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December 8, 1971 .A<*@.ilize H31 *949 A 1 21
i - 0,... 6 -,·6 C-4

Mr. Paul B, Graves -- I,jO_9> 4
City Traffic Engineer .9.-

City Building Annex =
104 South Main

Wichita, Kansae 67202 imi

Dear Mr. Graves:

Under the direction of the Board of Regents the six state in•titutiong of
higher education in Kansas are beginning a uniform long-range phylical
planning program. One of the products of this effort will be a new land
use plan for each campus. We are currently in the initial- mapping phase
of our work and are collecting data concerning current traffic and
pedistrian movement on the campus. I hope that we might have the assis-
tance of your department in this effort. The Wichita firm of Oblinger
and Smith has been appointed by the Board of Regent, to allist ul in
this efforts and they will be contacting your office for information and
assistance.

When we get beyond the initial data collection and mapping stage we will
also want to work with you in development of our new traffic and parking
plan.

I will try to keep Bob Lakia continually informed about the status of our
planning activities and will send him copies of all of our documents. I
will also send you a complete set of our base and usage maps when they
are completed in a fw months.

Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions concerning our
planning activities.

Sincerely,
*20

George M. Platt
Director of Planning

/4921/
 RECEIVED fA DEC 9 1971 '1

Gil: dm
cc: Mr. Warren Oblinger

Mr. Robert Lakin 4
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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY

CENTER FOR URBAN STUDIES

WICHITA. KANSAS 67208 PHONE: (315) 683-7561

February 3, 1967

f
Mr. C. Bickley Foster

Planning Director

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

City Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Foster:

I have gone over a copy of your letter to President
Lindquist stating what action was taken by the

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission on the Second
Report of the University Liaison Committee on
Planning Concepts.

942%**9 The action taken by the MAPC on the report is quite
satisfactory to the University, and I want to thank
the Commission and the Planning Department for the
help which you gave us while we were studying the
problem.

With#

Sigcerely vours,

11\Nt/1#41
41 0 Wall 
Chairman, niversity Liaison 9

Committee on Planning Concepts

1
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(8) Whenever a mobile home park abuts on any properzy outside

of the park that is classified for residence use (except

property actually used for a nonresidential use or for a

nobile home park, then no mobile home JIG-i be placed
A«pt -

less than 100 feet from such boundary. The 100 foot set-

back required by this subsection shall be planted and

landscaped so as to screen the park from the above property.

(9) Exterior lighting fixtures shall be shaded wherever neces- 76*&9.

: ..f:?3

sary Zo avoid casting direct 11gnt on any property

located in any other residence district.

(10) In all other respects, mobile home parks shall comply

with all of the applicable statutes of the State of Kansas

€49%· r and all applicable ordinances and regulations cf all

*4· departments, commissions, agencies, municipal corporations,

1./8.4.::i r..
and political subdivisions of the State of Kansas.

C. .

'44&141 -

61 K
4.r  +

192*At

4-210. U Univers=ly District. The University District shall be

mapped as a separate zoning district when it is applied to property

owned or leased and used by a college, university or theological

school for educational purposes. When the University District is

applied to property not owned, or leased, and used by a college or

university, then the regulations of the U District shall be applied

concurrently with the residence district regulations that are in

force with respecs L - -:ah pronerty. (dee Plate 12) The U District

shall not be combined wioh a business or manufacturing district.

I
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49 . COMMENT: The University Dlstrict is a zone that is25,1 designed to be used separately as a district zone or in combinationl0%1

iR with any one or more of the residence districts. The University District should only be used as a separate district for property
that is actually owned (or leased) by a college or university and Ital,

devoted to college and university purposes.

REE

/1

The two principal functions of this district are: (1)
to give colleges and universities more land use flexibility than
they would have if mapped in a residential district; (2) to per-
mit the es:ablishment of :he types of uses which ordinarily
cluster about a university, ·but which are not located on university'property. The residential densities that are desirable in the
vicinity of a universiuy will vary accordin:g to cha pau·cern or

l existing :23idanulal develonmant. At the :ame ·clme, the presence
of the educational facilities craates a demand for land and build-
ings for uses associated with the educational institution. The
use o f the "combining district " technique permits increased
densities in residential districts when they are related to a
university without disturbing density in those zones when they are
located elsewhere. Moreover, it preserves the lot size require-
ments and bulk regulations that would be applicable to private
residential uses. The University District will be applicable in

I the vicinity of Wichita State University, as well as in the area
around Wichitats other institutions of higher education.

1¢31

When used in combination with a residence district, the
regulations of both zoning districts apply concurrently. Such

districts would be designated by adding a "U" to the districtsymbol. Thus, a combination of the R.-7 Residence District and
the Universiuy Distric: would be designated an R-7-U General
Residence-University District. Plate 12 illustrates the manner
in which the University District is intended to be mapped.

-52%*

-210(A). Permitted Uses.

(1) Art galleries, libraries and museums.

(2) Colleges, universities and theological schools, including
their buildings owned or leased for administrative and
faculty offices, classrooms; laboratories, chapels,
auditoriums, lecture halls, libraries, student and
faculty centers, athletic facilities and dormitories.

(3) Fraternities and sororities.
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(4) Schools, elementary, intermediate and secondary.
(5) Lodging and boarding houses.

(6) Private clubs.

(7) Offices, meeting rooms, laboratories and other facilities
for educational, fraternal, professional, religious and
research organizations and institutions, provided such
uses comply with the performance standards applicable
in the M-1 District.

(8) Parking lots for passenger automobiles accessory to
uses permitted in the University District.

4-210(B). Conditional Uses. None, except such conditional uses
as could o:herwise be allowed in any residence district with which
this district is combined.

4-210(C). Lot Size Requirements.

(1) Minimum lot area:

(a) Colleges, universities and theological school struc-
tures: No minimum requirement.

*If (b) Structures providing lodging rooms for unmarrled
students: 375 square feet per lodging room.

(c) All other permitted uses shall comply with the
minimum lot area required in the residence district
with which the University District is combined.

(2) Minimum lot width:

(a) Colleges, universities and theological school
structures: No minimum requirement.

(b) All other permitted uses shall comply with the

L
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lidth required in the

wiuh which the University Distric

(3)

4-210(D)

(1)

(2)

Minimum lot depth:

(a) Colleges, universities and theolog

buildings: No minimum requirement.

(b) All coher Dermitted uses shall como

minimum lot depth required in the

with which the University District

Bulk Regulations.

When the University District regulations are applied in

combination wish the resurictions of any residence dis-
4

trict, then all structures shall comply with the bulk &92

regulations in the residence district with which the

University District is combined.

When the University District is applied as a separate zonin

district, then the following bulk regulations shall apply:

(a) Maximum lot coverage: 30%,

(b) Maximum floor area ratio: 0.50.

(c) Minimum 'setback: 50 feet from each public street

and from each lot line that adjoins property located

in any zoning districo, unless a greater distance is

required by Section 4-210(D)(2)(d).

(d) Minimum space between structures: The closest point

between any two structures shall not be less than

one and one-half times the perpendicular distance

from the lowest first floor window sills to the

highest noint of the roof.
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Board of City Commissioners
City Building
Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:

Re: DR 66-44 - Second Report of
University Liaison Committee on
planning Concepts for the Wichita
State University Area

As you are aware, a zoning moratorium in the vicinity of WichitaState University was initiated for a one-year period beginningin January, 1966. During this period, a committee from WichitaState University has met with members of the planning staff andwith interested citizens of the University area in an effort toanalyze and discuss solutions concerning existing problems inthe University area.

The planning Commission, at its regular meeting on January 26,1967, considered the findings and recommendations contained inthe Second Report of the University Liaison Committee on PlanningConcepts. After discussing the information presented. the following action was ta ken by the Planning Commissions
TROUT moved, BLASER seconded, and it carried unani-
mously that the Metropolitan Area Planning Commissionexpress its appreciation to the officials of WichitaState University for the preparation of the informa-tion to assist in guiding future development in theUniversity area and that the Planning Commission,therefore:

1. Adopt the policy of looking with favor on appli-
cations for light commercia 1 zoning in the areadesignated within the second Report of the Uni-
versity Liaison Committee on Planning Concepts.

1 #..4..+29
R , n • 4*14.5, #64
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Board of City Commissioners
February 1, 1967

2. Exclude from the proposed University District
boundary those areas presently zoned "AA' which
are not University property and consider applica-
tions for rezoning in the remaining area in light
of the possible uses suggested in the recently

completed report entitled, "Prototype Zoning Ord i-
nances for the Wichita-Sedgwick County 1-tropol-
itan Area".

3. Direct the Metropolitan Area Planning Depart-
ment staff to prepare for the establishment of a &UNIte
University District zoning classification for all
universities in the City of Wichita concurrently
with the future re-establishment of all zoning

the Prototype Zoning Ordinance na, underway.
classifications on an areawide basis in light of

The Second Report of the University Liaison Committee on Plan-
ning Concepts for the Wichita State University Area, together
with the recommendations of the Planning Commission, will be s.44177,

placed on your agenda for consideration and concurrence at
the meeting of February 7, 1967.

Respectfully submitted,

C. Bickley Foster
Secretary

CBF:JHG:ber

.WL
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January 31, 1967

Dr. Emory Lindquint, President
Wichita State University
1845 Fairmount

Wichita, Kansas 67208

Dear Dr. Lindquist:

on January 26, 1967, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion considered the findings and recommendations contained in
the Second Report of the University Liaison Committee on Plan-
ning Concepts. After discussing the informat ion presented, the
following action was taken by the Planning Commission:

TROUT moved, BLASER seconded, and it carried unani-
mously that the Metropolit an Area Planning Commiasion
express its appreciation to the officials of Wichita
State University for the preparation of the informa-
tion to assist in guiding future development in the
University Area and that the Planning Commission,
therefore:

1. Adopt the policy of looking with favor on appli-
cations for light commercial zoning in the area
designated within the Second Report of the Uni-
versity Liaison Committee on Planning Concepts.

2. Exclude from the proposed University District
boundary those aream presently zoned "AA" which
are not university property and consider applica-
tions for rezoning in the remaining area in light
of the possible uses suggested in the recently
completed report entitled, "Prototype Zoning ordi-
nancee for the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropol-
itan Area".

'WES&042?S**C·? :i Ll. ':%15=04/0 t'.1 · 29'97019.4./....·.i.pflf#"/
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2 January 31, 1967

3. Direct the Metropolitan Area Planning Depart-

went staff to prepare for the establishment of
a University District zoning classification for

all universities in the City of Wichita concur-

rently with the future re-establiahment of all
zoning classifications on an area-wide basis in

-=,al-·: , 30·r,f·«MO
light of the Prototype Zoning Ordinance now Pici f35213
underway.

The Second Report of the University Liaison Committee, together
./-X'*·: with the Planning Commission action will be placed on the agenda

of the Wichita Board of City Commi,sioners for consideration
9914 at their regular meeting on February 7, 1967 -task

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

Very sincerely yours,

C. Bickley Foster

Secretary

CBF:RLY:bgs

ec: Dr. Hugo Wall, Director
Center for Urban Studies

Dr. Cornelius Cotter

Department of Political Science

Mr. Glen Gardner, Executive Vice-President
Board of Trustees

Mr. Arthur Risser, Head

Department of Engineering Graphics

Dean Jackson Powell, Vice-President
for Academic Affairs

Dean J. K. Sowards

Fairmount College of Liberal Arts

Prof. Marvin Harder

Department of Political Science

L
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January 31, 1967

Mr. William P. Higgins
817 First National Bank Bldg.
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Higgins:

In regard to the Second Report of the University Liaison Com-
mittee on Planning Concepts, the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission took the following action during their January 26
1967, meetings

TROUT moved, BLASER seconded. and it carried unani-
mously that the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion express its appreciation to the officials of
Wichita State University for the preparation of the
information to assist in guiding future development
in the University Area and that the Planning Commis-
sion, therefore:

1. Adopt the policy of looking with favor on appli-
cations for light commercial zoning in the area
designated within the Second Report of the Uni-
versity Liaison Committee on Planning Concepts.

2. Exclude from the proposed University District
boundary those areas presently zoned "AA" which
are not University property and consider applica-
tions for rezoning in the remaining area in light
of the possible uses suggested in the recently
completed report entitled, "Prototype Zoning Ordi-
nance for the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropol-
itan Area".

L

L
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3. Direct the Metropolitan Area Planning Depart-
ment staff to prepare for the establishment of
a University District zoning classification for
all universities in the City of Wichita concur-
rently with the future re-establishment of all
zoning classifications on an area-wide basis in
light of the Prototype Zoning ordinance naw
underway.

Thi• matter will be placed on the agenda for the Wichita Board
of City Commiesioners for cons iderat ion at the ir regular meet-
ing of February 7, 1967.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please con-
tact our office.

Very sincerely yours,

C. Bickley Foster
Secretary

CBFIRLY:bgs

L
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January 31, 1967
Mr. Justus H. Fugate
715 Beacon Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Fugate:

In regard to the Second Report of the University Liaison Com-mittee on Planning Concepts, the Metropolitan Area PlanningCommission took the following action during their January 26,1967, meeting:

TROUT moved, BLASER seconded, and it carried unani-mously that the Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-sion express its appreciation to the officials of
L+ZIWichita State Univeraity for the preparation of theinformation to assist in guiding future developmentin the University Area and that the Planning Commis-sion, therefore:

1. Adopt the policy of looking with favor on appli-cations for light commercial zoning in the area.+44:I:.1

designated within the Second Report of the Uni-versity Liaison Committee on Planning Concepts.
2. Exclude from the proposed Univeraity Districtboundary those areas presently zoned "AA' whichare not University property and consider applica-tiana for rezoning in the remaining area in lightof the poasible uses suggested in the recentlycompleted report entitled, "Prototype Zoning Ordi-nance for the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropol-itan Area".

L
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January 31, 1967

3. Direct the Metropolitan Area Planning Depart-ment etaff to prepare for the establishment ofa University District zoning classification forall universities in the City of Wichita concur-rently with the future re-establishment of allzoning classifications on an area-wide basis inlight of the Prototype Zoning Ordinance nowunderway.

Thie matter will be placed on the agenda for the Wichita Boardof City Commissioners for consideration at their regular meet-ing of February 7, 1967.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please con-tact our office.

Very sincerely yours,

C. Bickley Foster
secretary

CBF:RLY:bgs

395?t.
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January 20, 1967

The Honorable Board of City Commissioners
Metropolitan Area Planning Commissioners
Russell E. Mcelure, City Manager
Dr. Hugo Wall, Director, Center for Urban Studies

itti
*f

Gentlemen:

Due to the significance of planning for the area around WSU,
the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, at its January 12
meeting, requested a joint meeting with the Wichita Board of
City Commissioners. Arrangements have been made for a jointmeeting to be held on Wednesday, january 25, 1967, at 12:15 p.m. in the Shocker Room across from the Bookstore in the
Campus Activities Center at Wichita State University. Dr.
Hugo Wall, who chaired the WSU Planning Committee, will be
available to answer any further questions concerning the re-
port which his Committee has prepared and submitted to the
City Commissioners and Planning Commissioners. Members of the 1

Planning Department staff who have worked on this project will
also be available for information.

Please bring with you your copy previously submitted of the
WSU Second Report nf the Tinivergity T.i ai Inn enmmittee on Plan-
niry 2-Incanka. For the assistance of the City commissioners,
attached is a staff report previously prepared for the .Plan-
ning Commission.

r;-0,1223

Wit.
Eps?,N

**kURt

From the comments which have been received, I am assuming that
it is the desire of the above groups that none of the deve-
lopers be invited to attend such a meeting, and I will so
inform Mr. William Higgins who had specifically inquired on
behalf of his client. Due to the fact that a considerable
number of the participants will also be attending the Urban
Policy Seminar that same morning, it was felt that good attend-
ance might be achieved by meeting at the university.

3 VA@be
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95*3 TO: The Honorable Board of City Commissioners
Metropolitan Area Planning Commissioners
Russell E. Mcelure, City Manager
Dr. Hugo Wall, Director. Center for urban studies

Mrs. Karen Galloway will call on Tuesday to determine your
attendance at the luncheon.

Very sincerely yours,

C. Bickley Foster
Secretary

CBF:ber

3%2·

CC: Robert A. Lakin

Assistant Planning Director

Robert Young
Planner III

David Baker

Planner III
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January 13. 1967

Mr. Rus••11 E. Mcalure

City Manager

City Building
Wichita. Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. McClur•;

At the regular m-ting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mismion on January 12. 1967, the following motion made by Mr.
Law and Beconded by Mr. Hill, was unanimouily paimidi

-40 4..1

:4517,014

»That in light of tho fact that lubstantial int:erlats
arl involved in the area and al- that wi only reclatly
received theme reports and that thly ,-m to bl a matter
of considerable lignificancl. it might call for either
an informal or formal mlting with the governing body to
dincus th• ramifications on the part of both groupi.
that w• d•fer any action for a period of two wooka. or
until the next Planning Commialion m-ting. and in thi

mlantim• requost thi *taff to ,•t up Buch informal molt-
ings between the governing body and Wichita State Univer
Iity and the Planning Commisaion to discuas tho r,port and
perhaps formulate a policy that would be worthy of guidance
to thooe that have large financial inter•,t, in the immodiate

<:.20.

aria.'

It is my und•ritanding that th• zoning moratorium in thi vicinity
of Wichita State University wal initiated for a on•-y•ar poriod
boginning January 18, 1966. In vi- of the Iignificance of thi,
matter and the importance of timing, please advise - as to whon
you 2-1 that a -iting could be arranged blt-on the Wichita Board
of City Commilmionors and the Metropolitan Ar- Planning Coanim-
•ion prior to January 26. 1967, which i. their next m-ting. It
might halp to point out that nom• moml,arm of the Planning Commii-
mion ar• already involved in mid-afternoon meatingi on January 18,
19. 24. at 2 p.m. and. am you know. two of them attend th• Urban
Policy Seminar m-ting on January 25.

·,4£91%2*4*4"-#A:4'54%97, it:€ >.it''*t<514' ,-'.5. ly··Lf . ·',•'44 24614.,·
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Page 2 - Mr. Russell E. Mcalure. City Minager
January 130 1967

Attached is a copy of a letter received from Mr. William P.
Higgins, who reprements th• interests of the Crestview Country
Club property. He has requested that his client be repretionted
at such a mt,uting, and for that reason I am also manding a COpY
to Chairman Kratzer for his information and determination al to

whethlr this would be appropriato. It im very possible that
other individuals who have had applications in the area :light

also wish to ue present, and ally preference to or- might cause

sone problums. It is assumed that Wichita State Univarmity will
be represent@d by Dr. Hugo wall and perhaps another rupremanta-

tive frcuu hiu Planning Co,imittes.

You aught wish to havit this matter diecuised at tw 1/lforrnal
rj

luncheon agencid of the City Joial, iasion on Tudsdan J..auar, 17.

Very :incerely yours.

C. Bicklay Fouter

secretary
CDF:b•r

Attachrant

ce: Dr. Hugo Wall. wichita state University
H. w . Kratzer, Chairman. MAPC

11
i«4
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MiriaM P. HIGG.N.

JOHN W. *RIMER

MIGGINe * BINER

ATTNEYS AT LAW

*ITE 617 · .-IAT./. -- -,101-

WICHITA KANIAS 672Oa

January 12, 1967 -El CO'. I 16

Director of Planning

City of Wichita

City Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: University Proposal on Property

Including Crestview Country Club

Property East of Wichita State

University

Gentlemen:

u·:·:ti«,

fi .fr 4:

Vy*t

The above matter came up again at the Planning Com- =,MiN

mission Meeting this date, on the University's recommendation
- for university-oriented zoning application, and the Univer-

sity's Report was submitted. At this Meeting, upon the Motion --4
9 of Mr. Law, the matter was continued for two weeks and the .Ii,

--4 Staff was requested to set up a formal or informal meeting be- 14*Se
.=,14:,09.aph

tween the governing bodies of the City, Planning Commission and

the University to determine what direction they were going to
go in this matter. -

e..nc...31

i*Na

The Agenda indicated a "staf f report", which analyzed

the University's proposal. I do hereby request a copy of the
Staff Report in order that I might have an opportunity to ana-

lyze the same on behalf of my Clients, who are the present

owners of the Crestview Country Club Property.

349#44

I also at this time request I be informed of any formal

or informal meeting on this subject and that I be allowed to ap-

pear at said meeting for the purpose of further protecting my

Clients' proprietary interests, and also to offer any information

which might be requested of me concerning our position on the pro-

posal submitted.

Your acknowledgement of this letter will be appreciated,

A
[*1'
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and I will at that time request an indication whether ornot we will be invited to that meeting and receive a copyof the Staff Report above-requested.
Yours very truly,

44
HIGGINS & BRIMER

William P. Higgins
WPH:las

CC: Russell J. McClure,City ManagerThe Honorable John S.Stevens
Dr. Hugo Wall

23.%?fyve•+
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January· 5, 1967

To: Wichita-Sedg·wick Coe.nty Metropoli:an Bres Planni.rig Commission

From: C. Bickley Fos ter, Director of Planning

Subject: Staff review of the Second Report of the University Liaison
Committee on Planning Concepts

In reviewing the Pecond Report of the University Liaison Com···
mittee on Planning Coilcep·ts, ·chee MA?D stati wishes to compliment
the Committee and the interested citizens of the University Area
on the effort put forth in analyzing and offering solutions to the
problems existing in the University Area.

WSU Physical Plan

Of a conti.nuing co.acorn is the apparent need to update :he
physical plan for the continued growth of the University Campus.
Mention is made in the Report that the University Facilities
Development Committee has .revised the previous plan for the Uni-
versitv which was completed in 1958 by the firm of Schaefer, Schirmer,
& Eflin. To the knowledge of the f·LAPD sto:Ef, however, a document
does not exist which contains iii total .related form the revisions
·that have been made. "ach a document, if officially recognized by
University Officials, would place on record the future development
objectives of tie University and woold, therefore, be a visual
guide for all concerned in the University Area as well as a method
o:£ communieating their ideas to City officials.

Traffic Studv

The MAPD staff suggests that more attention needs to be dir-
ected to the growing traffic problems in and around the Universih;
Area and assistance han been given the University Liaison Committee
in determining what cons·ci*tutes a desirable traffic study for such
an area. This assistauce wes given with the awareness that the
Liaison Committee, lacking a planning staff of its own, would be gfeil·.
hard pressed to complete such a study in the time available to it.
A traffic study successfully completed wcuid be an intergal. part
of the physical plan document mentioned above, the completion of
which should be pursued as soon as possible.

1

1 1

414
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Scale Model

Upon completion of a physical plan for the Uni.verMity Area,
the MAPD sta ff would further suggest the des:rability of con-
structing a scale model of the existing and future proposed campus3.t¢e.

and surrounding area. For example, Luch a scale model already
prepared for the Center City Area of downtown has been found to
be of valu·able assistance in gaining unde.rsianding and accep·-
tance of iii·eu.re goals aiid objectives.

The MAPD staff is hopeful that Wichite State University
wi.11 maintain and direct the Univer. ity Liaison Committee on
Planning Concepts toward the continued pursuit 02 the realization
of the concepts new formulated. rqe :eal that the MAE}D should
continue to be available ·to further assi.st the Committee in its
future planning endeavors.

Universit· ZoniM District

.The MAPD staff is also concerned with some of the details of

establishing a University Zoning District around Wichita State
University as they are set out in the recomatendations of the Reporit.

Although the MAPD :3·taff believes it desirable to have a Uni-
versity District Zoning classidcation, it questions the effective-
ness of having sub-elassifications (U-1; U-2) and some of the uses
allowed under these classifications as proposed in the Report.

Offices.for example, which are listed as on allowable use
under the U-2 classification would appear to suggest the conve:c
sion of the entire U-2 area to "33' Office Di,strictz zoning. The
MAPD feels that general "BB 2 office uses in unrestricted nuntbers

......would do nothing to enhance residani.ial £1:18,/or University values
that exist and would defeat the purposes of having a University
Zoning Disuriet. Certain office facilities would no doubt be
beneficial to the University Area. 9he specific type, nur:1ber,
and relationship to uhe area should be given additional considera-t.

tion.

The MAPD staff also ouestions the location of the proposed
boundary of the U-1 anc: D-·2 districts indicated in the Report.
It would appear desi.rable, foreexample, to ex.clude from the Uni
versity District the "AA" Single Family development of the south-
east of the campus and no include in the District an area east

ket 4
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of Oliver to Old Manor Road and south of 21st Street to tbe
White Chapel Memorial Gardens Cemetary which is presently zoned
"B" Multiple Family.

It also appears that the sub-classifications (U·-l; U-2) ss
proposed in the Report ·.t·ould not provide a baais for controlling
density and bulk within the predominantly residential area that
the U-2 District encompasses. A planning repot:t has recently
been completed which contains prototype zoning ordinances for
all roni.ng elaiwificattions in the Wichits-Sedgwick County Metro·-
politan Area. This report indicates the mechanics of applying
university District zoning in an overlaying or combining manner
with Residential Districts to achieve density control while
promoting land use flexibility. The report containing prototype
zoning ordinances states that:

3··716 3 4/
40

4*9134

"When the University District is applied to property not .3./1%4'

owned, or leased, and ased hy a college or University, then the.
regulations of the University District shall be applied con-
currently with the residence district regulations that are in
force with respect to the property." Such a "combined district
technique permits increased densities in residential districts
when they are related to a university without disturbing density
in those zones when they are located elsewhere. Moreover, it
preserves the lot size requirements and bulk regulations that
would apply to private residential uses".1 The establishment of
such a zoning technique would appear to effectively satisfy the
need for bulk and density control·

Conclusion

In regard to the establishment of a University Zoning District,
the MAPD staff is in the early stages of analyzing the prototype
zoning ordinances for all zoning classifications. The prototype
ordinance for Univereity District zoning is drafted in such a way
as to allow its application to all institutions of higher learning
in the City of Wichita. The University District prototype is also
interrelated with prototypes for other zoning classifications with
suggestions for bulk and density controls. In this light and in
view of the present work program of the Department, the Planning
commission may wish to consider the establishment of a University
District concurrently with the area-wide te-establishment 02 all
zoning districts in a related manner at a future date. Such an

iProtottvoe Zoning Ordinances for the Wichita-·Sedqwick ec.unin·
Metropolitan Area, Wichita-·Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area
planning Department.

tpot
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approach would allow for the establishment of a University Dis-
trict zoning classi:M.cation on the comprehensive basis of all
prototypes as opposed to one additional amendment to the existing
Sorting Ordinance of ·the City of Wichita st this time.

During the process of es·tablishing e University District
zoning classification, additional zoning changes in the Wichita
State University area 8.11 obvi.ously be regoested. Present arla
future zoning change requests could be evaluated on the basis of.
the findings and deteminations indicated in the University Liaison
Committee' s Report regarding present and future needs for addi-
tional commercial, residential and University development in the
University Area.

Recommendations

The MAPD recommends that:

1. the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission concur with
the reconumendations of the Second Report of the Uni-
versity Liaison CommittEe on Planning Concepts except
as to:

the proposed University District Boundary

B. the allowable uses suggested, and

C. the use of U-1 and U-2 subelassifications rather

than an overlaying or combining technique.

2. the Report be forwarded to the Wichita Board of City
Commissioners with the recommendation of the Planning
Commission that:

A. a University District zoning classification for
Wichita State University be established at such

Eit.

time as re-·establishment of all zoning districts
is considered on an area·-wide basis in light of

the prototype zoning ordinances now available, and

B. present and Zature zoning change requests i.n the

Wichita State University area be reviewed in light
of the findings and determinations of the Univer-
sity Llai.son Committee's Second Report until such
time as a University District zoning classification
is established.

CBF: RUY:kkg
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December 28, 1966

Mr. William P. Higgins, Attorney
Higgins & Brimer, Attorneys at Law
Suite 517, First National Bank Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Higgins:

In response to your letter of December 27, 1966, the report of
the WSU Planning Committee was presented to the MAPC by Dr. Hugo
Wall at its regular meeting of December 22, 1966. Dr. Wall made
a brief presentation in submitting the report to the Planning
Conunission, at which time the Coitunission received the information
and deferred further consideration until its next regular meeting
of January 12, 1967, at 2 p.m. The reason for the deferral at
that time was the fact that tile Commission agenda was particularly
heavy on that date and due to receiving the report on the day that
the agenda was prepared, there was not sufficient time to add staff
comments.

As you know, the purpose of the report is to provide concepts for
future zoning in the WSU area. While this would serve as a basis
for rezoning the notification for any formal action by the Planning
Comm asion to change the zoning would include the usual legal
notice to affected properti owners. I am sure that you are aware
that Dr. Wall held •everal area meetings with residents prior to
the final submission of the report to President Lindquist. My
impression of any action by the planning Commission on January 12
would be to make recommendations to the City Commission. and that
th•ir action then would go direct to the Planning Comminion al to
whother the U district concept should be further purgued. I am
aoiuming that the Planning Commisi:Lon would ba willing to hear any
comments which property owners may wish to direct to them at their
January 12 meeting. I am aware that some 644 people have signed
petitions in the area north of the University above 21st street
requesting that "AA" zoning be maintained.

r



;se-/197

Mr. William P. Higgins
lacc

1*02

A copy of your letter and my response is being sent to Mr.
John Trout. who has served aa a liaison member from MAPC to
the WSU Committee. We will be glad to keep you informed on
future meetings as they occur in this matter.

Very sincerely yours,

C. Bickley Foster
Director of Planning

CBF:ber

cc: H. W. Kratzer, Chairman
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

John w. Trout. Jr.. Member
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

f .t.
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HIGGINS 6 BRIMER

WICHITA KANSAS 67202

WILMAN P. HIGOING

December 27, 1966

Wichita Planning Commission
City Building Annex
Wichita, Kansas

Attention: Director of Planning

Gentlemen:

This will operate to inform you that I represent
parties involved in the area of Wichita State University
who own land included in the Wichita State University
Advisory Committee Report for recommended University
zoning classification under a University recommended
plan for this land surrounding the University.

I would appreciate being informed when this report
and the recommendations contained therein are filed and
at what time and date the hearing before the Planning
Commission will be held.

I would further appreciate being informed as to the
method of notification which will be required for the
surrounding property owners prior to the public hearing,
since the copies of this report would indicate that an
adoption of the recommendations contained therein would
have the effect of rezoning the property.

I would further appreciate notification of any and
all other matters pertaining to this report which would

affect property located between 17th Street and 21st Street
and between Oliver and Hillside, as I would like to be
present at any hearings.

Yours truly,

HIGGINS & BRIMER

William P. Higgins
te·7

WPH/lp
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ji
TO: PRESIDENT EMORY LINDQUIST

WICHITA STATS UNIVERSITY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS j
CITY OF WICHITA

FROM: RESIDENTS OF THE NORESAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA

.U
PETITION , •aaim

WHEREAS the Board of Commissioners of the City of Wichita has
declared a moratorium on zoning changes in the ficinity of Wichita State
University pending completion of a land.use study by Wichita State University
in cooperation with the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, and

301,

i..Niff,;

vil{EFEAS the undersigned are residents of the area bounded by !
Hillside on the west, Twenty-first Street on the south, Oliver on the east,
and Chisholm creek on the north (hereinafter referred to as the NORTHEAST '
HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA), and have a common interest with Wichita State
University in the development of a land.use plan for the portion of the
study area which lies within the NORTHEAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA,

140

NOW, THEREFORE. the petitioners have resolved to request. and do hereby .. )j..·ft
request, that the present "AA'" zoning in the NORTHEAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL .1.4.11
AREA be maintained and that no change or exception thereto be adopted or
allowed as part of any land.use plan for Wichita State University. The
petitioners respectfully submit the following reasons for this request: :

4»1«-
91¥41. The NORTTEAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA is one of the highest

quality residential aree in the City of Wichita. The area has
been developed in reliance on "AA" single family zoning and
protective restrictive covenants. No zoning exception has been . R»¥**6
granted within the NORTHEAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA since the
inception of its development.

2. The petitioners believe that any zoning plan which would permit
the encroachment of multiple family housing or commercial
development into this low density residential area would lead
to deterioration and eventual blight of existing residences in
the adjacent area. With respect to the few remaining undeveloped
residential lots, the petitioners believe that faith can be kept
with the residents of the area only by honoring the established
land.use pattern.

MP.

3. The petitioners believe that the NORTHEAST HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL
AREA is an important asset to Wichita State University. Apart
from the charm and desirability of the area as a place in which
to live, the proximity of quality housing to the University is
an attractive feature to prospective faculty and staff. The fact
that many of the arear s residents are members of the University
faculty and staff amply attests to the role which the NORTHEAST
HEIGHTS RESIDENTIAL AREA plays as part of the University community.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the following residents of the NORTHEAST HEIGHTS
RESIDENTIAL AREA have affixed their signatures as petitioners.

:> 94.2,44
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I. Residence of John Gaddis, Administrator, Physical Plant, Wichita Stale
University. Mr. Gaddis's properly has not been placed on the market.
He relires July 1, 1968, so it is entirely possible thai he will wish to
dispose or his properly within the near future.

II. The Lansdowne property is about 3.5 acres. It is important that this 362*
property be developed for uses compatible to the long range plans of the
University.

III. Sororities are raising questions about when we plan to acquire their
properties. Several may wish to build resident facilities in the not too
distant future.

1

921"

IV. This area is needed for on-campus parking (except that utilized by the
Newman Center). A feasibility study is now under way to determine
ability to acquire this area as a part of an On Campus Parking Revenue
Bond Finance program. If affirmative action is taken, we will have no
responsibility in this area.

V. Mr. Eflinowns property at 3902 East Seventeenth which was under op-
tion at one time subject lo L C zoning. Application denied on two
occasions.

,i

Non-University Owned Property
944«*

Area Structures Owned By University

I 1 0

II 1 0

6* 1HI

IV 37** 3

V 1 0

49 4

*I. S. A. and sorority houses.

**Includes one structure which is a four-plex. The Catholic Diocese of
*Nli#k

Wichita owns the three houses to the north of the Newman Center. They

have indicated that they will cooperate whole--heartedly in the development

of this property for University-related purposes.

L
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WICHITA STATE UNIVERSITY

WICHITA, KANSAS 672O8

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

December 15, 1966

The Honorable Iohn Stevens

Mayor, City of Wichita

City Building
204 South Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mayor Stevens:

I have received the Second Report of the University Liaison
Committee on Planning Concepts, and in order to save time, I am for-
warding copie s of the Report directly to you and the other members of
the Board of City Commissioners, as well as to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission and the Planning Department. Dr. Wall and his
committee have done a good job, and it is my hope that the M.A. P.C.
will consider and concur in the report. If the M.A. P.C. does concur,
it will be nece ssary for it to take steps to have the zoning recommenda-

tions included in the zoning ordinance to be presented to the Board of
City Commis sioners for adoption.

Copies of the First Report are included for reference, and copies

of the Student Consumer Survey Report (prepared by our College of
Business Administration and Industry) will be sent as soon as available.

We have appreciated the friendly and courteous way in which
you have helped us face a problem of grave concern to us.

Sincerely yours,

Emory Lindquist

EL:rh

Encls.

L

L
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9 December 1966

0

President Emory Lindquist
Wichita State University
Wichita, Kansas

Dear President Lindquist:

Our first Report on Plaiming Concepts was submitted to you in
B November, 1965. This Report was then sent to the Metropolitan

Area Planning Commission and to the Board of City Commissioners.
Following hearings before the M.A. P.C. and the City Commission,

El Mayor Tarrant moved and the City Commission adopted on January 18,
1966, a Resolution pertaining to this matter. The Resolution
stated that "A land use and traffic proposal be submitted to this

sooner. That, two, we declare a moratorium on all zoning within
bench within a maximum limitation of one year, and hopefully,

one block of all the University property, and that would include
as well the Crestview Country Club since it is under some type of
quasi-contract with the University at this time. And, three,
rather than defer this item for Mr. Clausing, we refer it back to
the M.A. P.C. and ask them to hold it until this study is for-

@ warded." This action was taken to permit us to explore further
several concepts tentatively advanced in our first report, and to
make firm recommendations on several problems that were left un-

Bm resolved in the first Report.

'· '-4.2

9. 2»

7(Yx,3..

- ..Li

In preparing this Second Report we have availed ourselves of the
information and advice generously provided by Mr. C. Bickley
Foster and members of his Planning staff and several interested
citizens. We have also consulted with the Chairman and several
members of the University Facilities Development Committee, and
have kept Mr. John Trout of the M.A.P.C. advised of our delibera-
tions. These people devoted hours of time and effort to the task.
Their assistance has been of immeasurable value to us. The contents

of this report, however, reflect the best judgment of the Committee.

Respectfully submitted,

Hdgo Wall, Cl iairman

University Liaison Committee
Cornelius P. Cotter

V. Robert Easterling
Glen Gardner
Arthur C. Risser

HW:h
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REPORT OF COMMITTEE

0
1

0

0
Basic Assumptions

Tn An..1...4..0 , /c r.,n rnon,1./inna th, Cnmint //00 hic,8 4 r. rhollhorn-

tions upon the four premises listed below:

934 210

a.to

¢33 EL) C-1

A. That Unive..ity enrollments and activities will continue to grow.
Thus, according to revised estimates by Dr. Jackson Powell,
Academic Vice President and Director of Institutional Research,
we must anticipate student enrollments of 14,000 by 1970 and
18,500 by 1975.

B. That the University will be guided by the proposals of the Uni-
versity's Facilities Development Committee for meeting the needs
of a student body of 18,500 students by expansion to the east of
the present campus.

C. That the University must give thought to the establishment of
types of uses which we see clustering about the University but
which will not be located on University property.

D. That our task is to develop basic planning concepts for the Uni-
versity area, leaving to the Wichita State University administra-
tors, the Wichita State University Board of Trustees, the Planning
Department, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Board
of City Commissioners and the City Administration officials the
more onerous tasks of implementing the recommendations if approved
by them.

Areas of Attention

The Committee has directed its attention to seven areas of concern

and developed recommendations pertaining to them. The recommenda-
tions are given at the end of the discussion of each area and are
then summarized at the end of the report.

The areas considered are:

r

t

I. Expansion of the University Campus Area
II. University Zoning District and the Surrounding Neighborhood

III. Permitted Uses in University Zoning District
IV. Housing for Students and Faculty
V. Traffic in the University Area

VI. Parking Facilities

VII. Commercial Zoning and Commercial Establishments

-2-
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&12.2 I. Expansion of the Campus Area

%30, k

0

The need for the enlargement of our present campus boundaries stands
generally admitted. The Committee has, therefore, given much thought
to the amount of additional land that will be needed and has con-
ferred with the University Facilities Development Committee on this
matter. The Development Committee has revised the Schaefer, Schirmer
and Eflin Plan which was developed in 1958 for the Municipal Uni-
versity of Wichita, and has concluded that the campus, to be adequate,
should extend from 21st Street on the north to 17th Street on the
south, and from Hillside Avenue on the west to Oliver Avenue on the
east. This Committee agrees with the above conclusion.

We, therefore, recommend that the University, when feasible and
appropriate, take steps to acquire the land lying within this area
which is not owned by the University.

r, < E II. University Zoning District and the Surrounding Neighborhood

In its first report, the Committee pointed out the importance of both
present and anticipated functions and uses of the campus and its en-
virons. Clearly the types of uses of the area contiguous to the cam-
pus should be compatible with the functioning of the University. We
originally envisaged a fairly large area of University concern, and
the development of planning concepts for this area in consultation
with its residents.

bklk r Meetings were held with interested citizens of the area, and citizen
response was friendly and cooperative. It became evident, however,
that the nature of the problems faced by different areas were often
quite dissimilar and that there were wide disparities between solu-
tions offered to the same problems. There was insufficient time to
develop a strong community consensus on certain proposals, and hence
the Committee has reduced the boundaries of the area of University
concern to the campus and the environs in which the University has a
strong and direct interest.

51% C

2¢51-R

000
We are persuaded, however, that further continuing study should be
given to the total area of concern described inthe first report of
this Committee (25th Street on the north, 13 th Street on the south,
Grove Avenue on the west and Edgemoor Avenue on the east).

In searching for a tool to apply with effect to the area of concern
the Committee was introduced to the idea of a University Zoning Dis-
trict. The concept of a University Zoning District was presented to
us as follows: The principal functions of such a district are (a) to
give colleges and universities more land use flexibility than they
would have if mapped in a residential district, and (b) to permit the
establishment of the types of uses which ordinarily cluster about a
university, but which are not located on university property.

i

-3-
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Accordingly, we recommend that the University District be mapped withboundaries as described below. On the north, 2lst Street. On theeast Oliver Avenue. On the west, Lorraine Avenue (one block west of
'>2' /1/4Hillside Avenue) up to Carmen Avenue, then following Carmen to 21stStreet. On the south, 12th Street from Lorraine to Hillside, MapleGrove Cemetery from Hillside to the St. Louis & San Francisco Rail-road tracks, and along the railroad tracks to Oliver Avenue. Excep-ting that areas within these boundaries that are presently zoned
'?4i.Light Commercial be excluded from the District.

III. Permitted Iiaa in University Zoning District4444 0
··>·:P:04

4.*:444
Since the University District described above includes the area inwhich the uses should be compatible with University functions, aswell as the area to be devoted to University functions, we believethat a single list of permitted uses for the entire district mightwork an injustice upon some of the property owners.

Therefore, we recommend that the area mapped as a University ZoningDistrict by the M. A.P.C. be subclassified as U-1 and U-2. (See mapfollowing page)

01 4ry.,We recommend further, that the area classified U-1 should include0
the area bounded by 21st Street on the north, 17th Street on thesouth, Hillside Avenue on the west and Oliver Avenue on the east.And that the permitted uses for U-1 be as follows:

1. Colleges, universities and theological schools, includingtheir buildings owned or leased for administrative and facultyoffices, classrooms, laboratories, laboratory schools, chapels,auditoriums, lecture halls, libraries, student and facultycenters, athletic facilities, dormitories, faculty and studentapartment dwelling facilities, and military or defense facil-ities and installations, whether for active or reserve uses.
2. Art galleries, libraries and museums.

3. Parks, playgrounds, golf courses, recreational areas and0 similar uses.

4. Parking lots or garages for parking passenger automobilesaccessory to uses permitted in this district.

5. Any other uses that are allowed in any residence districtwith which this district is combined.

That the area classified U-2 should include the area lying withinthe University District which is not within the area classified asU-1. And that the permitted uses for U-2 be as follows:

-4-
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1. All uses

2. Offices,
for education
organizations
create obnoxi

%«4

$·«m».542.1. U 1,
-ELEZ=:1211£692*tlt,N; ' i.  ,.

listed in E-1.

meeting rooms, laboratories, and other facilities
al, fraternal, professional, religious and research
and institutions, provided that such uses do notous sights, sounds or odors.

3. Schools, elementary, intermediate, and secondary - public,parochial or private.

0 4. Private clubs, excepting those the chief activity of whichis a service customarily carried on as a business; and frater-nity and sorority houses.

30 5

Lodging and boarding houses for students and faculty.

0 6. Any other uses that are allowed in any residence districtwith which this district is combined.

·1?21»'
4

f

0 IV. Housing for Students and Faculty

It is our judgment that the area located in the U-1 portion of theUniversity District will eventually be needed for University func-tions. This judgment plus the fact that we do not envision a needfor more dormitories in the next five years lead us to the conclu-sion that it would be unwise to plan for either student or facultyhousing of a permanent nature in district U-1. Such arrangementsmay be found desirable for a limited period of time, and hence areallowed to the University under the recommended uses for U-1 area.Fraternity and sorority houses are of a more permanent nature, andhence are not listed as eligible for location in this area.

1o We repeat the statement made in our first report that it is highlydesirable that the faculty be housed in the area around the Univer-sity, but feel that the present residential zoning in the area Will,if preserved, provide the space required for this purpose.
V. Traffic 18 the University Area

A. A detailed description of the present and anticipated flow oftraffic to the campus was made in our first report and certain mea-sures to control such traffic were recommended.
(See pp. 8, 9 and13 Report: ££ She University Liaison Committee ££ Planning Concepts.)

*d

r:.lit,¥3

4;21-+FF1.£4•t.

79

The recommendation that Yale Avenue be closed between 18th Streetand the campus road just north of the Campus Activities Center hasnot been accepted, and a new recommendation is presented below.

J

The recommendation that a traffic light be installed at Yale Avenue
120.and 17th Street was accepted, and the installation of this light hasmaterially improved the traf f ic situation on this corner. The Cityof Wichita has placed in its Capital Improvement Program budget for1967 the plan to make 17th Street a four-lane arterial street as far ftt.east as Oliver Avenue. And this, we think, will be most valuable inmeeting some of our traffic problems.

10
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The Committee has also given thought to the proposed Northeast
Diagonal Expressway. It recommends that the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission discourage development activity of any type
around the intersection at 17th Street and Oliver Avenue until
such time as the geometric design for the Expressway and the Inter-
change at that location has been completed.

B. Traffic Count.

44
f#k

4

The Traffic Engineering Division of the City Department of Public
Works has agreed to make traffic counts on the major thoroughfares
in the University area and may have appropriate recommendations to
meet traffic needs after these counts have been completed. The
Department has been most cooperative, and we feel confident that it
will advise with us upon completion of its traffic volume counts in
the University area. This information is not available at this time

C. Yale, Harvard and Roosevelt Avenues.

Yale Avenue, in plans being developed by the University Facilities
Development Committee, will eventually need to be closed to traffic.
At that time, a north-south street in the vicinity of Gentry Avenue
should be considered if this is deemed necessary to meet the north-
south traffic needs not served by Hillside and Oliver. In the mean-
time, however, the heavy University pedestrian traffic across Yale
Avenue creates a serious traffic hazard.

A similar, although less acute problem, is presented on Harvard and
Roosevelt Avenues between 17th Street and 18th Street. Neither

avenue has sidewalks so both residents and students must walk in
the street. Furthermore, the streets are not well lighted.

'4ie,-fi.

ye>: 3

L

61 . . 9 4749

Although parking is not permitted on these avenues on school days
i lu

from the hours of 9 a.m. to 2 p.m., parking is permitted on both
sides after 2 p.m.. The result is that from Monday through Thursday

4 evenings, both sides of each avenue are filled with the parked cars
0 /4>

of students taking evening classes. In addition to this, some stu-
dents tend to drive at high rates of speed. Thus, a highly danger-
ous traffic condition exists for the movement of both students and

 rt residents to and from the campus area.

To mitigate these hazards without vacating dedicated streets, we
recommend that:

1. Parking on Harvard and Roosevelt be restricted to one
. side of the avenue as it is on Yale at the present time.

2. That the speed limit on all dedicated streets within the
U-1 District be 20 miles per hour. The speed limit on
all University driveways which are not dedicated as pub-
lic streets is now 15 miles per hour.

49.
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D. Corner at 21st Street and Yale Avenue.

The speed limit on 21st Street is 40 miles per hour. There is heavy

University traffic on 21st Street from both the east and the west

which must turn on to Yale to reach University parking lots. The

'**44: J sight distance at the intersection is insufficient for safe turning
movements.

To deal with this dangerous traffic situation, we recommend that
there be installed at the corner of 21st Street and Yale Avenue a

traffic light on 21st Street with a left turning signal for west
bound traffic on 21st Street.

4/941% u

VI. Parking Facilities

Additional parking spaces have been provided since our first report

wasmade, and we now have 3922 parking spaces on the campus. The

*'79 U
-24(31.1

Parking Committee is developing plans for additional parking facil-
ities. Hence our parking needs for the present and near future seem
to be satisfied.

9%*flo
Within the next decade, however, present facilities will prove inad-

equate. It is our judgment that the best solution would be for the
University to purchase the residentialproperties lying within the

area bounded by 18th Street onthenorth, 17th Street on the south,
Yale Avenue on the west, and the half-mile line on the east. We are

advised that revenue bonds could be used for this purpose, and that
the income from metered parking spaces in this area would be suf-
ficient to retire the bonds within a reasonable period of time.

1,4» ..'#'
Avat

Therefore, we recommend that an economic feasibility study be made
of our proposal that these residential properties be purchased with
revenue bonds, and that the space thus provided be used for premium
parking on the campus.

CJ
VII. Commercial Zoning and Commercial Establishments.

0

This has been a difficult problem for the Committee to deal with.
There are two populations to be considered: first, the residents of

the University area (including students, faculty and staff); and,
second, the entire student body attending the University. While all
groups were taken into account in our deliberations, this account
treats each group separately.

:At' 0

With respect to the residents of the University area the Committee
endeavored to assess the commercial needs of the area, and then
inquired into the commercial zoning and development wi thin the area
bounded by 25th Street on the north, 13 th Street on the south, Grove
Avenue on the west, and Edgemoor Avenue on the east. Next, the Com-
mittee took into account the heavy and growing traffic being carried
by the streets now surrounding and leading to the campus area, i.e.,
Hillside Avenue, 17th Street and 21st Street, and gave consideration

to the possible effect that additional commercial establishments
would have on the present and future traffic carrying functions of
these thoroughfares.
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In regard to the total student body attending the University, the Com-
mittee has had an opportunity to review some of the preliminary data
collected during a recently completed student consumer survey conducted

by the College of Business Administration and Industry. The survey is
now in the process of being refined into final report form which will
be made available in the near future.

On the basis of the above mentioned considerations, it is our judgment
that no immediate increase in commercial area is required to serve the

University community. The Committee is aware, however, of the pos-

sibility that additional commercial development may be needed in the

future to serve the expanding student population. To satisfy this

possibility, the Committee believes that an area bounded on the north

by 17th Street, on the south by the one-half block line between 16th
Street and 17th Street, on the west by Hillside, and on the east by

Vassar is of sufficient size and in the proper location to contain

adequately the commercial zoning required to provide the future goods
and services needed. The Committee further believes that the area

described above, with the exception of the commercial zoning now exis-
ting along 17th Street from Hillside to one-half block east of Fair-

mount should be included within the University zoning district pre-

viously proposed until such time as private enterprise proposes devel-

opment within the area that will adequately and safely serve the com-
mercial needs that may arise.

33;*11

The Committee, therefore, recommends that the appropriate public

bodies in reviewing requests for additional commercial zoning on the

major traffic carrying streets surrounding and for a reasonable dis-
tance leading to and from the existing and probably future campus area
(Hillside, Oliver, 17th Street and 21st Street) be guided by the deter-
minations set forth above.

It is the intent of this recommendation to promote the grouping of com-
patible commercial uses as needed, and to discourage the occurrence of
scattered, spot commercial development throughout the University area
in an unrelated fashion.

492*99» 0
'19€91-
dit?82= Irt
4%y,if U

:4422
24> 0

-9-

4**stit ,•t

GERS?%

Jeke» 4,2,

4?

L

%38*

' 1 rJ,5

'

·JL'4©742#tiL n=rts,3.p.*;4+'7'AN+tame:gv .>.*19 :44-·r--63*b·lf·7' 7€· ,



RECOMMENDATIONS

1414 u
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I. That the University, when feasible and appropriate, take steps
to acquire the land lying within the area bounded by 2lst Street
on the north to 17th Street on the south and from Hillside

Avenue on the west to Oliver Avenue on the east which is not

now owned by the University.

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

II. That a University District be mapped with boundaries as follows:
On the north, 21st Street; on the east, Oliver Avenue; on the

west, Lorraine Avenue up to Carmen Avenue, then following Car-

men to 21st Street; and on the south, 12 th Street from Lorraine
to Hillside, Maple Grove Cemetery from Hillside to the St. Louis

& San Francisco Railroad tracks, and along the railroad tracks
to Oliver Avenue. Provided that the areas within these boun-

daries that are presently zoned Light Commercial be excluded

from the University District.

III. That further continuing study be given to the total area des-
cribed in the first report as follows: the area "bounded by
25th Street on the north, 13th Street on the south, Grove

Avenue on the west and Edgemoor Avenue on the east."

IV. That the area mapped as a University Zoning District by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission be subclassified as U-1
and U-2.

A. The U-1 area should include the area bounded by 21st Street
on the north, 17th Street on the south, Hillside Avenue on
the west and Oliver Avenue on the east.

B. The U-2 area should include the area lying within the
University District which is not within the area classified
as U-1.

V. That the permitted uses for the University District be as follows:

A. For U-1 the permitted uses should be:

0

0

1. Colleges, universities and theological schools,
including their buildings owned or leased for adminis-
trative and faculty offices, classrooms, laboratories,
laboratory schools, chapels, auditoriums, lecture halls,
libraries, student and faculty centers, athletic facil-
ities, dormitories, faculty and student apartment dwell-
ingfacilities, and military ordefense facilities and
installations, whether for active or reserve uses.

-10-
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04%11 n
2. Art galleries, libraries and museums.

3. Parks, playgrounds, golf courses, recreational
areas and similar uses.

4. Parking lots or garages for parking passenger auto-

mobiles accessory to uses permitted in this district.

log,
5. Any other uses that are allowed in any residence dis-

0 trict with which this district is combined. %9 -1 ..ff

t
B. For U-2 the permitted uses be:

03:>63%22

1. All uses listed in U-1.

PAff_, 4

U .2 , t
0

0

0

2. Of.fees, meeting rooms, laboratories, and other

facilities for educational, fraternal, professional,

religious and research organizations and institutions,
provided that such uses do not create obnoxious sights,

sounds or odors. »3136
9.1,14*
0 ·j; ea@

L
4

3. Schools, elementary, intermediate, and secondary -

public, parochial or private.
43*W

0

4. Private clubs, excepting those the chief activity
of which is a service customarily carried on as a busi-

ness; and fraternity and sorority houses.

5. Lodging and boarding houses for students and faculty.

6. Any other uses that are allowed in any residence dis-
trict with which this district is combined.

VI. That parking on Harvard Avenue and Roosevelt Avenue between 17th
Street and 18th Street be restricted to one side of the street.

./.x>€

VII. That the speed limit on all dedicated streets within the U-1 Dis-

trict be 20 miles per hour.

K»rt

4«€-

VIII. That there be installed at the corner of 21st Street and Yale

Avenue , traffic light with a left turning signal for west
bound tfaffic on 2lst Street.

LX. That the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission discourage devel-

opment activity of any type around the intersection at 17th
Street and Oliver Avenue until such time as the geometric design
for the Expressway and the Interchange at that location has been
completed.

-11-
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X. That the University purchase the residential properties lying
within the area bounded by 18th Street on the north, 17th Street
on the south, Yale Avenue on the west and the half-mile line on

the east, this area to be used for premium parking. Provided
that an economic feasibility study supports the judgment of the
Committee that parking fees would support revenue bonds issued for0 this purpose.

XI. That the appropriate bodies in reviewing requests for additional
commercial zoning on the major traffic carrying streets surround-
ing and for a reasonable distance leading toand from the exis-
ting and probably future campus area (Hillside Avenue, Oliver
Avenue, 17th Street and 21st Street) De guided by the determina-

.«ff,
tion set forth in the Committee report.

4 4,44,
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November 19, 1965

President Emory Lindquist
"'.1.-4- C•---- "rtiversity

2%22
4»2

11 Wichita, Kansas

Q Li

0

Dear President Lindquist:

In a letter to Mr. M. John Trout, Chairman of the Wichita-Sedgwick
County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, you requested that the
Planning Commission postpone decision on a zoning change requested
involving property at the corner of Vassar and Seventeenth Street so
that the University would have time to organize and present the Uni-
versity's concepts of planning for the University area. The request
was granted, and the Planning Department advised us that no decision
would be made before December 15, 1965.

You then appointed a University Liaison Committee on Planning Concepts
For The University Area consisting of:

10&.

Dr. Cornelius P. Cotter Head, Department of Political Science -al

Dr. V. Robert Easterling Vice President for Operations
Mr. Glen Gardner Executive Vice President for Board of

.-=th}

Trustees

Mr. Arthur C. Risser Head, Department of Engineering Graphics
Dr. Hugo Wall Vice President for Academic Affairs all'llim

Eft f.31

The Committee has worked diligently and presents its report to you.
Much remains to be done, but we have gone as far as was possible in

*: *74
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President Emory Lindquist

Page Two

November 19, 1965

the limited time available. In our deliberations we availed ourselves

?698 7 of the information and advice so generously given us by Mr. C. Bickley
Foster and members of his Planning staff and are deeply appreciative
of this help. The contents of our report, however, reflect the best
judgment of the Committee.

Respectfully yours,

HW:tjm

@
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REPORT OF COMMITTEE

Basic Assumptions

The Committee made two basic assumptions:

(a) That the University enrollments and activities will continue to
grow, and

(b) that we must give thought to the establishment of types of uses
which we desire to see cluster about the University but which will

IrR*itnot be located on University property.

Specifically, we based our recommendations upon the following enrollment 6496:
estimates:

1965 - 10, 500 students 1970 - 14, 600 students

1975 - 21, 000 students 1980 - 25,000 or more students
31%212%

3

3

J

(Estimates provided by Dean PoweM, Director of Institutional Research.)
Our analysis of desirable uses appears as we proceed with the report.

Areas of Concern Identified by the Committee

The Committee identified nine basic problems or ares of concern. They
are listed below but not in a rank order.

edt

1. Expansion of the Campus Area

The need for the enlargement of our present campus boundaries is appar-
ent. State policy has been to rely upon the locaI community to provide
such land, and the problem is being actively dealt with by our University
Board of Trustees.

We understand that the University's intention is to enlarge the core
campus by acquiring 130 acres of the Crestview property. However, this
leaves unanswered the need for land areas required for such auxiliary
activities as research, certain housing facilities, parking, arterial
streets and commercial establishments to serve the campus.

-3-
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2. The need for classroom, office, laboratory, research and recreation
facilities. All will require additional buildings.

3. Parking Facilities

Wichita State University is largely an urban rather than a residential
institution. This means that at present, 75% of our students commute
to and from the campus. For this reason, severe driving restrictions
upon either students or staff are impracticable.

ir,¥4 09 The consequence is that even though we now have much more parking
3%484.99 area on our campus than many universities, our present parking facilities
·*49/·3··
41*ki WI

are proving inadequate to the needs of our 10,500 students and 700 faculty
and staff members. By 1975 these needs will more than double. It will
also be necessary to provide parking facilities for citizens attending
meetings, athletic events and other University sponsored activities.

8.

720*A r
495% I

.*449

The above situation points to the fact that parking facilities both on
and near the campus must be substantially increased within the next de-
cade. It also points to the necessity for commercial establishments in
the University area to provide off-street parking for all their customers.
University parking requirements and the volume of traffic to be anticipa-
ted preclude the use of streets or campus grounds to meet the parking
needs of commercial customers.

1

@i

1-193

A separate but related parking problem arises when we consider student
housing for both single and married students. Inadequate parking faci-
lities for such students will result in student parking "spilling over"
into public streets and parking areas needed for other purposes.

4. Transportation

The increased commuter and special events traffic flow to be anticipated
will require the widening and improvement of the arterial streets in the
area. It will also necessitate provisions for easy access to the campus
and surrounding establishments without interfering with the flow of traf-
fic.

On the campus, the problem takes on another dimension. The heavy pedes-
trian traffic from parking centers to various educational buildings on the
campus will increasingly impede the flow of automobile traffic. Therefore,
we think that it may be necessary to restrict student parking to the

-4-

im=

1: . C. i'ZAY**,4¢1., ( .' . %•,2>/ NAW';0,- d#,8,#i'.:1,  ,*3:1219.2920: 1/''4.418 41,2/2:-··49>43 0,q,1,1 : 'f i c  1, 7 q/1*·.4th&.f'5 b.-,·i '¢,194*40,

".e·-aUp

- .· 4*./.0/.,/d*

4



N

peripheral areas of the campus and to construct traffic lanes to and
from the several academic centers for use of staff and citizens. It
wiU also be necessary to provide service access for the delivery of
supplies and equipment.

5. Housing for Students and Faculty

The University will tend to become an area institution. This trend,
plus the increasing size of our student population, is already creating
needs for additional dormitory facilities for single students, and
apartments for married students. Such housing should be located on
the periphery of the campus or on off-campus land near the campus.
We also are persuaded that the fraternity and sorority houses should
be located in areas related to the dormitory centers.

r
It is highly desirable that the faculty be housed in the University Area.
To realize this goal, it is essential that there be available homes at
prices that the faculty can afford. Furthermore, the schools avail-
able to the children of faculty members must be of a calibre which
will compare favorably with the standards maintained by other schools
in the city.

6. Commercial requirements of students and staff

In general, the University is badly situated insofar as adjacent commer-
cial services for students is concerned.

We must face up to two problems. First, we should decide what services
are to be provided on the campus and what services should be available
near the campus. Second, we should formulate standards for guiding the
location of commercial activities.

7. Community facilities to meet the needs of faculty and students

We will include in this category churches, schools, parks and other
Blit

recreation facilities. Churches, parks and recreation areas should be
located in dormitory and housing areas and accessible without having
to cross a major traffic way. Schools should be similarly located near *04
areas for housing married students and faculty members.

8. Open Space

Ife-
This is a serious on-campus problem at all times. If on-campus housing 472*49
grows to significant proportions, adequate play and recreation areas will Itmt#*
become equally important. These areas must be developed and then pro-
tected from encroachments.

*60
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9. The Surrounding Neighborhood

This is a complex, yet extremely important element in any planning for
the future. It includes : (a) the relation of the University physical
plant to the neighborhood, (b) present and anticipated f unctions and uses
of the campus and its environs, (c) types of uses of the area surrounding
the University that are compatible with the functioning of the University
and 0) relations of the University with the people in its environs.

If the University is to have an effective voice in the development of this
area, it wiU be 1.--essary to (a) develop definite plans for the growth of
the campus and (b) develop proposals for desirable use of areas contiguous
to the campus.

/4¥'t/f  4

A Y 34
4,5. f
4 444.

431% 944
34*I
%10 :t

It would also be highly desirable to define what is meant by the University
environs, and which we wiU call the University Area. The area we have in
mind is that which is bounded by 25th Street on the north, 13th Street on
the south, Grove Avenue on the west and Edgemoor Avenue on the east.

Our interest in the University Area must extend to both the types of
activities carried on within the immediate environment of the University,
and the architectural and aesthetic characteristics of the Area. This
means that we are concerned with zoning, with the types of businesses
and their location in the Area, and the type of construction in the imme-
diate environs of the University.

Replits

@*AP'Q

2*49*
*%:t

0

0
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Just as our interest must extend beyond the immediate University campus,
our conclusions must encompass the interests and viewpoints of private
property. We believe that the University and private property owners in
the University Area have common interests and the objective of both should
be to discover and set forth policies which will achieve the highest and best
use of land in the University Area. NA/*

147..
r««14«A This makes it imperative that: (a) the University establish a planning body
4«44 for campus planning; (b) the University organize a University planning com-
'13*D, mittee to work with neighborhood groups in the University Area in a con-
I4.· --Itinuous and consistent program of study and discussion of planning problems;
414:46 and (c) we continue to work closely with the Metropolitan Area Planning
»72*L«90 Commission, the Planning Department, and other government officials.
*33#zrre
smat. U Your Committee was instructed to organize and develop the University' s

concepts of planning for the University Area for presentation to the
Planning Commission. Our concern was, impliedly, to be with off-campus
planning problems, and our emphasis has been upon such problems. But a
clear-cut dichotomous division of the areas of concern was not feasible.
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On-campus and off-cali,pils problcrus .re .itfficiently int:errelit ed that
1 the distinction must be onc of emphasis rather L-lian one of kind.
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Further Analysis of Problems

I. University Area

There is a close community of interest between the University and the
residents and businesses in the area around the University campus. Their
interests are common and reciprocal.

Working together, they will not only be able to protect these interests,
but in doing so, will further the public interest of Wichita and the State
of Kansas in higher education and in community welfare.

This University interest in its neighborhood is not new. The institution
has long maintained a number of activities off-campus and in the Univer-
sity community. The Institute of Logopedics, for example, is to be found
at Jardine and 21st Street, some eight blocks west of the northwest corner
of the campus at 21st and Hillside. Fraternity houses and dormitories are
located off the campus to the south, west, and east, and a new dormitory
complex is about to be constructed under private auspices at the northwest
corner of 21st and Hillside.

1--1

The University Area we have in mind is bounded by 13th Street on the south,
25th Street on the north, Grove Avenue on the west and Edgemoor Avenue
on the east. This is the area of our concern. We recommend that a por-
tion of the above area, as yet to be defined, be mapped as a University
Zoning District by the M. A. P. C. As a separate zoning district, it
would permit the University to be given more land use flexibility and per-
mit the establishment of the types of uses which ordinarily cluster around
a University.

II.

These are primarily concerns of int:ernal University administration, and
hence, we have not undertaken to develop proposed solutions. It must be
noted, however, that all plans of action adopted by the University should
be closely correlated with plains developed for · the University Area.

It: will be necessary for us to determine the types of buildings needed,
their Nize, and the probable date of construction of each. Furthermore,
such planning should establish a broad pattern of buildings so as to bring
into closer proximity the buildings used for certain broad educational

Expansion of Campus and University Facilities *141
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purposes, e. g. Education Center, Engineering Center, Natural Science
Center, Social Science Center, etc.

Planning for these centers must include not only the facilities themselves
but such traffic and parking problems as (a) pedestrian traffic to, from
and between Centers, (b) parking for staff, and (c) service access for the
delivery of supplies and equipment.

To meet the recognized need for additional classroom, office, laboratory,
research and recreation facilities, the University must construct new
buildings and acquire increased land area. Acquiring 130 acres of the Crest-
view property will meet the needs for an enlarged core campus, and may
provide area for new housing facilities. The Core Campus, however, wi11
not provide land areas for all related research activities, student and
faculty housing needs, rising demands for parking facilities, and the land
needs of commercial establishments intended to serve the campus.

It seems most desirable, therefore, that the University set up a planning
committee and essential planning staff as soon as practicable.

m. Traffic and Parking

11*€61-%24
.*if'+:5·

These problems are inextricably interrelated, and so must be considered
together.

The present flow of traffic to the campus is by means of the following
general routes:

(a) From the west--- (1) 13th Street to Hillside, or to Fairmount, or
Vassar

(2) 17th Street to Hillside, or to Yale, or Harvard,
or Roosevelt

(3) 21st Street to Hillside, or to Yale
(b) From the north-- (1) Hillside to 21st Street and then east on 21st

Street, or to lot entrances on Hillside
(2) Oliver to 215t Street, or 17th Street

(c) From the south-- (1) Oliver to 17th Street
(2) Hillside to 17th Street, or parking lot entrances

on Hillside

(d) From the east--- (1) 21st Street to Yale, or to parking lot entrances
on 2lst Street

(2) 17th Street to Roosevelt, or to Harvard, or Yale,
or south campus entrance on Hillside

-6-
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The flow of traffic described above creates congested conditions at
certain intersections immediately before 8 a.m.,at noon, and to a
lesser degree at the time of class changes. These critical intersections
are at (a) Hillside and 17th Street, (b) Hillside and 21st Street, (c) 17th
Street and Yale, and (d) 21st Street and Yale. In short, the streets on
which congestion occurs are 17th, 2154 and Yale. On days that public
events are held in the fieldhouse or at Veterans Stadium, congestion
at these intersections is sometimes even more acute.

Present parking and the entrances to them contribute to the confested
conditions. As indicated by the map at the end of this reports parking
lots #1 (970 cars) and #2 (700 cars) may be entered directly from HiUside
and pose no particular problem. But the bulk of the traffic using parking
lots #3 005 cars), #4 (470 cars), #5 (56 cars), #7 (292 cars), #8 (23 cars)
and #9 (10 cars) use Yale Avenue. Vehicular traffic to and from these
lots encounters the very heavy pedestrian traffic across Yale just east
of the Campus Activities Center. The situation would be materially
improved if Yale were blocked between 18th Street and the lane just north
of the Campus Activities Center. This would limit traffic entering Yale
from 17th Street to the use of the south end parking lots 5 and 7, and re-
quire traffic bound for lots #3, #4, #8, #9 and #12 to enter Yale from 21st
Street. Traffic going to parking lots #6 (218 cars), #11 (60 cars) and #13
(100 cars) uses Harvard or Roosevelt Avenues. Both are relatively nar-
row streets on which parking is permitted. Prohibiting street parking
would relieve the situation. This would also be helpful to property owners
in the area.

3.54: m

Student housing has contributed to our traffic problem. Students are
housed in apartments and fraternity houses on Vassar Avenue and in apart-
ments and Brennan Halls on Yale. Most of these students must cross 17th
Street at Vassar or Yale Avenues as pedestrians during the peak periods
for vehicular traffic. This pedestrian traffic should be protected by
traffic signals with consideration being given to an elevated crosswalk if
future conditions warrant.

Almost nonexistent parking lot facilities for the fraternity houses, and
inadequate parking lot facilities for Brennan Halls and the tennis courts
on the campus adjacent to 17th Street encourage on-street parking in this
area. Thus, they contribute further to the congestion in this area. Pro-
hibiting the use of parking lots #4, #5, #6 and #7 to students living in
Brennan Halls, Grace Will<ie Hall and the fraternity houses would reduce
traffic congestion.

To alleviate a situation that is growing worse each year we believe that:

(a) 17th must be improved to a four-lane arterial street from Oliver to
Hillside

-9-
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(b) a parking facility be established adjacent to the campus within thearea bounded by 17th Street on the north, 16th Street on the south,Fairmount Avenue on the west, and Yale Avenue on the east, and(c) commercial activities within this area should be discouraged0
In other words, your committee is persuaded that, at this point in time,there should be no additional commercial establishments on 17th Streetfrom Hillside Avenue to Oliver Avenues and on Hillside Avenue from 17thStreet to 21st Street. After additional traffic lanes are completed andadequate traffic controls have been established on 17th Street, and off-Gl campus parking facilities have been provided on 17th Street (betweenFairmount Avenue and Yale Avenue) and on Hillside Avenue (between 17thStreet and 215t Street), then businesses compatible with the predominant use of the area should be encouraged on 17th Street and Hillside Avenue.All such businesses should, however, provide adequately for all customerparking.

4 3
6% mI Ma
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24* 6,1
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With all. evidence pointing toward a doubled University enrollment by 1975,we have examined the "Wichita Proposed Major Street System EstirnatedVolumes" with keen interest. We are impressed with this study and ac-cept its probable accuracy, although we suggest that the traffic volumepredicted for 17th Street may be too modest.

We also studied the "Urban Land Area Transportation Plan Proposals" ofthe Planning Department. The projected arterial and expressway systemswould appear to meet our future needs. We emphatically subscribe to theimportance of the Northeast Expressway to the completion of the pattern.

112»*€26

IV. Housing for Students and Faculty

We do not feel well enough informed to forecast the amount of studenthousing needed in the future. Wheatshocker Halls and the housing complex
3

to be built near the northwest corner of HiUside Avenue and 21st Streetshould meet our immediate needs. If added University housing is called94.,9,4 3
for, it should be located on the Crestview property.2£42

Upon inquiry, we found that neither fraternities nor sororities havepresent building plans, although they are aware of the long-range needsof the University. We are persuaded that eventually both fraternity andsorority houses will need to be relocated.t'.ZA

The problem of housing for married students is a growing one. Duplexesor four-plexes for faculty members and married students that would rent1**%% a

-10-
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for 080 to 0110 per .Month are favored by some members of the committee.However, we have not had time to give this matter the attention it de-
0

3r4,9.

serves.0

There will continue to be a need for faculty residential properties inthe price range of $15,000 to $35,000. They should be located in theUniversity Area. Again, realization of concept will depend upon several
r., 0

basic factors such as the quality of the public schools in the district,
V. Types of commercial establishments

Professional and institutional offices, and research and testing lab-oratories should preferably be located in the immediate environs of
.4.,ruff

the University.J

Parking facilities (ground and multi-level) should be in close proximity tocampus centers attended by public audiences, and near academic centerslocated on the periphery of the campus. We think consideration shouldbe given to multi-level parking facilities both on and off campus for stu-dents and faculty, with these facilities being supported by parking feescollected from users. Filling stations and garages belong in areas adja-cent to parking facilities.

There are other services and establishments required by the UniversityArea. Thus, the need for a modern motel is indicated. A pre-schoolnursery will be needed by both married students and faculty families.A motion picture theatre, which may be used for other types of enter-tainment is desirable although the committee has not determined itscommercial feasibility at this time.94% 3
In area near housing facilities we envision needs for (a) eating placesand food catering services, (b) bookstores, (c) art stores, including artdisplays and supplies, (d) music shops, (e) dry cleaning and laundry services,(f) barber and beauty shops, (g) shops of several kinds for groceries, drugsand cosmetics, jewelry, sporting goods, clothing, photographic equipmentand supplies, flowers and gifts, and (h) recreation facilities for such ac-tivities as bowling, pool, snooker and dancing. This list represents thebest judgment of the committee, but is not based upon a systematic sur-vey and analysis. Such a study by the College of Business Administrationis suggested.

These facilities should be near the University but need not be located inJ

the immediate environs of the University. Their location and off-street
-11-
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parking facilities required of each should be such that they will notimpede the flow of traffic on present and projected traffic arterials.

VI. The Campus Area--relations between University and neighborhood
groups

-963€92

AR'*3 #04

3-1 {71

It seems appropriate that the University should be interested in notonly the use pattern but the architectural and aesthetic environment of
both the campus and surrounding off-campus areas. The history of othereducational institutions clearly indicates that unless positive counter
measures are taken, the properties surrounding the University will de-
preciate. The area wiU tend to become a hodgepodge of cheap garishstructures which wil depreciate rapidly. This unhappy development can
only be prevented by the concerted efforts of both the residents of theUniversity Area and the University. It calls for an educational process,
a part of which B a deeper appreciation of aesthetic quaties.
Concern for the aesthetic environment of the community is being ex-pressed by local governmental authorities, civic and professional groups,
and by individuals. We should avail ourselves of this proferred help.
But we must do more. The University should organize a permanent Uni-
versie planning liaison committee which will help organize and work withneighborhood improvement committees. In this effort we feel confidentof receiving invaluable assistance from the Metropolitan Area PlanningCommission, the Planning Department, and other interested groups and
individuals.

12*952 &
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Recapitulation of Recommendations

f»0:4. rim9*- E!

I. That the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-mission establish a Universit:y Zoning District which will include the
University campus. Planning and zoning provisions for such District
would differ in some respects from those of other parts of the City
and County.

II. That Wichita State University establish, as soon as practicable,
a Planning Committee served by the necessary staff. This body would

-j have two major functions, as follows:

4%21

A. To develop plans and approximate time-tables for the growth of
31 campus facilities and area; and

B. To work with neighborhood groups, the Metropolitan Area PlanningCommission, the Planning Department, other officials, and interested

te Il
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citizerls in studying and working out solutions to problems of common
interest to the University and residents in the University Area.

III. That the plans to make 17th Street a four-lane arterial street as
far east as Oliver Avenue be completed as scheduled for 1967 in the City's
Capital Improvement Program.

IV. That additional traffic controls be imposed upon traffic on 17th
Street between Hillside Avenue and Oliver Avenue.

7*es)4/4.24'

@

12ftiff n

V. That Yale Avenue be closed between 18th Street and the campus road
just north of the Campus Activities Center, and that students living in
the fraternity houses, Brennan Halls, and Grace 'Willie Hall not be per-
mitted to use Parking Lots #4, #5, #6 and #7.

r *,4 -©»·.'a·j'E 2

Vt. That the arterial and expressway systems projected in the Trans-
portation Study would appear to meet our future needs.

VII. That parking facilities paid for by parking fees be established on
17th Street and on 21.st Street.

VIII. That the establishment of additional commercial enterprises on
17th Street and Hinside Avenue be discouraged until. adequate traffic
and parking facilities have been developed. Thus, we are opposed to
requests for zoning changes that would permit the establishment of
additional commercial enterprises on 17th Street between Hillside
Avenue and Oliver Avenue.

K ··i:rrYfrot
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IX. That aU commercial enterprises on streets in the immediate
environment of the University be required to provide parking facilities
for all customers.

-b

-f X. That all student housing developments be required to provide ade-
1

quate parking spaces for their students, and that fraternity and sorority *
houses be eventually located in the student housing areas. The minimum
parking areas required for these houses should take into account the fact
that a majority of the membership of the Greek fraternities and sorori-
ties on the Wichita State University campus does not reside in the Chapter
house.

XI. That the need for additional housing for students, housing for married
students, and residential properties for faculty members should be given
further study by the University.

-13-
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XiI. That we now have a growing need for certain types of commercial
activities, that most of such establishments should be near the Univer-
sity but need not be located on streets fronting the University campus.
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INTRODUCTION

Tbe Nature of the Study

e University District Development study was concerned primarily with theesent student utilization of commercial facilities which are located onnear the Wichita State University campus and with the degree to whichudents believe they would patronize additional establishments which mightlocated within a two-block radius of the campus. The study was con-cted at the request of Dr. Hugo Wall, Director of the Center for Urbanudies. The project was funded from the University's Institutionalsearch budget.

Objectives of the Study

study was directed by five primary objectives. These are as follows:
1. To determine the proportions of the student population presentlyusing commercial and public facilities located on the WichitaState University campus and within a two-block radius of it.
2. To ascertain the frequency with which students patronize theabove facilities.

3. To determine the degree to which students believe they wouldpatronize additional commercial facilities if such were to belocated within a two-block area surrounding the campus.
4. To determine whether the student's intentions to patronizeadditional facilities vary by type of facility, and if so, todetermine which facilities are, on the basis of anticipatedpatronage, preferred more than others.

5. To ascertain whether present and anticipated usage patterns
varyby certain socio-economic and demographic variables.

Method of the Study

study was inductive in nature--that is, data were collected from aEple of Wichita State University students and the behavior and intentionsthe total student body were inferred from the sample results.

1
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The data were collected via a questionnaire which was mailed to 1,971 WichitaState University students.1 Those to whom questionnaires were mailed were
selected by a random process which utilized the student identification numbers
as a system of random numbers.

The mailing was made on October 27 and 28. A cover letter signed by Dr.
Jackson O. Powell, Vice President of Academic Affairs, urged the students
to complete the questionnaire and return it in the accompanying postage-
paid envelope by November 7. The actual cutoff date for the acceptance
of the returns was November 11. Thus, a t:wo-week period was allowed for
outgoing and incoming mailings plus the time which might pass between the
receipt of the questionnaire on the part of the student and the process of
responding to it.

a.€402%·2

By the November 11 cutoff dates 702 usable questionnaires were returned.
This resulted in a 35.6 percent response. The 702 returns provided a
sample of 6.3 percent of the total 11,101 students who were registered
at the time of the mailing.

J

The IBM users group program (6.0.171) for frequency distributions and
percentages was used to organize the data which were employed for several
of the analyses. A second program was written to generate weighted average
response values for the intended usage part of the study.2 The output of
the first program was used as the input for the second.

Both the intended and anticipated usage data were analyzed with the aid
of frequency distributions and percentages. In addition to the frequency
distributions and percentages, weighted average response values were
utilized to analyze the data pertaining to the degree to which students
believe they would patronize new facilities if such were to be located near
the campus. Variations in present and anticipated usage patterns by socio-
economic and demographic variables were analyzed with the aid of percentages
and weighted average response values.

4433.3%

Scope of the Study

The scope of the study is implied by the objectives set forth above. The
study was concerned primarily with the proportions of the students that use
commercial facilities which are located on or near the University campus
and the proportions that believe they would patronize additional facilities.
Both time and budgetary considerations dictated that the examinations of
factors such as where else the students buy merchandise and the amounts of
money expended in different types of establishments were beyond the scope
of the study.

3

J

A copy of the questionnaire is included as an appendix to this report.
taft:2The derivation of the weighted average response values is explained
41%t#Ag¢*·
244*@E

fully in a subsequent section of this report.
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The analyses of how the present and anticipated usage patterns vary by
different socio-economic and demographic variables were confined to those of 1 1
a general and descriptive nature. Time did not permit a multi-variate »4
analysis of the data by classificatory variables. K

Limitations of the Study

3

The major limitation of the study was implied above--namely, time. The
researchers were given approximately one and one-half months in which to

design and test the questionnaire, draw the sample and complete the mailing,
receive the returns, prepare the data for the computer, analyze the results,
and prepare this report.

One result of the time limitation was that it was necessary to hold the
number of questions to a size such that the responses could be punched on
one eighty column IBM card. This difficulty was alleviated to a consider-
able degree by coding eachquestionnaire in such a mannerthatmade it
possible to merge the survey data with classificatory data gathered by the
University at the time students registered for fall semester courses.

A second result of the time limitation was that it was not possible to
conduct a follow-up study of those who failed to respond to the question-
naire. In view of the fact that only one mailing was possible, a 35
percent response to a six page questionnaire may be considered a good
return.

A third result of the limited amount of time available pertains to the
analyses of the responses. The analyses of usage patterns by classifi-
catory variables suggested that certain variables influence both present
and anticipated utilization of facilities. Had more time been available,
additional socio-econcmic and demographic variables could have been intro-
duced and a multi-variate analysis could have been employed to determine
the amounts of total variances explained by given variables.

f

0

As was suggested above by the discussion pertaining to the study's scope,
the time limitation influenced the overall design of the study. Had
more time been available, the question regarding the proportions of the
students that might utilize additional facilities could have been approached
in a less direct manner than that which was necessary. Actualbehavior at
a particular point in time is not always consistent with statements of
expected behavior. In other words, both students who indicated they would
and those who indicated they would not patronize certain facilities might
behave in such a manner as to contradict their statements, if the facilities

in question were to become available. In view of the possible design limita-
tion, classificatory variables were employed to compare present and
anticipated behavior patterns. This examination supported the findings
regarding anticipated usage in the sense that the characteristics of students
using the available facilities are similar to those of the students who
indicated they would patronize additional facilities.
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4An additional limitation is not peculiar to this study, but one which ispresent whenever a mail questionnaire is employed. While a 35 percentreturn is considered a good response, it is not certain that the potentialresponses of the 65 percent that did not respond or had changed addresseswould be distributed in the same manner as the responses received. Wheninferences are made to the total population, it is assumed that theinfluential characteristics of the nonrespondents are distributed in thesame manner as among those who did respond.
A comparison of the survey data with data secured from the Director ofAdmissions and Records indicated that a greater than proportionate numberof students in the age category 17 to 22 returned the questionnaire.Also, a greater than proportionate number of students who are registeredfor more than six credit hours responded. The result of this responsepattern is a slight upward biasing influence on the overall findings. Anexamination of this influence, however, indicated that it does Bot distortthe findings to a significant degree.

Organization of the Report

This report is divided into four primary sections. The first of the follow-ing three sections presents a summary of the findings. The next containsthe results of the portion of the study that treated present usage ofavailable facilities. The final section deals with the stated intentionsof students regarding additional facilities. Relationships between presentusage patterns and anticipated usage patterns also are indicated in thefinal section.
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SURMRY OF THE FINDINGS

Introduction

| The study provided two measures of the degree to which Wichita State
University students might utilize commercial facilities if the facilities
were to be established within a two-block radius of the University campus--
namely, the present usage by students of existing facilities located on or| near the campus and the degree to which students believe they would
patronize additional facilities. In general, both measures delineated the
same utilization pattern--that is, the additional facilities with higher
than average response values are, for the most part, the same kinds of
businesses which presently are patronized by greater than average propor-
tions of the students. The study also disclosed that the student who is
likely to patronize the currently available facilities is the same type

8 of student who would be likely to utilize the additional facilities.
**3 -1 Present Utilization

On the whole, the on-campus (Campus Activity Center) facilities and the
facilities located within the two-block area surrounding the campusare".32 1
patronized by fewer than one-half the Wichita State University students.1 KI-Uy ·· ·,1

Of the twenty-two different facilities available to the student either
in the Campus Activity Center or within a two-block radius of the campus,
only nine facilities are patronized by one-third or more of the students.30 3 Three of these nine facilities are utilized by approximately one-half the
students. Three other facilities are used by about two-thirds or more of4%44 - the students.I.W. I .1

43.,1*b

3%37% 21
Six of the above mentioned nine facilities serve food products for on-
premises consumption. At least two of these six facilities may also be

«921--used primarily for purposes of recreation or relaxation. Of the six facilities which are used by about one-hal f or more of the students,
five may be classified broadly as eating establishments.

3

E

The proportion of the students utilizing the on-campus, or Campus Activity
Center, facilities is approximately 1.75 times as great as the proportion
making use of the off-campus facilities. The Campus Activity Center
facilities also are patronized with significantly greater frequency than
the off-campus facilities. Four of the six facilities which are patronized
by approximately one-half or more of the students are located in the Campus
Activity Center.

.

The nine facilities utilized by at least one-third of the students, in order

 of the magnitude of the proportion of the students using each facility,are:

5
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1. Bookstore (CAC) 6. Cafeteria (CAC)
2. Snack Bar (CAC) 7. Peter Pan Ice Cream Store
3. McDonald's 8. Park
4. Alibi Rooms (CAC) 9. Service Stations
5. Pizza Hut

3
Anticipated Utilization

The students were asked to consider forty-eight different facilities which
might be established within a two-block radius of the Wichita State
University campus. The students were asked to respond to each facility,
using the following response categories: .4924.

40*
368$24.7.444 a
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kay 3

(1) I definitely would use.
(2) I probably would use.
(3) I don't know.
(4) I probably would not use.
(5) I definitely would not use.

*fi©0

The students ' responses were assigned quantitative values from a scale
ranging from 1.0 downward to zero. This process made it possible to
calculate the average response for each of the forty-eight facilities.

An average response value of .50 means the students are, on the average,
undecided as to whether they believe they would or would not patronize a
given facility were it to be established. Any value above .50 means that
the weight of the intend to use responses is greater than the weight of the
intend not to use responses. A value of .63 or greater means the average
response is closer to "I probably would use" than to "I don't know."

Eleven of the forty-eight facilities received responses which yielded
average values of .50 or greater. Of these eleven, only one facility has
an average response value above .63. The eleven facilities are listed
below in descending order of their average response values.

4
1. Parking Lot 7. Department Store
2. Book and Stationery Store 8. Swimming Pool
3. Drive-in (Food) 9. Gift Shop
4. Movie Theatre 10. Park

5. Sandwich Shop 11. Variety Store
6. Restaurant

*f .

It will be noted that three of the above eleven facilities may be classified
as eating establishments. Another three may be classified as recreational
facilities. Of the remaining five types of facilities, two are shopping
goods establishments, two are convenience goods facilities, and the parking
lot would be classified as a service.
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Profile of the Average User

Both present usage of available facilities and intended utilization of
additional facilities were analyzed by nine different classificatory variables.
The analyses resulted in a combined profile of the modal (most probable)
user of the available facilities and intended user of additional facilities.
The major characteristics of this modal user are summarized briefly below.

The student who is between seventeen and twenty-two years of age is more
likely to be a user of the facilites than is the older student. Also, it
is more probable that the student who is registered for more than six
credit hours will be a user than will the student who is taking six or
fewer hours. A student whose Wichita residence is either on the campus or
within twenty blocks of the campus is more likely to utilize the facilities
than is the student who lives a greater distance from the campus. The
likelihood that a single student will patronize the facilities is greater
than that associated with the married student. The student with a monthly
buying power of less than $350 is more likely to be a user than the student
with greater financial resources. In summary, the person often thought of
as the "typical college student has a greater likelihood of patronage than
does the "part-time commuter type student.

3*2,%44
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UTILIZATION OF AVAILABLE FACILITIES

Introduction

re asked to indicate whether they are using, and if so, the
they are using, twenty-two different commercial and public

ted on or near the University campus. Eight of the facili-
d in the Campus Activity Center. The other fourteen
situated within a two-block radius of the campus.1 The
study pertaining to the utilization of the Campus Activity
es are presented below and are followed by the findings
off-campus facilities.2

Utilization of Campus Activity Center Facilities

The data pertaining to percentages of the students that presently are using
J the Campus Activity Center facilities are summarized in Table 1. The

facilities are arranged in descending order of usage.
4.·h -

*1 1 Table 1

Percent of Students Presently Using Campus Activity Center Facilities
-1

3

J

Percent Percent
Facility using not using

faff-

%4543?fi'

Totalb

Bookstore

Snack Bar

Alibi Rooms
Cafeteria

3**09

Meeting Rooms
Pool Hall

Bowling
Barbershop

98.6 1.4 100.0
82.3 17.7 100.0
54.7 45.3 100.0
47.0 53.0 100.0

29.3 70.7 100.0
24.0 76.0 100.0
21.7 78.3 100.0

14.0 86.0 100.0

aThis column includes those who reported they do not use a facility
plus those who did not know of the facility's existence. The pro-
portionsthat did not know of theexistence of facilities ranged
from 0.1 percent for the Bookstore to 6.6 percent for the CAC
Barbershop.

b

The number of respondents in each case is between 695 and 701.

-Two of the fourteen facilities--namely, Manning's Lunch Counter and
Hawk's Drug Store--have recently closed.

4%:
2

In that tennis courts are available both on the campus and within the
./#epJ

two-block area surrounding the campus, technically correct terminology would
be "outside the Campus Activity Center, but on the campus or within a two-
block radius of it." The less cumbersome "off-campus" is used for the sake
of brevity.
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Four of the eight facilities listed in Table 1--namely, the Bookstore,
Snack Bar, Alibi Rooms, and Cafeteria--are used by approximately one-
half of more of the students.3 The remaining four facilities are used
by about 15 to 30 percent of the students.

Frequency of Utilization

Data pertaining to the frequency with which the students use the eight
Campus Activity Center facilities are contained in Table 2. The facili-
ties are arranged in order of the proportions of the students that use
the facilities one or more times a week. With one exception, the ordering
of facilities in Table 2 is the same as that in Table 1. 4

In other words,

the utilization proportions and the frequency of usage are directly
related.

Table 2

Percent of Students Using Campus Activity Center
Facilities with Given Frequencies

Percent

using less Percent

Percent often than using one

e using one once a week, time per
or more but more month or Percent

a oiten than less not

Facility week once a month frequently us inga Totalb
2ji

Snack Bar 54.9 14.3 13.1 17.7 100.0
Bookstore 51.2 30.1 17.3 1.4 100.0

Alibi Rooms 31.1 10.3 13.3 45.3 100.0
Cafeteria 20.9 11.9 14.2 53.0 100.0

l,
js·

Meeting Rooms 10.0 6.8 12.5 70.7 100.0
Pool Hall 8.5 5.9 9.6 76.0 100.0 =.J

Bowling 5.1 4.9 11.7 78.3 100.0
.r

Barbershop 0.5 6.9 6.6 86.0 100.0

a

This column includes those who reported they do not use a facility plus
those who did not know of the facility's existence.

The number of respondents in each case is between 695 and 701.

3The 47 percent reported for the CAC Cafeteria is not significantly
different from 50 percent at the .05 level.

4The difference between 54.9 percent and 51.2 percent for the Snack
Bar and the Bookstore is not significant at the .05 level.
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It will be recalled from the data in Table 1 that the Bookstore is used by
almost all the students. This, of course, is understandable in that a
captive market exists for textbooks. Presumably, those who patronize the
Bookstore for the primary purpose of securing texts are included in the
third column in Table 2. Thus, approximately four out of five students
patronize the Bookstore for reasons other than the purchase of texts,

The data in Table 1 indicate that about two times as many students use the
Snack Bar as use the Cafeteria. Combining the data in Tables 1 and 2
indicates that the proportion of the Snack Bar users category that uses the
facility one or more times a week is significantly greater than the compar-
able proportion of Cafeteria users. About two-thirds of those who do use
the Snack Baruse it one or more times aweek. Less than one-half the

students who use the Cafeteria use it as often as one or more times a week.
It also should be pointed out that of those who patronize the Snack Bar
one or more times a week, about one-third do so three to five times a week
and approximately one-fourth do so six or more times a week.

Socio-economic and Demographic Patterns

0. »64Analyses were conducted to determine whether or not nine different socio-
economic and demographic variables influence the utilization of the Campus
Activity Center facilities. The results of these analyses are presented
below in the form of general statements. Percentages are not given for
specific facilities, because in many cases specific percentages were found
to be not statistically significant at the .05 level and conclusions could

d be reached only with regard to general patterns. In that the Bookstore
with its captive market for textbooks ispatronized by nearly all students,
proportions using the Bookstore more often than once a month were analyzed
rather than the total usage proportions.

Day versus Night Registration

The analysis of the data relating to day versus night registrations indicated
that the day students tend toward greater utilization of the Campus Activity
Center facilities than do night students--that is, the proportions· of day
students using the facilities are greater than the proportions of night
students patronizing the same facilities.5 With the exception of the Book-
store, the percentage point differences range from 1 to 6.5, but individual
differences are not significant at the .05 level. The proportion of day

Students were classified as day students or night students on the
basis of the time at which they attend the majority of their classes.
Students who take 50 percent or more of their credit hours in the evening
were classified as night students.
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students using the Bookstore is 14 percentage points greater than the com-
parable proportion of night students.6

Credit Hours

J

In general, the proportions using the Campus Activity Center facilities
increase with the number of hours for which students are registered. The
largest percentage point differences occur when students are grouped into
two categories--those taking six or fewer hours and those taking more than
six hours. The proportions in the first category range from approximately
2 to 12 percentage points below the overall student proportions. In that
the students who are registered for more than six hours comprise about three-
fourths of the total student population, the proportions in this category
are only slightly higher than the overall proportions presented in Table 1
(and Table 2 for the Bookstore).

LIA

. 1

Hours Spent on Campus per Day

The students were asked to record the number of hours they spend on campus
outside the classroom on an average day. As would be expected, it was
found that the proportions using the Campus Activity Center facilities
increase with the number of hours students spend on campus.7

Distance from Flace of Residence to the Campus

33

The distance which the residence of the student living in Wichita during
the school year is from the campus was found to be an influential variable
only in connection with four Campus Activity Center facilities. The utiliza-
tion proportions for the Snack Bar, Pool Hall, Bowling facilities, and the
Bookstore increase with the proximity of residence to the campus. In the

case of the first three facilities, the proportions using the facilities
are higher among those who live on campus or within twenty blocks of it than
among those who live greater distances from the campus. In the case of the

Bookstore, the utilization proportion for those who live six or more blocks
from the campus is significantly lower than the proportion for those living
on campus or within a six-block radius of it.

6
The Bookstore percentages aregiven here simply to clarify themean-

ing of "a percentage point difference." Approximately 84 percent of the
day students use the Bookstore more often than one time a month. The
The comparable proportion for night students is 70 percent. The difference
between 84 percent and 70 percent is 14 percentage Doints. This does not
mean that usage by the day students is 14 percent greater than by night
students. The proportion of day students using the Bookstore is about 20
percent greater than the proportion of night students using the same facility.

7The one exception to the general pattern is the CAC Barbershop, The

J data indicate that the utilization of the Barbershop is not influenced by
the number of hours the students spend on campus.
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Transportation to the Campus

Whether a person drives a car or walks to campus was found to influence the
use of the Campus Activity Center facilities. The facilities are utilized
by higher proportions of those who walk to campus than by those who drive.
The proportions of walkers that use the facilities ranged from approxi-
mately 2 to 20 percentage points higher than the overall proportions. It
should be pointed out, however, that only about one student in six walks
to the campus.

Buying Power

Students were asked to record the total amount of money they have avail-
able for all expenditures on a monthly basis. The pattern indicated by the
data suggests that buying power is a reflection of the number of hours for
which the students are registered. In general, utilization proportions
decline with income. Presumably those with higher incomes are those who
are working full time and are registered, on the average, for six or fewer
hours. The basic pattern is for the proportions that use the facilities to
decrease as total buying power exceeds $350 per month. The Snack Bar is
an exception inthat the proportions in each buying power segment remain
about average until buying power reaches $700 a month.
&81

With the exception of the Cafeteria, the proportions that use the Campus
Activity Center facilities decrease with the age of the students. Among
those who are seventeen to twenty-two years of age, the proportions using
the facilities are higher than the overall proportions. There also is a
tendency for the utilization proportions in the age category 17 to 20 to
be greater than among those who are twenty-one or twenty-two years of
age. In that about 60 percent of the students are between the ages of
seventeen and twenty-two, the proportions presented in Table 1 are in-
fluenced substantially by the actions of this group. For the most part,
the proportions for those who are twenty-six years of age and older are
10 to 14 percentage points below the average proportions. The Cafeteria
is the exception to the general pattern. The data indicate that the
Cafeteria utilization proportion is highest among those in the age
category 21 to 22 and that proportions of users are greater among those
who are twenty-three years of age and older than in connection with those
under twenty-one years of age.

222£ g=

9.44!1Analysis of the data pertaining to usage percentages by sex indicated that
sex is an influential variable only in connection with three facilities.
Significantly higher (.05 level) proportions of male than female students
use the Alibi Rooms, the Pool Hall, and the Barbershop.
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Marital Status

Higher proportions of single students utilize five Campus Activity Center
facilities--namely, the Snack Bar, Alibi Rooms, meeting rooms, Pool Ilal 1,
and Bowling facilities. The proportions of single students using these Aly#
facilities are from 15 to 25 percentage points higher than among the
married students. The single students outnumber the married students
about two to one.

Utilization of Off-campus Facilities

The results of the portion of the study relating to student usage of 44
commercial and public facilities located within a two-block radius of the
University campus are summarized in Table 3. The facilities are listed in
order of descending usage and breaks between groups appear where the
difference between the percentage for the last facility in a group and tile
percentage for the first facility in the following group is significant
at the .05 level.

Table 3

Percent of Students Presently Using Off-campus Facilities

11?¢ff Percent Percent

Facility using not usinga Totalb
¢344,

McDonald's 64.6 35.4 100.0

Pizza Hut 50.0 50.0 100.0

Peter Pan Ice Cream Store 39.1 60.9 100.0

Park 35.8 64.2 100.0

Service Stations 34.6 65.4 100.0

Tennis Courts 26.8 73.2 100.0

Hawk's Drug Store 24.1 75.9 100.0

Gentry Shop 23.5 76.5 100.0

Churches 16.9 83.1 100.0

Dry Cleaners 13.3 86.7 100.0

Coin-operated Laundry 13.1 86.9 100.0

Pied Piper Book Store 11.8 88.2 100.0 9,22 'trig
Liquor Store 7.4 92.6 100.0

Manning's Lunch Counter 7.1 92.9 100.0
a
This column includes those who reported they do not use a facility

plus those who did not know of the facility's existence. The propor-
tions that did not know of the existence of facilities ranged between
0.3 percent and 6.5 percent with the exceptions of the Pied Piper
Book Store and Manning's Lunch Counter in which cases the respective

roportions were 17.8 and 18.3 percent.
The number of respondents in each case is between 693 and 699.
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Five of the fourteen facilities contained in Table 3 are used by one-third
or more of the students. The first three of these five may be classified
broadly as eating establishments. Of these three eating establishments,
the drive-in type--that is, McDonald's--is patronized by approximately
two-thirds of the students.

> 4.48
Three facilities--namely, the tennis courts, Hawk's Drug Store, and the A: 942
Gentry Shop--are utilized by about one out of four students. The remain-
ing six facilities are used by approximately 7 to 17 percent of the
student population.

Frequency of Utilization
4.49

Table 4 contains the data pertaining to the frequency of use of t... off-

campus facilities. The facilities are ordered in terms of the proportions
of the students that use the facilities two or more times a month.

Table 4

Percent of Students Using Off-campus Facilities
with Given Frequencies

Percent Percent

using two using one
or more time per Percent

times a month or not

Facility month less frequently us inga Total
b

McDonald's 46.5 18.1 35.4 100.0

Pizza Hut 27.7 22.3 50.0 100.0

Service Stations 19.6 15.0 65.4 100.0

Peter Pan Ice Cream Store 18.6 20.5 60.9 100.0
1

Park 17.2 18.6 64.2 100.0

Churches 13.5 3.4 83.1 100.0

Tennis Courts 12.9 13.9 73.2 100.0

Coin-operated Laundry 10.5 2.6 86.9 100.0

Hawk's Drug Store 9.6 14.5 75.9 100.0

Dry Cleaners 6.6 6.7 86.7 100.0

Gentry Shop 6.3 17.2 76.5 100.0

Liquor Store 4.5 2.9 92.6 100.0

Pied Piper Book Store 4.4 7.4 88.2 100.0

Manning's Lunch Counter 3.8 3.3 92.9 100.0

aThis column includes those who reported they do not use a facility plus
those who did not know of the facility's existence.

bThe number of respondents in each case is between 693 and 699.
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A comparison of the data in Tables 3 and 4 indicates that the rankings are,for the most part, similar in both tables. McDonald's and the Pizza Hutrank one and two respectively regardless of the ranking criterion. Service
stations, the Peter Pan Ice Cream Store, and the park conclude the topfive in both tables.8 Only three of the fourteen facilities have signifi-
cantly different rankings at the .05 level. Churches and the coin-operatedlaundry rank higher on the basis of frequency of use than on a total utiliza-tion basis due to the fact that about 80 percent of those who do use thesefacilities use them two or more times a month. The Gentry Shop ranks lowerby frequency of utilization than on a total usage basis in that only aboutone-fourth of those who patronize this facility do so more than once a month.
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The data in Table 4 indicate that seven out of ten students who patronize
McDonald's do so two or more times a month. More than one-half the students

who use the Pizza Hut do so two or more times a month. It also should be

pointed out that about 25 percent of the students patronize McDonald 's oneor more times a week and approximately 8 to 12 percent of the students usethe churches, the park, the Peter Pan Ice Cream Store, the Pizza Hut, and the
service stations one or more times a week.

tilif. J
SociD-economic and Demographic Patterns

The utilization of the off-campus facilities was treated with the sametype of analysis as was the usage of the Campus Activity Center facilities.Again, only general patterns are presented in that most individual per-centage differences are not statistically significant at the .05 level.
Day versus Night Registration

Examination of the data pertaining to day and night registration i.ndicatedthat the same general pattern exists in connection with the off-campus
facilities as with Campus Activity Center facilities. In other words,

the proportions of day students utilizing the facilities are greater thanthe proportions of night students using the same facilities. The percentagepoint differences range from approximately 2.5 to 11. The greatestdifferences wtre found in connection with the churches, the Pizza Hut, and
the Peter Pan Ice Cream Store.

8While the positions of the above three facilities do vary from onetable to the other, the differences are not statistically significant atthe .05 level. For example, the service stations category ranks fifth in
Table 3 and third in Table 4. The difference between the 19.6 percent
for the service station category in Table 4 and the 17.2 percent for the
fifth ranking park is not significant at the .05 level.
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Credit Hours

The data indicate that the pattern existing in connection with the Campus
Activity Center facilities obtains with the off-campus facilities, also,
but to a lesser degree. Proportions utilizing the facilities are generally
higher among those who are registered for more than six credit hours than
among students taking fewer hours. Among the students regis tered for
thirteen to fifteen hours, however, the proportions utilizing one-half the
facilities were below the overall proportions.

J
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Hours Spent on Campus per Day

As in the case of the Campus Activity Center facilities, the proportions
using the off-campus facilities increase with the number of outside-the-
classroom hours students spend on the campus.

Distance from Place of Residence to the Campus
A.'34

6

The analysis of the data indicated that a somewhat stronger relationship
exists between proximity of residence to the campus and the utilization
of off-campus facilities than between proximity and patronization of the
Campus Activity Center facilities. In general, the utilization propor- «4«traltions for off-campus fcilities are greater among those living on the campus -*7,>22=

or within twenty blocks of it than among those who reside farther from g..lf*

the campus. Approximately 40 percent of the students who live in Wichita
during the school year live on the campus or within a twenty-block radiusof it.

Transportation to the Campus
47. :':- 7

..5 - /2/ J As in the case of the Campus Activity Center facilities, the off-campus
facilities are utilized by higher proportions of those who walk to campus
than by those who drive. With the off-campus facilities, however, the

)84-th'-- 3 differences between walkers and drivers are more pronounced. The pro-
portions that use the facilities differ from 2 to about 40 percentage
points between walkers and drivers. Again, it whould be pointed out

** 11·.1 that only about one student in six walks to the campus.
73*f*: J
A'%1445·
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Buying Power
i·.t·12¢:' 1

The analysis of utilization percentages by buying power indicated the
same type of pattern as was found in connection with the Campus Activity

462:ti: 171 Center facilities. In general, the proportions that use the off-campus
.*itli* El facilities decrease as total buying power exceeds $350 a month.

Ags

1

The off-campus utilization and age pattern differs somewhat from that
found in connection with the Campus Activity Center facilities. The
greatest proportions of users of the Campus Activity Center facilities are
in the age group 17 to 20. In the case of the off-campus facilities, the
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utilization percentages are highest among those in the category 19 to 22.
Also, the off-campus utilization proportions for seventeen and eighteen
year olds are below average for about one-half the facilities and the usage
percentages for students in the category 23 to 25 are above the overall
porportions for approximately one-half the facilities. It is worth noting
that the proportions of nineteen and twenty year old students using
McDonald's, the Pizza Hut, and the Peter Pan Ice Cream Store are signi-
ficantly above the overall proportions that utilize these facilities.
The pattern regarding those who are twenty-six years of age and older is
similar to that which exists in the case of the Campus Activity Center
facilities--that is, the utilization proportions are below average.

GG·%

I".im Sex is an influential variable only in connection with four off-campus
**f93% facilities. Significantly higher (.05 level) proportions of female

students use the churches, McDonald's, the park, and the Peter Pan Ice
Cream Store. It is interesting to note that where significance was
found, female students have the higher utilization percentages. The

:a€.rm:.4.,4- --1
opposite is the case regarding the Campus Activity Center facilities.

v:w»:»r k0. 06*Jly·+5/ 1 ·
*'t gil.*t> 6.1 Marital Status

61 The proportions of single students using the off-campus facilities arehigher than the proportions of married students using the same facilities.
With three exceptions, the utilization percentages differ from 4 to 14
percentage points. The exceptions are the Peter Pan Ice Cream Store, the
Pizza Hut, and M/Donald's. The percentage point differences range from
20 to 35 in connection with these three eating establishments.

7.' t·J...· ' Recapitulation
L.J

"€4:5 g

The survey has indicated that only nine of twenty-two cornmercial and public
facilities located on the University campus or within a two-block radius
of it are utilized by one-third or more the students. These nine
facilities are listed in Table 5.

Six of the first seven facilities listed in Table 5 serve food productsfor on-premises consumption. Of the six facilities which are patronized byapproximately one-half or more of the students, five primarily sell foodproducts. Four of the first six facilities listed in Table 5 are locatedin the Campus Activity Center. Considering the eight Campus Activity Center &./
4-S:b

facilities and the fourteen off-campus facilities, on the average the pro-
33*42 2. 1

t.1
%99I ' '

portion using the former is about 1.75 times as great as the proportion
3,5@te W

utilizing the latter.

Analyses of utilization by classificatory variables indicated that age and
·"144>

94 j, tu- U
the number of hours for which students are registered likely would haveexplained much of the variation in utilization proportions, if time had

<143*.2,4
1 a multi-variate analysis of the data.
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Table 5
jf

Facilities Utilized by One-third or More
of the Students

Percent PercentFacility
using not usinga Totalb

Bookstore
98.6 1.4 100.0Snack Bar
82.3 17.7 100.0McDonald's*
64.6 35.4 100.0

Alibi Rooms
54.7 45.3 100.0Pizza Hut*
50.0 50.0 100.0Cafeteria
47.0 53.0 100.0

Peter Pan Ice Cream Store* 39.1 60.9 100.0Park*
35.8 64.2 100.0Service Stations* 34.6 65.4 100.0

this column includes those who reported they do not use a facility
plus those who did not know of the facility's existence.

bThe number of respondents in each case is between 695 and 701.
*Indicates off-campus facilities.

Students in the age category 17 to 25 are more likely to use the avail-
able facilities than are older students. The highest utilization percentagesfor the Campus Activity Center facilities were found among students who areseventeen to twenty years of age. The highest usage proportions for theoff-campus facilities are among those who are nineteen to twenty-two yearsof age.

Approximately three-fourths of the students are registered for more than
six credit hours. The utilization percentages apply primarily to this
group of students. The utilization proportions for students registeredfor six or fewer hours generally are lower than average.

The data suggest that day students have higher utilization percentages
than do night students, but in most cases the differences are not statisti-cally significant at the .05 level.

The proximity of residence to the campus influences utilization to some
extent. Generally, the utilization proportions are higher among those
who live on the campus or within a twenty-block radius of it than among
those who live a greater distance from the campus. About 40 percent of
the students who maintain residencs in Wichita during the school yeareither live on the campus or within twenty blocks of the University.
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ANTICIPATED UTILIZATION OF ADDITIONAL FACILITIES

Introduction

The section of the questionnaire dealing with anticipated usage of
additional facilities contained a list of forty-eight different types of
facilities. The students were directed r, assume that any one of the
forty-eight facilities which might be established within a two-block

023 radius of the campus would be equal to the average of i .s type available
in Wichita. The students, then, were asked to respond co each of the 0»49; b
forty-eight facilities, using the following response categories :1

(1) I definitely would use
(2) I probably would use.
(3) I don't know.
(4) I probablv would not use.
(5) I definitely would not use.

In order to organize the responses for purposes of analysis and presenta-
tion, the numbers in each response category for a given facility were
weighted, sunnned, and divided by the total number responding to that
facility to obtain a single weighted value. The weights employed are as
follows:2

Response category Weight

1 1.00

2 0.75
3 0.50
4 0.25
5 0.00

The weighting system employed provides the average response given by the
students for each type of facility. For example, a value of .75 for a given
facility would mean that the average response was Iprobably would use.
A value of .375 would mean that the average response was midway between

1

The procurement of data relating to anticipated frequency of usage
was beyond the scope of the study. Thus, it is left to the reader to infer
utilization frequency on the basis of the data in the previous section of
this report or from personal knowledge regarding specific types of facilities.

20 It should be noted that the weighting system employed assumes constant
differences between the meanings of responses. For example, it is assumed
that the difference between a category 1 response and a category 2 response

0 is the same quantitatively as the difference between a category 2 response
and a category 3 response.

0
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I don't know and "I probably would not use. The responses for the music

Response Number of responses
category responses multiplied by the weight

1 75 1.00 75.00
2 187 3.75 140.25
3 103 0.50 51.50
4 199 0.25 49.75
5 81 0.00 0.00

645 316.50

The sum of columnfour divided by the sum of column two yields:
316.50/645 = .49.

Expected Usage

The forty-eight types of facilities included in the questionnaire have been
divided into three groups for presentation purposes. The first category
contains the facilities for which the weighted average response is .50 or
greater. The second group is comprised of the facilities for which the
weighted average response is below .50, but not below .38. Group 3 con-
tains those facilities having weighted averages of .37 or less.

Assuming that the students' stated intentions can be translated into action
in the future, the weighting system employed provides rough approximations
to the likelihoods of success for the different facilities. For example,
assuming that two different facilities require clientele of about the same
size, and treating all other variables with a ceteris Daribus assumption,
a value of .75 would indicate greater chancs of success than would a value
of .45. Of course, the facilities tested do not all require the same
clientele size. Thus, the proportions selecting each of the five response
categories are presented along with the weighted average response values in
Tables 6, 7, and 8.

1%4343t The data in Tables 6, 7, and 8 indicate that only one facility has an
average response value closer to 'probably would use" than to "don't know."
Ten facilities have average response values which are closer to don't know

than to "probably would use.

facilities are below .50, but above the midpoint between 'don't know" and
probably would not use. The remaining twenty-two facilities have response
values which are closer to probably would not use than to either don't
know" or definitely would not use.

The average response values for fifteen
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Table 6

Weighted Average Response Values and Percent Distributions of
Responses for Facilities with Average Response Values Above .50

Percent of Responses
Weighted Defi- Blitr
average Probably nitelv
response Definitely Probably Don't would would

Facility value would use ?1
would use know not use not use

Parking Lot .64 37 20 14 20 09

Book & Stationery Store .59 17 37 15 24 07
Drive-In (eating) .58 14 38 18 27 03

Movie Theatre .56 14 37 17 20 12

Sandwich Shop .56 12 37 16 30 05
Restaurant .54 13 34 16 32 05

-1
Department Store .54 13 34 17 27 09
Swimming Pool .54 20 26 17 24 13

Gift Shop .52 09 36 19 28 08

Park .51 14 28 20 28 10
Variety Store .51 12 31 18 29 10

Table 7

9... Weighted Average Response Values and Percent Distributions of
Responses for Facilities with Average Response Values Between

.38 and .49

f¥ Percent of responses

Weighted Defi-

average Probably nitely
response Definitely Probably Don't would would

Facility value would use would use know not use use

Music & Record Shop .49 12 29 16 31 12
5·56#Y·A,.

Cafeteria .49 10 27 17 40 06

Athletic Facilities (gym) .48 18 20 16 30 16

Pastry Shop .46 08 29 14 38 11

Shoe Store .45 09 25 18 35 13
Shoe Repair .45 09 24 17 36 14 0'44:•4., .·

Sporting Goods Store .45 08 25 18 35 14

Drug Store .44 09 24 16 38 13

Hobby Shop .43 04 24 25 34 13

Service Station .41 08 19 14 44 15

U Men's Clothing Store .41 05 24 18 35 18

Super Market .40 12 17 09 43 19

All Night Grocery .40 11 17 12 40 20

Dance Hall .39 09 19 16 31 25
Bowling Alley .38 05 18 22 36 19

0
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Weighted Average Response Values and Percent Distributionsof
Responses for Facilities with Average Response Values of .37 or less

Weighted
Probably nitely

response Definitely Probably Don't would
Facility would use know not use

Jewelry Store
Coin-operated Car Wash .36 07 17 13 39 24

Hardware Store .36 04 15 19 44 18

Photographic Store .36 05 15 16 45 19

Women's Clothing Store .36 08 18 13 31 30

Florist .35 03 16 20 44 17 P 1

Automat .34 03 16 17 43 21

Art Shop .33 05 11 18 46 20

NER?%4 m Pool Hall .33 06 14 15 34 31 re"

Tavern

Dry-cleaning &Laundry
Bank

Auto Repair

Organizational Housing
Coin-operated Cleaning

13«:
33 07 17 13 23 40

31 06 13 12 39 30

30 07 10 13 35 35

29 04 10 11 48 27

29 06 12 12 32 38

28 06 09 09 42 34

Coin-operated Laundry .27 0/ u/ Un 0 3/

Furniture & Appliance
Store .26 02 06 15 47 30

Student Housing .26 07 09 10 29 45

Barbershop
Liquor Store

Beauty Shop
Motel

0

gw..,2

-,02*29«1
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.24 05 08 09 34 44

.21 03 08 10 29 50

.21 03 10 07 29 51

.17 03 02 09 32 54
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Response Values by Kind of Business

In order to determine the extent to which students indicated they wouldpatronize particular kinds of businesses, the forty-eight facilities weregrouped into eight different categories and average response values werecalculated for each category. Facilities were combined first into threebroad categories--namely, services, shopping goods, and convenience goods.In general, facilities were placed in the services category if the primarypurpose of patronization is to obtain a service rather than a physicalproduct.3 Facilities were divided among the shopping goods and convenience
2goods categories on the basis of the purchasing habits of consumers regard-ing the majority of the lines ordinarily carried by each type of facility.

The services category was subdivided into recreational, maintenance, andmiscellaneous services. The shopping goods category was divided furtherinto durable shopping goods, clothing, and miscellaneous shopping goods
groups. The convenience goods category was subdivided into two groups--namely, eating establishments and other convenience goods. Table 9
contains the weighted average response values for the eight kind of businessgroups. Tables 10 and 11 list the different facilities and their averageresponse values by kind of business.

tpifjs-g,
Table 9

Weighted Average Responses by Kind of Business
WeightedKind of business

average responses

Eating Establishments .50

Recreational Services .44
Clothing

.44
Miscellaneous Shopping Goods .42
Other Convenience Goods .41

Miscellaneous Services .33
Maintenance Services

.30
Durable Shopping Goods .26

3

The tavern was placed in the recreational services category on theassumption that the physical products involved are consumed on the premisesfor purposes of recreation or relaxation.
3»01
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Table 10

for Shopping and Convenience Goods

39%41% Weighted

Facility average response

Shopping Goods dEl&

LUNktilt

24

13**fr

Durable Shopping Goods .26
Furniture and Appliance Store .26

Clothing -=61
Department Store .54

Shoe Store .45

Men's Clothing Store .41

Women's Clothing Store .36

Miscellaneous Shopping Goods 22
Gift Shop .52

Music and Record Shop .49

Sporting Goods Store .45

Hobby Shop .43

Jewelry Store .37

Photographic Store .36

Art Shop .33

Convenience Goods 2,2

Eating Establishments .22
Drive-in .59

Sandwich Shop .56

Restaurant .54

Cafeteria .49

Pastry Shop .46

Automat .34

0
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Other Convenience Goods 21
Book and Stationery Store .59

Variety Goods Store .51

Drug Store .44

Service Station .41

Supermarket .40

All-night Grocery .40

Hardware Store .36

Florist .35

Liquor Store .21

''34·4·'h¥?103*2>:K? : ' · - ·¢,··f'.'·.i "·1;.24il.''t44*74%4'2.6
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Table 11

Weighted Average Responses for Services 1%37'le
Weighted

Facility average response

All Services .36

Recreational Services .44

Movie Theatre

Swimming Pool .54

Park .51

Athletic Facilities (gym) .48

Dance Hall .39

Bowling .38

3

J

Pool Hall .33

Tavern .33

Maintenance Services dig
Shoe Repair .45

Coin-operated Car Wash .36

Dry Cleaning and Laundry .31

Automobile Repair .29

Coin-operated Dry Cleaning . 28 9¢6024
Coin-operated Laundry .27

Barbershop .24

Beauty Shop .21

Miscellaneous Services

Parking Lot
Bank

Organizational Housing
Student Housing
Motel

.33

.31

.29

.26 .eT:L.r.

.17

The data in Table 9 indicate that the weight of the combined intend to use
responses for the facilities in the eating establishments category equals
the weight of the total do notintend to use responses forthegroup.

The recreational services, clothing, miscellaneous shopping goods, and
other convenience goods have, as categories, average response values in
the lower half of the undecided range--that is, the group values are
below the quantitative value for "don' t know, " but are above the numerical
midpoint between the "don' t know" and "probably would not use" values.

4..
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aintenance services,
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.25 and .375.
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The response values for the miscellaneous services, m
and durable shopping goods groups are in the upper ha
would not use" range--that is, the values are between
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While there are not enough facilities presently located near the campus to
permit precise comparisons between present usage and stated intentions,
some general statements may be made regarding the consistency of the stated
intentions in light of the current utilization of available facilities.

The fact that the eating establishments category has the highest weighted
average response is consistent with the findings regarding present usage.
It will be recalled from the previous section of this report that six of
the seven available facilities which are patronized by the greatest pro-
portions of students serve food products for on-premises consumption.

The position of the recreational services category behind only the eating
establishments group also is consistent with the utilizat. n of available
facilities. No of the six most-used off-campus facilities are of the

recreational type. Also, the Snack Bar, Alibi Rooms, and the Pizza Hut,
which are among the five most-used of the twenty-two available facilities,
are utilized for recreational purposes as well as for the consumption of
food products.

There is only one clothing store available within a two-block radius of the
campus. Thus, an evaluation of the consistency of the responses for the
clothing group is limited. If it is assumed, however, that about two-
thirds of those who indicated they probably would patronize the clothing
stores actually would do so and that all who indicated definite patronage
would act accordingly, the weighted average response for the clothing
group is quite consistent with the reported usage of the Gentry Shop.

Present usage of facilities such as service stations, the drug store, dry
cleaners, and the coin-operated laundry suggests that the other convenience
goods category should rank above the maintenance service group as it in
fact does.

Evaluation of the values for the other three categories--miscellaneous
shopping goods, miscellaneous services, and durable shopping goods--is
not possible due to the lack of an availability of comparable facilities.

Variations from the General Pattern

, J.

9%¥ L
yaft

1¥4114 1 1

While the data do reflect a general pattern regarding kinds of businesses,
it should be noted that considerable variation does exist within categories
and that six of the eight categories contain at least one facility with a
weighted average response value of .50 or greater. In view of the varia-
tion within categories, thefacilities with response values of .50 are
summarized below by category.

Three facilities in the eating establishments category have values above
.50--namely, the drive-in, sandwich shop, and restaurant.4 The movie

4The .49 value for the cafeteria is not significantly different from
.50. Thus, for practical purposes, four eating establishments may be
considered as having average responses which indicate undecided to positive

31791 0 intentions.
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 vifties.--the book and stationery store and the variety goods store--  theatre, swimming pool, and park of the recreational services group have
values above .50.5 The department store is the only facility with a value
above .50 in the clothing group. The miscellaneous shopping goods category
has one facility with a value of .50 or greater--namely, the gift shop.0
in the other convenience goods group have values above .50. The parking
lot, with a value of .64 is the leader among all forty-eight facilities
and the only facility in the miscellaneous services group with a value

Weighted Average Responses by Classificatory Variables

Table 12 contains the numbers of facilities with weighted average response
values of .38 or greater and .50 or greater by the nine socio-economic and
demographic variables which were discussed in the section of this report
treating the present usage of available facilities. The value of .38 was
selected because it is the value just greater than the midpoint between
the "probably would not use" and don' t know" responses. The .50 value is
midway between the intend to use and intend not to use responses. For the
most part the organizations based on these two values indicate the same
general patterns. Moreover, these patterns suggest that the type of student ·2222

who reportedly uses the available facilities is the same type that indicated
probable utilization of additional facilities.

Table 12

Number of Facilities with Weighted Average Response Values
of Specified Magnitudes or Greater by Classificatory Variables

Number of facilities Number of facilities

with values of .38 with values of .50

Classificatory variable or greater or greater

0 Total student population 26 11
*#$12·

Age
17-18 30

16

19-20 34
19

21-22 33
14

0 23-25
22 9

26-29 14
2

30 and older
6

1

0
Rrhe .48 value for the athletic facilities (gym) is a close fourth

0 in this group.
6The second position in the miscellaneous shopping goods group is

occupied by the music and record shop with a value of .49.
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Table 12 Continued

Number of Facilities with Weighted Average Response Values of
Specified Magnitudes or Greater by Classificatory Variables

4*04 7
-249-4 a Number of facilities Number of facilities

with values of .38 with values of .50

Classificatory variable or greater or greater

Total Student Population 26 11

Credit hours

1-3 21 1

4-6 19 3

7-9 51 17

10-12 39 12

13-15 38 11

17-20 39 16

<K70+40
Registration :.fif*y

Day 27 12

Night 24 4

Proximity of Residence
On Campus 42 31

Within two blocks 41 28

3-5 blocks 34 23

Af*2% 6-9 blocks 35 14

10-19 blocks 29 15

20-44 blocks 17 5

45-74 blocks 20 4
1

6.*341 - 75 blocks or more 18 5

Transportation
Walk 43 31

Drive a car 23 12
31<

Less than one hour 11 1

1 but less than 2 hours 20 4

Hours Spent on Campus*

f

2 but less than 3 hours 31 15

3 but less than 4 hours 34 18 1 2€3
4 but less than 6 hours 28 14

6 but less than 8 hours 33 14

8 or more hours 38 21

* Hours spent on campus between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m. and
excluding the time spent in class.

L

r
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Table 12 Continued

Number of Facilities with Weighted Average Response Values of
Specified Magnitudes or Greater bv Classificatory Variables

Number of facilities Number of facilities

with values of .38 with values of .50

Classificatory Variable or greater or greater

26 11Total student population

Sex

Male 27 8

Female 27 18

Marital Status

Single 33 17

Married 14 1

270 j
Monthly buying power

Less than $150

$150 - $199

$200 - $249

21.153 ji

$250 - $349
$350 - $499

2246 $500 - $699

$700 - $1,099
,0,0>4-7 j 1

$1,100 and over

34 16

30 16

38 23

21 7

18 3

21 2

9 1

23 7

Relationships Between Present and Anticipated Utilization

·*507

0

0

0

It was indicated above that the data suggest the segments of the student 4476
population which have higher than average proportions of users of the
present facilities are the same segments having average response values
which are above the mean response value. 7 The relationships among the data -
in Table 12 and the findings presented in the section dealing with current
usage are indicated briefly below. 1014

&82 2

0

0

It will be recalled that students in the age category 17 to 25 are more
likely to use the available facilities than are older students. The
highest utilization proportions for the Campus Activity Center facilities
were found among s tudents who are seventeen to twenty years of age. The
highest usage percentages for the off-campus facilities are among those

%*

7The number of facilities for which average response values are above
a given value, of course, is one measure of whether a particular segment has
a combined weighted average response value which is above or below average.
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who are nineteen to twenty-two years of age. The data in Table 12 indicate
higher than average anticipated usage of additional facilities by those in the
age category 17 to 22.8 The anticipated usage by those in the age category
23 to 25 is below average, but considerably above that relating to students
who are twenty-six years of age and older.

Credit Hours

11 ·.;4''t

Rt@Y
4 94.

'A'.,4

3

Present utilization percentages for students registered for more than six
credit hours are slightly above average. The utilization percentages for
students registered for six or fewer hours generally are lower than average.
The data in Table 12 regarding anticipated usage, especially the data based
on the .50 or greater values, demonstrate the same pattern.

Day-Night Registration

The present usage data suggest that day students have higher utilization
percentages than do night students. This pattern also is suggested by the
data in Table 12.

D,93:P·«a«
1 JI:» „art

12*

Proximity of Residence

0

40
931%

r43*#F·

0

It was pointed out in the previous section that the usage percentages
generally are higher among those who live on the campus or within a twenty-
block radius of it than among those who live a greater distance from the
campus. The data in Table 12 indicate higher than average anticipated
usage of additional facilities by those who live on the campus or within a
surrounding twenty-block area.

Means of Transportation

Students who walk to campus have higher utilization proportions than do
those who drive automobiles. Higher anticipated usage by those who walk
than by those who drive is indicated by the data in Table 12.

i

Hours on Campus

The utilization percentages generally increase with the number of hours the
student spends on campus outside the classroom. The number of anticipated
usage values above the specified values also increases with the number of
hours spent on the campus.

*#ue·

0 Sex

0
Only a slight relationship was found between utilization proportions and
sex. Where significant differences were found, the female group had higher
usage percentages than the male group in connection with off-campus facilities.
This pattern also is suggested by the data in Table 12 regarding anticipated
usage.

779% Higher than average may be interpreted as meaning that, in general,
:11**t:average response values are above those for the student population as a
9%3.whole and the number of average response values above a given value is

greater than that for the overall population.

9*
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31Marital Status

Single students were found to have higher utilization proportions than4,99-0 2 married students. The data in Table 12 indicate higher anticipated usageby single students than by those who are married.
Buying Power

,?F '2441 4€ift..Buying power was assumed to be reflection of the number of hours for whichstudents are registered in that those with greater amounts of buying powerpresumably are working full time end, therefore, are registered for fewerhours than those who have more time available. This assumption, at least,explains the negative relationship between buying power and both presentutilization of available facilities and anticipated usage of additionalfacilities.

The Relative Importance of Different Student Segments
It was indicated above that both the available facilities utilization pro-portions and the anticipated usage values vary by certain socio-economicand demographic variables. For the most part, the segments of the student

0

population for which utilization proportions and weighted average responsevalues are highest are those containing majorities of the students. Thus0
average proportions and response values are reasonably representative ofthe utilization percentages and weighted average response values whichpertain to these major segments. The average percentages and responsevalues for the minor segments, naturally, are below the overall percentagesand values in most cases. The proportions of the total student body con-tained in the segments employed above are presented below.

Approximately 60 percent of the students are in the age category 17 to 22.About three-fourths of the students are registered for more than sixcredit hours. About four-fifths of the students are classified as daystudents. Approximately 40 percent of the students who are living inWichita live on the campus or within the twenty-block surrounding area.Only about one-sixth of the students walk to the campus.
Approximately one-half the students spend three or more outside-the-classroomhours on the campus during an average day. Male students outnumber female.*44 0 students about two to one. Slightly more than 60 percent of the studentsare single. Approximately two-thirds of the students have a monthly buy-ing power of less than $350.

0
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3 &4226'1961 WICHITA STATE IJNIVERSITY
WICHITA, KANSAS 67208

PHONE MURRAY 3-7561
October 27, 1966

vICEPRES'- ACADEMic AFFAJRS

.:ii<*23
Dear Student,

1»316%

There has been considerable discussion recently about
services available on-campus and near the campus. Thc last
few issues of the Sunflower give some evidence that they are

,?*f f:j:/
*2.-3 1 03

0, I *4:ti
€9*91 m

..4. '2:.,1 91
; 9. 9. "91

ik'.1 4,1
'*AA W

3.94., U
i**42'.
12 5**i

,0
4/B „,

0

0

at least a topic of conversation. The University's administra-
tion needs to translate the interest and concern we all have
about this matter into our plans for development. We cannot
knows however, except that students tell us what kinds of
facilities should be developedfor a student body divided
between campus residents and commuters.

I am asking, therefore, that you give me your best appraisal
of the use to which you put or would put the services listed in
the attached questionnaire. Your answers will affect the advice
we give private businesses hoping to operate near the campus.
What you tell us will influence our on-campus growth. They will
not, and it should go without saying, be used to increase costs
or fees.

Will you please return the inventory in the enclosed
envelope to my office by November 7.

With cordialit-
a ,4. a t 2
ckson 0. Powell

Vice Pres ident
Academic Affairs

52
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Books
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Dry
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Please check the above address
and make corrections needed.

ITY DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT SURVEY

PRESENT USE OF AVAILABLE FACILITIES

hand side of this page contains a list of facilities which are
n the Wichita State University Campus or within a two-block radius
hese facilities are numbered 1 through 22. The extent to which
sing the facilities has been divided into seven categories which
red 1 through 7. These categories are on the right hand side of
. Please use the numbers corresponding to the answer categories
each facility in terms of the extent to which you are now using it.
le, if you use a particular facility 3 to 5 times a week, place
r 2 in the blank space to the right of that activity.

PRESENT FACILITIES ANSWER CATEGORIES

IVITY CENTER FACILITIES (1) 6 or more times a week

Rooms (1) (2) 3-5 times a week
tore (2)

M (3) (3) 1-2 times a week

ia (4) (4) Less than once a week, but
Rooms (5) more than once a month
11 736)

(5) Once per month or less
:nack Bar (7)

Herk's Barbershop ZE(8) (6) Do not use

LOCATED WITHIN A TWO (7) Didn't know it existed
TS OF THE CAMPUS

ches (9)
-operated Laundry (10)

Cleaners (11)

, Shop (12)

Drug Store (13)

Store (14)

(15)

Lunch Counter (16)

(17)

Pan Ice Cream Store (18)
Piper Book Store (19)
Hut · (20)

e Stations (21)
Courts (22)

fi?-!¢?kint&%*-46;
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equal to the

FACILITIES

Cafeteria

Drive-in

Restaurant

Sandwich Shop
Pastry Shop
Automat

Supermarket

All Night Grocery
Drug Store

Gasoline Station
Automobile Repair
Coin-operated Car Wasi

Department Store
Men's Clothing Store
Women's Clothing Stori

Shoe Store

Shoe Repair
Variety Store

Hardware Store
Furniture and Applian<
Music and Record Shop

304 2

L
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ANTICIPATED USE OF ADDITIONAL FACILITIES

E42 4

4

3«.3

d column in this section contains facilities which you might or
e if they were to be located in a two-block radius of the campus.
ties are numbered 23 through 70. Five possible answers to the *0*t.whether or not you would use each facility are on the right hand side 440%The possible answers are numbered 1 through 5. Please score each

:.742·04¢.terms of the degree of certainty you attach to your anticipated use
se of the facilities. For example, if you think you definitely
particular facility, place the number 1 in the blank to the right

,;D-1 * 1 4ity. If you think you probably would &21 21 a particular facility,
mber 4 in the blank to the right of that facility. If a particular
lity is already present in the two-block area around the campus,
should indicate whether or not you would use additional facilities
. In responding to this list, assume that each facility would be
average of its type available in the city.

ANSWER CATEGORIES

.(23)
(24)

2(25) (1) I definitely would use

(26) (2) I Drobablv would use
(27)
(28) (3) I don't know

(29) (4) I probakly would not. use
(30)

(31) (5) I definitely would Bot use

i-ty

i Ft.i

.(32)

.(33)

.(34)

(35)

(36)

.(37)

.(38)
-(39)
(40)

(41)

(42)
(43)

'4*·6
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...'b I .1473*PkN#»F ''

bL



44?,2,

36

ANSWER CATEGORIES

definitely would use

REEkablz would use

don't know

1.34
probably would not use

definitely would not use , . 113.

ANTICIPATED USE OF ADDITIONAL FACILITIES (continued)

FACILITIES

Jewelry Store (44)
Gift Shop (45)
Hobby Shop (46) (1)

Art Shop (47) (2)
Photographic Store (48)
Sporting Goods Store (49) (3)

Book and Stationery Store (50) (4)
Florist (51)
Bank (52) (5)

Dry Cleaning and Laundry
Coin-operated Cleaning
Coin- operated Laundry

J

J

J

Barbershop
Beauty Shop
Motel

Liquor Store
Tavern

Movie Theatre

(53)

(54)
355) 4>2

(56)
(57)
(58)

(59)

(60)

Pool Hall

Dance Hall

Bowling Alley

Swimming Pool
Park

Parking Lot

(61)

(62)

(63)
(64)

(65)
(66)

(67)

(68)Athletic Facilities (Gym)
Student Housing
Organization Housing

Got example, YMCA, YWCA,
Religious Centers, etc.)

(69)
(70)

Please list any other facilities you would use. 32.9.

132 0
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DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

This section contains ten questions (numbered 71 through·80 relating to
information needed to classify your responses to the other parts of the
questionnaire. The possible answers are listed below each question.
Please place the number corresponding to your answer in the blank to the
right of each question.

If you live in Wichita during the school year, how far do you live from
the edge of the campus? Please round your answer to the nearest full
block. (If you live outside Wichita, please skip this question and go to
Question 72.)

(1) Live on campus (71)

4% R
(2) Within 2 blocks

(3) 3-5 blocks

(4) 6-9 blocks

(5) 10 - 19 blocks

(6) 20 - 44 blocks

(7) 45 - 74 blocks%433* J (8) 75 or more blocks

If you live outside Wichita during the school year, how far do you live
f.f*67' from campus? Please round your answer to the nearest full mile. (If you

live in Wichita, skip this question and please go to Question 74.)

(1) Within 2 miles (72)
(2) 3-5 miles

(3) 6-9 miles

(4) 10 - 19 miles

(5) 20 - 44 miles

(6) 45 - 74 miles

(7) 75 miles or more

If you live outside Wichita during the school year, what is the population of

the town in which you live?

3 (1) Live in a rural area (73)
(2) Under 2,500

(3) 2,500 - 4,999
(4) 5,000 - 9,999
(5) 10,000 - 14,999
(6) 15,000 - 24,999
(7) 25,000 - 49,999
(8) 50,000 - 99,999
(9) 100,000 and larger

Select the type of transportation you ordinarily use to get to the campus.

(1) Walk to campus (74)
(2) Drive your own car 34'i€44(3) Drive the family car
(4) Drive a car owned by someone outside the family
(5) Ride with a friend

(6) Bus
(7) Taxi

5·.7**
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How many days per week do you spend on campus for all purposes other than
residence in a dorm?

(1) One day
(75)

(2) Two days
(3) Three days
(4) Four days
(5) Five days
(6) Six days
(7) Seven days

301':f/699

416.

How many hours do you spend on campus between 7 AM and 11 PM on an average
day, excluding class hours?

(1) Less than one hour.
(76)

(2) One hour but less than two hours
(3) Two hours but less than three hours
(4) Three hours but less than four hours
(5) Four hours but less than six hours
(6) Six hours but less than eight hours
(7) Eight hours but less than ten hours
(8) Ten hours but less than twelve hours
(9) Twelve hours or more

How much money do you have available for all expenditures (tuition, housing,
food, recreation, etc.) REI month? PLEASE NOTE: The total amount shouldinclude your earnings, your spouse's earnings, money from parents and relatives,
savings, scholarships, loans, G.I. Bill, the availability of charge accounts,
etc. Please take time to consider all sources on a monthly basis.

(1) Less than $150
(77)

(2) $150-$199
(3) $200-$249
(4) $250-$349
(5) $350-$499
(6) $500-$699
(7) $700-$1,099
(8) $1,100-$1,599
(9) $1,600 and over

If you are employed, which occupational group represents your type of
employment? (78)

(1) Professional, technical and kindred workers
(2) Managers, officials, and proprietors; except farm
(3) Clerical and kindred workers
(4) Sales Workers
(5) Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers
(6) Operatives and kindred workers
(7) Service workers, including household
(8) Farm (farm manager, farm laborers; proprietors)
(9) Laborers, except farm and mine

L
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How many hours do you work per week?

(79) f*fr· I

@ (1) Do not work
(2) Less than 5
(3) 5 - 14

(4) 15 - 24

Xt:-...9
(5) 25 - 34

(6) 35 - 44

(7) 45 or more

What is your age?

(80)
(1) under 17

(2) 17 - 18

(3) 19 - 20

(4) 21 - 22

34?41 3
(5) 23 - 25

(6) 26 - 29 9,5*
(7) 30 - 34 .te$%8-*gii 1 (8) 35 - 44 .Affpt
(9) 45 and above
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