMorgan and seconded 
by trustee Jerome Castillo. Persons showed their agreement by the raising of their right hand.  Following 
this action, the first Presenter was invited to the podium. 

 

II. Code Enforcement Overview 

Chris Labrum, Director, MABCD 

Chris, Director of Metro Area Building and Construction Dept (MABCD) noted that the division is very 

diverse and oversees quite a few things.  He mentioned three areas of focus as follows: 

1. Building and Construction – responsible for the licensing, permitting and inspections of 

commercial and residential property.  Most of the staff are dedicated to overseeing projects 

https://www.sedgwickcounty.org/mabcd/
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that require permits and inspections, also do inspection in smaller cities that contract with 

MABCD.  MABCD is revenue based, as builders, homeowners and contractors are charged a fee. 

These fees are used to help fund the department, but it is limited in how much of this fund can 

be made available to KaLyn’s division, which will be discussed in more detail later in the 

presentation.  Some city funds are also made available to help KaLyn’s Division.  

 

2. Neighborhood Inspection/Code Enforcement – This section is separate from the building codes. 

Can be further divided into 3 main areas which are Premise Condition, Condemnation (has to do 

with unsafe house and structure) and Illegal Dumping.  

 

Chris explained the three areas in more detail. Chris emphasized that the role of Neighborhood 

Inspection and Code Enforcement is not to drive property to Land Bank. The division will not do 

anything to suggest that due diligence was not followed, and will ensure that property rights are 

honored and intact through the removal of dangerous and unsafe structures. He noted there is 

an opportunity for the Land Bank to intercept, but that Code Enforcement cannot directly steer 

property owners to the Land Bank or provide the Land Bank with specific properties. He ended 

his presentation by enquiring if there were any questions.  

 

Kay MonkMorgan, noted that she does not have a question, but do appreciate the presentation 

and the distinction of the different roles and who is responsible for each one. 

 

Jerome asked if Chris could highlight the process of code standards that properties go through 

before it finally ends up in front of the City Council. 

 

Chris explains that it begins with a housing case, if there is no resolution and if the structure 

declines to the level that it is posing immediate danger and is not secure, his division has the 

authority to do emergency commendation. He further noted if there is no resolution, the case is 

presented to the advisory Board (Board of Building Code standard and Appeal). This Board 

comprises of Engineers, Architect, contractors, Real Estate Representative, and member of the 

public.   

 

 If there is no resolution through the Board process, the Board can grant up to 6 months 

extension to the property owner, following which if there is still no resolution, the matter is 

referred to the City Council for public hearing and for condemnation of dangerous and unsafe 

property.  If it is approved and condemned by the City Council, the structure will have to come 

down. KaLyn noted that fifty percent of the time the process results in a positive outcome and 

not demolition while the City try to get owner and property into compliance. 

 

Chris noted that the above point is good for the Land Bank Board to look at intercepting, 
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however reiterated that Code Enforcement will not to drive someone to the Land Bank base on 

the process mentioned above.  

 

Chris noted that there is a lot of discussion to be had by the Land Bank. He noted that persons 

who falls into the situation of inherited property make seek assistance from the Land Bank, as 

they will ask Code Enforcement about possibly donating the property to the City. Chris also 

mentioned the idea of a volunteer group, to help steer folks who may find themselves in that 

situation into a direction that may help, as again Code Enforcement cannot.  

 

Alex questioned if the Wichita Land Bank could work with the Realtors of South-Central Kansas, 

he suggests the need to get more community engagement and to explore concerns that might 

surface, and if they may be willing to serve as that volunteer group Chris mentioned.  

 

Siobhan asked as to how properties make it on to the list for demolition. She also asked if there 

is a way to protect the dangerous structures from demolition.  Are there more steps that can be 

taken? Is there a way to protect the property instead of demolition resulting in a lot of land as 

opposed to houses? 

 

Chris noted that some are in bad shape, they might look okay but do have problems such as 

security and safety issues. 

 

KaLyn Nethercot, Neighborhood Inspection Administrator, MABCD 

 

KaLyn took the opportunity to respond to Siobhan question and at the same time made a brief 

presentation.  She notes that her division receives complaints from communities re unsafe 

structure.  She said every effort is made to try and resolve the situation before getting to 

condemnation. 

 

She notes that properties declines rapidly when they are vacant and unsecure. MABCD spends 

a lot of time and resources keeping them secured, mowed and abated. She mentioned a cost 

of $1,500 per property per year to keep the property secure until it gets to condemnation. 

 

She introduced some photographs of houses that have been selected for demolition.  She said 

if the Land Bank wishes to save property is valid, and that it is code enforcement’s wish as well.  

The process they use for condemnation works in a result that is not demolition on the part of 

the City in about 50% of the time. Process does work, but there are times when it doesn’t 

(example- as the owner may be deceased, out of state, not clear title to the heirs, no way to 

get it through probate, or if the property is abandoned) and there is no way to spur action on 

the owner, if they cannot involve them. Passed out photos. She notes that attempts would 

have to be made earlier in the process while the houses can be salvaged, and she believes that 

https://www.sedgwickcounty.org/mabcd/
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the Realtor’s Association wants to help intervene while they are still salvageable, where there 

is an investment opportunity available.  

 

Jerome question if clear title is the problem standing in the way.  He enquired if it would not 

be better to try generating income instead of boarding up the house?  KyLan noted that this is 

not in the jurisdiction of MABCD. However, the Land Bank can explore these possibilities.  

Jerome noted could be possible for the Land Bank to set up deals so that those properties can 

be rehabilitated and sold to generate income for the Land Bank.  However, KaLyn’s noted that 

someone has to deed the property to the Land Bank. Jerome noted that someone would have 

to be responsible to figure out the title, and how it may be sold, etc.  

 

Siobhan again questioned if when there are issues with the title, how can the division move on 

with the demolition process? 

 

KyLan advised that a complete search on the title is done.  Multiple attempts are also made to 

contact the owner, but sometimes there is just no one to contact. 

 

Siobhan questioned if Habitat for Humanity or other similar organizations could be engaged to 

take over some of these properties. 

 

Kylan noted that yes, this does happen and noted that this has happened in the past. Siobhan 

asked why this doesn’t happen before the condemnation process. KaLyn noted it is because 

MABCD does not own the home. KaLyn noted that not having an engaged owner is a barrier, 

she mentioned that there is sense of urgency to deal with these properties due to the risks 

involved in keeping them standing.  Once the building is identified as dangerous, then the 

process of demolition is explored.   Sally noted that even after the structure is demolished, the 

owner still owns the property and they own the debt for the demolition. Chris noted that 

Siobhan is correct, there is a gap—if there was a way (like through these avenues) to get 

people engaged earlier, that keeps the property out of dilapidation. But again, Code 

Enforcement must be equitable and cannot steer problem properties to the Land Bank.  

 

Sally then invited Ann Fox to make her presentation. 

 

III. Ann Fox, former nonprofit developer 

Identified herself as the former CEO of Habitat for Humanity.  She said the Land Bank is a 
necessary tool and she is excited that it is now in place, having been discussed more than 8 
years ago.  She provided a handout to the group. She noted that per HUD, no more than 
30% of a household income should be covering housing costs, in order for housing to be 
considered affordable.  Based on the AMI for Wichita, a household with an annual gross 
income of $52,620 should not be paying more than $1315.00 per month for housing costs.  
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However, as a developer she has in the past been able to make someone a homeowner for 
as little as $464.00 per month.   

She went on to share some challenges encountered by nonprofit developers in Kansas. The 
Challenges identified were as follows: - 

- Finding Owners – it is very difficult to find owners of vacant properties as some might 
have moved out of state and there are no phone numbers or forwarding address.  Also, 
many properties are bought and sold without the appropriate paperwork being passed 
on. For the deceased owners, evidence of death is required, and this can take between 2 
– 15 years.  Then after finally finding the owner, they will have no return phone call or 
follow up.  

- Cost of Acquisition – high cost of acquisition because of the appraised or perceived 
value of the property may vary, this can be challenging with the present market.  There 
are limited funds for building affordable houses. She stated that low inventory and the 
process of “flipping” is competing with non-profit organizations that need to rehabilitate 
and repairs houses.  Trees are also expensive to manage, so they must be taken down in 
many cases. She noted that as much as $20,000 was spent to remove old dead trees.  
She spoke to buried trash that is unearthed especially from vacant properties that have 
been demolished by the city, and the costs associated with removing that for a stable 
foundation.  

Ann also emphasized the importance the work of the Wichita Land Bank. She noted that 
it is important to hold land in our community for affordable houses and said the Land 
Bank can do just that as the pilot is proposes. She said the City rarely collects back taxes 
and a special assessment tax can be forgiven if the family donates the property.   

These are the issues that are in the forefront.  Habitat had focus on vacant lots and tried 
to rebuild the neighborhood.  They built 71 houses in the Rock the Block Area.  In 15 
years, cost has move from $1,500-2,000 to acquire a lot, people selling properties for as 
much as $55,000. 

Sally asked her to share the advantages of working on multiple properties in the same 
general location. 

Ann mentioned the richness and strength of community with mixed age, mix ethnicity, 
and mixed income. She noted that there is a great impact on the stability of the 
community. She contrasted this with homes in a concentrated area, like the suggested 
pilot area of the Affordable Housing Fund where 45 homes were built and everyone may 
be low income as a possible drawback. Encouraged doing projects throughout the 
neighborhoods to encourage that mix.   

Kay then thanked Ann for sharing and noted that she never thought about budgeting for 
the removal of cement and other waste.   

Sally thanked Ann for her presentation and asked the group if they would like the other 
agenda items to be  moved to the to the next meeting. 
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Alex suggested that it be pushed back to the next Board meeting in April.  This he said 
would prevent the need to repeat the same information, and everyone (including other 
trustees not present) would be able to ask their questions. 

 

IV. Review of Pilot Area Tax Sale Properties—Deferred to April. 

 

V. Other Business & Open Discussion - Bylaws & Administrative Policies  

Sally encouraged everyone to collect a copy of the Bylaws and Administrative Polices and review them 
prior to the next meeting. Logan noted these have already been emailed to the entire committee.  

 

VI. Adjourn 

With no other matters to discuss the meeting was adjourned by Sally at approximately 2:47 PM. 


