South of 13th Street North and west
Pock Road.
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Case Filed: B-1-85

Associated Case; 7—o711

" APPLICATION DATA: Map No. 5948 A
1. GCeneral Location: South of 13th Street North and west of Rock Road

. Fram to
. Proposed Use:

2
3
4. DP Name: FATRFIELD RESIDENTIAL OOMMUNITY UNIT PLAN
5

. Applicant:  Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership

Address 1650 Georgetown, Suite 250, Wichita, KS. 67218 Phone £81-2171

Agent: Professiona. @gineerig% Consultants, P.A. (Gary Wil
Address 1440 East English, Wichita, KS. 67211
AREA DATA:

1. Acres: 46.23 ( ft. by
21 AdjoTning Zoning: NAA"E& ' R-5"" S AR E "IC& R-1" AR
3

. Land Use: North East

West
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: Ma
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Monty Rokbson, Superintendent of Central Inspection
FROM: ! suise Olivarez, Senior Planner

SUBJECT DP-146, Parcel 3: Approved landscape plan

Attached for your files are two copies of the approved landscape plan for the
ten-foot planting strip east of the required wall on Parcel 3 of the Fairfield
Residential C.U.P, The plan was prepared by Site Planning Associates and is
dated March 4, 1986. The plan was submitted and approved in accordance with
General Provision #6 of DP-146.

Please call if you have any questions about this landscape plan.

Louise Olivarez
Senior Planner

LO:blw
Attachments

cc: Stewart Mann, Site Planning Associates, 520 S. Holland, Suite 410
Wichita, KS. 67209
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October 29, 1985

Mr. Gary Wiley |
Professional Engineering
Consultants, P.A.

1440 East English
Wichita, Kansas 67211

RE: DP-1u46 - Fairfield Residential C.U.P. - Parking Requirements
Dear Mr. Wiley:

You have requested an interpretation of the parking requirements for the
Fairficld Residential C.U.P. The plan states that 2.0 spaces per dwelling unit
are required for Parcels 1 and 4 while 1.7 spaces per dwelling unit are required
for Parcels 2 and 3. The question is whether or not additional parking is neces-
sary for the "associated community facilities" which are permitted in the parcels.

Although the parking code requires only 1 parking space per dwelling unit,
most residential community unit plans provide for 1.5 spaces per d.u. Many of
these developments have provided additional parking for clubhouses based on 1
space for every 250 square feet of area, exclusive of storage or utility areas.
For example, a 247 unit apartment project providing 1.5 parking spaces/d.u. with
a 9,000 square foot clubhouse providing 1 parking space for every 250 square
feet of floor area would yield a total of 407 parking spaces. By comparison, a
247 unit apartment project providing 1.7 parking spaces/d.u. with no additional
parking for a 9,000 square foot clubhouse would yield a total of 420 parking
spaces.

Therefore, since the Fairfield Residential C.U.P. requires 0.2 to 0.5 spaces
per dwelling unit more than the usual 1.5/d.u., we feel that additional parking
for clubhouses of less than 12,500 square feet is not necessary. Clubhouses lar-
ger than 12,500 square feet may need to provide additional parking.

If you should have additional questions about this C.U.P., please contact

one of us.
]
‘
onty Robsol

a n a
Interim Director of Planning Superintendent of Central Inspection

MEL/MR/LO:blw
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October 25, 1985

13th and Rock Land Partnership
1650 Georgetown, Suite 250
Wichita, Kansas 67218
Attention: William E. Morin

Subject: Fairfield Residential Community Unit Plan
(C.U.P.), DP-146, Zone Change Z-2711

Gentlemen:

The above-referenced C.U.P. and associated zone change request were

approved by the Board of City Commissioners on October 8, 1985. Enclosed
is a copy of the C.U.P. as approved.

The Preliminary Plat of Fairfield Estates was approved by the Subdivision
?gi:lsittee. of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, on October 24,

The ordinance effecting the zone change will be published upon recording
of the Final Plat.

If additional information is needed, please advise.

Yours truly,

City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:gr
Enclosure
cc: Richard Linn, Professional Engineering Consultants
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: " October. 14,7195
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Monty Robson, Superintendent of Central Inspection

FROM: Louise Olivarez, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: DP-146 - Fairfield Residential C,U,P.

The Board of City Commissioners on October 8, 1985, considered the above-
captioned C.U.P. Their action was to approve the C.U.P. subject to the follow-
ing conditions:

a. The property included within this residential C.U.P. plus the single family
property included in Parcel 7 of the original C.U.P. shall be platted within
one year after City Commission approval of Z-2711 and DP-146 or the cases
shall be considered denied and closed and the ordinance establishing the
zone change shall not be published until the plat has been recorded with the
Register of Deeds.

The property included in Parcel 7 of the original Fairfield C.U.P. shall be
submitted as a separate residential C.U.P. prior to recording the plat as re-
quired in condition "a" or both Z-2711 and DP-146 shall be considered denied
and closed.

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

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to the Plan-
ning Commission and to the City Commission for their consideration.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land included within the
C.U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or any portion there-
of, but said plan shall run with the land for residential development and
be binding upon the present owners, their successors and assigns, unless
amended.

Fiease note that prior to the issuance of any building permits, and in accord-
ance with condition "a" above, the property must be platted.

Attached for your information and files are two approved copies of the C.U.P.
If you have any questions concerning this matter, please contact our office.

Louise Olivarez
Senior Planner

LO:blw
Attachments




Planning Agenda Item Page

RECOMMENDATION FROM METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
TO BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING AND APPROVAL OF
I

Z-2711 - Z0NE CHANGE FROM THE "AA" ONE-FAMILY DWELLING DISTRICT

RESIDENCE DI5TRICT
DP-146 - APPROVAL OF FAIRFIELD RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN.
CENERALLY [OCATED SOUTH OF 13TH STREET NORTH AND WEST OF RO(

CK
ROAD.

The Planning " smmission recommends that the applications be approved.
(See minutes for full motion. Minutes attached to Z-2701 and
DP-144 referral sheet).

Moore moved, Hansen seconded and it carried unwnlmnus!y Chisholm

and Peters were -absent,

NOTE: A 9.5% valid protest of Z-2711 has been submitted.

ACTION: 1. Concur with the findings of fact of the Plan-
ning Commission and approve the zone change
and the residential C.U.P. subject to the
recommended conditions, and instruct the Plan-
ning Department to forward the zoning ordinance
for first reading when the plat iS forwarded
to the City Commission; or

Return the applications to the Planning Commis-
sion for its reconsideration. The City Commis-
sion states the following reasons for its action:

CPO ACTION: CPO Council Area "I" voted 7-0 on August 6, 1985 to recom-
mend that the applications be approved subject to submittal of an addi-
tional residential C.U.P. for the original Parcel 7 at a density of 2.9
gt;!ﬁre and subject to @ maximum overall density of 12 du/acre for

-146.,

DATA AND MINUTES
MAPC Hearing Date: 8-22-85 BCC Hearing Date: 9-24-85
AREA DATA:

Acres: "AA" to "A"
SAA" to "R-C"
DP-146

Zoning

Existing Former horse farm MAAM
North Park, school, cluster
single family "AA" & "R-5"
South Former horse farm & single
£ family "AAY
East Golf course "R-1¥ § "LC"
West Former horse farm & single
family Wit MAAM

History: Z-2701 and DP-144 June 27, 1985 MAPC approved
July 23, 1985 BCC returned to MAPC

Applicant: Thirteenth & Rock Land Partnership, e¢/o Kansas General
Properties, Inc., 1650 Georgetown, Suite 250, 67218
Protestors: Everett Fettis, Attorney, 120 S. Market, Suite 504, 67202




EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF AUGUST 22, 1985

.« ' "LEGAL:

i T7a, Case No. Z-2701 - Thirteenth & Rock Land Partnership requests
zone change from "AA" to "LC" beginning at a point 1019.55 feet
-west of the NE corner of Section 18, T27S, R2E of the 6th P.M.,
-and 60.00 feet south perpendicular to the north line of said Sec
-tion 18; thence bearing S89°33'S53"E parallel to and 60.00 feet
-south of the north line of said Section 18 a distance of 419.98
feet; thence bearing S0°00'00"E parallel with the east line of
Section 18 a distance of 540.02 feet; thence bearing S89°33'53"E a
«distance of 540.02 feet; thence bearing S0°00' 00"E parallel to and
60.00 feet west of the east line of Section 18 a distance of 259.98
feet; thence bearing N89°33'53"W a distance of 960.00 feet; thence
bearing NO0°00'00"E a distance of 800.00 feet to the point of begin
ning. Containing 476,369 sq. ft. or 10.94 acres *+; AND,

NAAY to "BB"

Beginning at a point 859,55 feet south of the NE corner of Section
18, T27S, R2E of the 6th P.M. and 60.00 feet west, perpendicular
to the east line of said Section 18, said east line bearing
S0°00'00"E; thence bearing S2°51'W1"E a distance of 200.33 feet;
thence bearing S0°00'00"E parallel to and 50 feet west of the east
line of Section 18 a distance of 192 feet; thence bearing N89°33'53"W
a distance of 100.00 feet; thence bearing S83°35'33"W a distance of
100.72 feet; thence bearing N89°33'53"W a distance of 769.91 feet;
‘thence bearing N0°00'00"E a distance of 404.00 feet; thence bearing
S589°33'53"E a distance of 960.00 feet to the point of beginning.
Containing 389,068 sq. ft. or 8.93 acres *, Generally located
at the southwest corner of 13th Street North and Rock Road.

Case No. DP-144 - Thirteenth £ Rock Land Partnership requests
-approval of Fairfield Commercial Community Unit Plan (as amended)
beginning at"a point 1019.55 feet west of the NE corner of Section
18, T275, R2E, of the 6th P.M., and 60 feet south perpendicular to
the north line of said Section 18; thence bearing S89°33'53"E paral-
lel to and 60.00 feet south of the north line of said Section 18 a
distance of 670.11 feet; thence bearing S81°02'02"E a distance of
101.12 feet; thence bearing 589°33'53"E a distance of 175.00 feet;
thence bearing S0°00'00"E parallel to and 75.00 feet west of the east
line of said Section 18 a distance of 175,00 feet; thence bearing
S8°31'51"E a distance of 101,12 feet to a point 60.00 feet west of
‘the east line of said Section 18; thence bearing S0°00' 00"E parallel
to and 60.00 feet west of said east line a distance of 510.11 feet;
thence bearing S1°51'41"E a distance of 200.33 feet to a point 50.00
feet west of the east line of said Section 18; thence bearing
‘S0°00'00"E parallel to and 50,00 feet west of said east line a dis-
tance of 192.00 feet; thence bearing NB89°33's3"W a distance of
100,00 feet; thence bearing 583°33' 53"W a distance of 100.72 feet;
thence bearing N89°33'53"W a distance of 769.91 feet; thence bear-
ing NO°00'00"E a distance of 1204.00 feet to the point of beginning.
Containing 1,150,073 sq. ft. or 26.40 acres *. Generally located
at the southwest corner of 13th Street North and Roc oad.

Case No. Z-2711 - Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership requests
Zone change from "AA" to "A" beginning at a point 683.00 feet
east and 50.00 feet South of the NW corner of the NE 1/4 of Section
18, T27S, R2E, of the 6th P.M.; thence bearing S589°33' 53"E
parallel to and 50.00 feet south of the north line of said NE I/4 a
distance of 555,37 feet; thence bearing S0°26'07"W a distance of
100.00 feet; thence bearing S6°24'27"E a distance of 100.72 feet to a
point of intersection said point also being the P.C. of a curve to
the right with a chord bearing $15°13'03"W; thence along said curve
having a radius of 459.26 feet, through a central angle of 29°33'53"
an arc distance of 236.98 feet; thence bearing 530°00'00"W a dis-
tance of 181.00 feet to the P.C. of a curve to the left having a
radius of 466.00 feet; thence along said curve through a central




angle of 119°33'53" an arc distance of 972.45 feet; thence bearing
NB9°33'53"W a distance of 741.67 feet to an intersection with a
curve to the left having a chord bearing N26°09'38"W; thence along
said curve with a radius of 530.00 feet through a central angle of
1°48'31" an arc distance of 16.73 feet; thence bearing N27°03'53"W a
distance 148.00 feet to the P.C. of a curve to the right, having a
radius of 535.00 feet; thence along said curve through a central
angle of 50°00'00" an arc distance of 466.88 feet; thence bearing
N22°56'07"E a distance of 167.00 feet to the P.C. of a curve to the
left;  thence along said curve having a radius of 510.00 feet;
through a central angle of 52°30'00" an arc distance of 467,31 feet
to the P.R.C. of a curve to the right; thence along said curve
having a radius of 155,00 feet, through a central angle of 30°
00'00" an: arc distance of 81,16 feet to the point of beginning;
containing 583,888 sq. ft. or 13.4 acres *, AND;

MAA" to "R-6"

Beginning at a point 1328.37 feet east and 50.00 feet south of the
NW corner of the NE 1/4 of Section 18, T27S, R2E, of the 6th
P.M.; thence bearing $89°33'53": parallel to and 50.00 feet south of
the north line of said NE 1/4 a distance of 294.00 feet; thence
bearing S0°00'00E a distance of 1,214.00 feet; thence bearing
N89°33'53"W a distance of 125.00 feet to the P.C. of a curve to the
right, having a radius of 400.00 feet; thence along said curve
through a central angle of 119°33'53" an arc distance of 834.72 feet;
thence bearing N30°00'00"E a distance of 181.00 feet to the P.C. of
a curve to the ‘leit having a radius of 525,26 feet; thence along
said curve through a central angle of 29°33'53" an arc distance of
271.03; thence bearing N7°16'41"E a distance of 100.72 feet; thence
bearing N0°26'07"E a distance of 100.00 feet to the point of begin-
ning; containing 486,459 sq. ft. or 11.2 acres #; AND, beginning
at a point 1314.98 feet north and 50.00 feet west of the SE corner
of the NE 1/4 of Section 18, T27S, R2E of the 6th P.M.; thence
bearing 50°00'00"E parallel to and 50.00 feet west of the east line of
said NE 1/4 a distance of 648.00 feet ;thence bearing N89°33'53"W a
distance of 630.70 feet; thence bearing NO0°00'00"E a distance of
660.00 feet; thence bearing S89°33'53"E a distance of 430.09 feet;
thence bearing 582°43'19"E a distance of 100.72 feet; thence bearing
589°33' 53"E a distance of 100.00 feet to the point of beginning.
Containing 413,989 sq. ft. or 9.50 acres *. Generally located
south of 13th Street North and west of Rock Road.

Case No. DP-146 - Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership reqtiests
approval of Fairfield Residential Community Unit Plan for* Tract
"A", beginning at a point = eet west of the NE corner of
Section 18, T27S, R2E, of the 6th P.M., and 50,00 feet south
perpendicular to the north line of said Section 18; thence bearing
S$89°33'53"E parallel to and 50.00 feet south of the north line of said
Section 18 a distance of 939.37 feet; thence bearing S0°00'00"E a
distance of 1247,00 feet; thence bearing N89°33'53"W a distance of
125.25 feet; thence bearing S50°26'07"W a distance of 33.00 feet;
thence bearing N89°33'53"W a distance of 741,67 feet to an intersec-
tion with a curve to the left having a chord bearing N26°09'38"W;
thence along said curve with a radius of 530,00 feet through a
central angle of 1°48'31" an arc distance of 16.73 feet; thence
bearing N27°03'53"W a distance of 148.00 feet to the P.C. of a
curve to the right, having a radius of 535,00 feet; thence along
said curve through a central angle of 50°00'00" an arc distance of
466.88 feet; thence bearing N22°56'07"E a distance of 167.00 feet to
the P.C. of a curve to the left; thence along said curve having a
radius of 510.00 feet, through-a central angle of 52°30'00" .an arc
distance of 467.31 feet to the P.R.C. of a curve to the right;
thence along said curve having a radius of 155.00 feet, through a
central angle of 30°00'00" an arc distance of 81.16 feet to the point
of beginning; containing 1,179,624 sq. ft. or 27.08 acres *, AND;

Together with Tract "B", described as:

Beginning at a point in the south line and 50.00 feet west to the SE
corner of the NE 1/4 of Section 18, T27S, R2E, of the 6th P.M,;




thence along said south line bearing NB89°34'05"W a distance of
- 630.00 feet; thence bearing NO0°00'00"E a distance of 1326.64 feet;
thence bearing S89°33'53"E a distance of 430.09 feet; thence bearing
5B2°43'19"E a distance of 100.72 feet; thence bearing S89°33'53"E a
distance of 100.00 feet; thence bearing S0°00'00"E parallel to and
50.00 feet west of the east line of said Section 18, a distance of
1314.60 feet to the point of beginning. Containing 833,948 sq. ft.
or 19.15 acres *, Generally located south of 13th Street North
and west of Rock Road. ;

* DISCUSSION:

OLIVAREZ stated that the Planning Commission first reviewed the
Fairfield community unit plan on the entire quarter section of land at
their meeting of June 27, She pointed out that it had an associated zone
case for light commercial and office zoning, and then all of the balance
of the property which was proposed for residential development had a
request for "A" Duplex zoning on it. After much discussion at the June
27 meeting, and reviewing the proposal, the Planning Commission recom-
mended unanimously that the development plan be approved subject to a
certain number of changes. One of those changes included deleting the
"A" Duplex zoning on the large single family parcel (Parcel 7). The
applicant had proposed this as a compromise at that meeting. The
recommendation went to the City Commission for their meeting in July,
and again, after much discussion, they returned the case to the Plan-
ning Commission for rehearing based on the amount of opposition.
OLIVAREZ pointed out that there was a 69 percent valid protest submit-
ted by property owners within 200 feet of the boundary of the original
zone change application. She added that the cases have been returned
to the Planning Commission after being readvertised and revised some-
what. She said that there are two separate cases now. The first one
on the agenda was the commercial C.U.P. She said that the cases would
be discussed together, but felt there should be a separate motion on the
commercial C.U.P. and its related zone changes, and then the residential
C.U.P. and its related zone changes.

OLIVAREZ showed slides of the commercial C.U.P. and the bounda-
ries of its associated zone change and also slides of the site and adjacent
properties. She reviewed the following staff report:

COMMENTS:

1. The combination commercial/residential C.U.P. first reviewed by the
Planning Commission on June 27th has now been revised and, resub-
‘mitted as two separate C.U.P.'s. The commercial C.U.P, consists
of the "LC" and "BB" proposed lots (DP-144), The associated
revised zone change request (Z-2701) is for 10.9 acres of zoning in
addition to what is already existing, and for 8.9 acres of "BB"
zoning.

All items regarding these two parcels which were established as
conditions of approval on June 27th have been included in this
revised C.U.P. These conditions include the requirement that the
site development plan for Parcel 1 be submitted to the Planning
Department for review of driveway locations (see G.P. #10); the
requirement that all lights within Parcel 1 be such as not to inter-
fere with the residential areas to the north and west (see G.P.
#11); and the requirement that there be a 5 foot to 8 foot wall
along the west 35 feet of the north line of Parcel 1 with complete
access control to 13th Street at this location (plan now has 6 foot to
8 foot wall and 50 feet of complete access control).

In addition to the above changes to the original C.U.P., the follow-
ing changes are noted:

8. Access to 13th Street has been reduced from three to two
openings.

b. A 2-foot masonry wall has been added along the north and east
property lines.




® @

The minimum height of the wall along the west property line
has been increased from five feet to six feet.

Freestanding identification signs for Parcel 1 have been limited
to one per street. Advertising signs for Parcel 1 must be of a
permanent type and attached to the building.

The three commercial buildings permitted in Parcel 1 must be
<ompatible with one another as to architectural design and
~‘exterior construction materials.

Supermarkets, service stations, drive-in restaurants, and
 restaurants with drive-up window service are now prohibited
Ain Parcel 1.

g. Maximum gross floor area in Parcel 1 has been reduced from
304,400 sq. ft. to 228,300 sq. ft.

It was pointed out in June that the adopted zoning policy for Rock
~Road called for holding the line on additional large scale commercial,
-office and high density residential zoning. It was stated by staff
-that conditions had changed in this area since adoption of the
policy in 1975 and perhaps the policy needed to be revised. The
policy had been based on the assumption that the property adjoin-
ing Rock Road could develop to the maximum intensities allowed by
the zoning then established on the properties and the land uses in
the proposed development plans, The following information is
offered in support of the need to revise the Rock Road zoning
policy as it relates to the area between Douglas and 37th Street
North:

Development plans (C.U.P.'s) have been altered to reduce the
-intensity of development originally proposed in the Comotara area in
the vicinity of 29th Street. The original Comotara plan called for a
‘large, 70-acre regional shopping center and an 80-acre high school
site at the 29th Street/Rock Road intersection, surrounded by
higher density residential development. The commercial site has
been scaled down to approximately 45 acres, a high school is no
‘longer proposed at this location and the residential development is
‘occurring at a lower density than originally proposed.

In addition, at the time the Rock Road study was completed, the
Northeast Diagonal Expressway connected to the Inner Loop Ex-
pressway and both were proposed in the adopted transportation
plan. The Northeast Diagonal Expressway was planned to inter-
change with Rock Road at approximately 17th Street. This pro-
posed facility had a significant influence on the assignment of
traffic projections along Rock Road. With the ‘Diagonal tying into
the Inner Loop and serving as an expressway link to the CBD,
Rcck Road served as a direct link to the Diagonal and to downtown
Wichita. Traffic that would otherwise move west toward the down-
town area on existing arterial streets (Central, 13th, 21st and 29th)
was anticipated to move north and south along Rock Road to the
Diagonal interchange at 17th Street. With the elimination of the
Inner Loop from the transportation plan, the prospect for this type
of traffic movement along Rock Road has also been eliminated.
Hence, the total traffic load along Rock Road was projected at a
higher level than could now be anticipated along those segments of
Rock Road north of Certral.

The segments of Rock Road south of Douglas, however, have devel-
oped as they were proposed at the time the study was prepared and
the traffic loads are approaching the projection levels as indicated
in the following table:

Projected Traffic Latest Traffic Percent of
Count (ADT) Count (1983-84) Projection

37th to 29th 14562 3420 23%
29th to 21st 26612 9662 36%
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21st to 13th 32065 9569 30%
13th to Central 31032 15868 51%
Central to Douglas 40539 21795 54%
Douglas to Kellogg 44631 33447 75%
Kellogg to Harry 34286 30509 89%
Harry to Pawnee 26754 : 21914 82%
- Pawnee to 31st St S 15944 3 13384 8ug

The segments of Rock Road north of Douglas are experiencing traffic
loads that are .46 percent to 77 percent lower than the original
-projections.

Should the Planning Commission determine that the zone change re-
-quest and commercial development plan are appropriate, the following
are recommended conditions approval:

a. The property included within the commercial C.U.P. shall be
platted within one year after City Commission approval of Z-2701
and DP-144 (as amended) or the cases shall be considered denied
.and closed. )

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance with
-the development plan as recommended for approval by the Planning
Commission and approved by the governing body, and any sub-
stantial deviation of the plan, as determined by the Superintendent
of Central Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute
@ violation of the building permit authorizing construction of the'
proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their
consideration.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land included
within the C.U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, bu’ said plan shall run with the land for
< cial development and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and assigns, unless amended.

‘DISCUSSION:

OLIVAREZ stated that on the commercial C.U.P., their revised zoning
requests the "LC" on only the portion which is not already zoned light
commercial. This amounts to about 10.9 acres. She said that there also
was an associated request for the "BB" Office zoning south of that for’8.9
acres. OLIVAREZ pointed out that the applicants have shown the things
required by both the Planning Commission and the City Commission when
“discussions were held on the C.U.P. originally, She made reference to
comments 2 and 3 in the staff report whick itemize these required changes
as well as additional changes offered by the applicant in response to
neighborhood concerns.

OLIVAREZ commented on the Rock Road zoning policy which was
briefly discussed at the June 27 meeting. She said that staff pointed out
then that it was an adopted policy, but felt some things had changed as
far as development in that area of the city, and perhaps some of the
policy needed to be revised. She mentioned that staff has lizted in the
current staff report (item 4) some backup information as to why they think
conditions have changed, and they also submitted to the Planning Commis-
sion a more complete report recommending a change in that policy. She
indicated that if the Planning Commission agrees that the policy should be
changed, then perhaps there should be a separate motion today to effec-
tively change the policy, at least on the portion north of Douglas.

OLIVAREZ mentioned, for the benefit of the people in the audience
present for this item, that two major things that staff believes have influ-
enced the development in this area and have made the densities or the
amount of traffic not as great as was proposed 10 years ago, would be
that the 70-acre regional shopping center, which at that time was proposed
at 29th and Rock Road, has now been scaled down to about 45 acres. The
surrounding multi-family development in the Comotara area has developed
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at a much less dense rate than was proposed 10 years ago. Also, the

-80-acre high school site which was there at 29th and Rock Road is no

# t“*longer proposed at that location. She said that one of the main things

that has occurred was a change in the Transportation Plan to delete the

i -northeast diagonal expressway which was going to intercept Rock Road at

" approximately 17th Street, and that would have channeled traffic into the

-Innerloop, and that would have provided & major way for the people in the

- east end of town to get right down to the central business district. She

said that was no longer a part of the Transportation Plan and has not

been for several years. She felt that was one thing that significantly

changes the proposed traffic count on this portion of Rock Road.

OLIVAREZ said that staff felt that the area south of Douglas on Rock Road

-was developing as proposed 10 years ago, and that that portion of the

zoning policy should remain, but the Commission might want to consider

revising the policy on Rock Road north of Douglas to consider individual
-rezoning requests on their own merits.

OLIVAREZ continued her presentation with a review of the Fairfield
Residential C.!U.P. and its related zone change. She showed a slide of the
C.U.P. and the boundaries of the zone change and reviewed the following
staff report:

COMMENTS:

1. The combination commercial/residential C.U.P. first reviewed by the
Planning Commission on June 27th has now been revised and resubmit-.
ted as two separate C.U.P.'s. The residental C.U.P. consists of only
those four parcels which have multi-family structures proposed.
Parcels 1 and 4 are proposed for townhouses while Parcels 2 and 3 are
proposed for garden apartments. The total net area of the residential
C.U.P. is now approximately 43.7 acres with the total number of
‘dwelling units not to exceed 740 (16.9 DU/ACRE). The density in

“ Parcel 4 will be less than 7.26 DU/ACRE, therefore the zoning remains
"AA".  Density in Parcel 1 will be 10 DU/ACRE and therefore "A'
zoning has been requested. "R-6" zoning has been requested for
Parcels 2 and 3 due to a proposed density of 26 DU/ACRE in these
parcels. The single-family portion of the original C.U.P. has not been
included in this revised plan because, with the zoning classifications
now being requested, it will not be necessary to borrow excess density
-from the single-family area to use in the multi-family areas.

There were three conditions of approval recommended by the Planning
Commission on June 27th which affect these four parcels. One was the
requirement for a 20-foot landscaped area along the north line of
Parcels 1 and 2. The amended plan shows a 10-foot landscaped area
but includes a 6 foot to 8 foot wall south of the landscaping. This
should provide considerably more screening than 20 feet of landscaping
alone could provide. A second requirement was for the site plan on
Parcel 2 to be submitted to the Planning Department for review of
driveway locations in order to minimize conflicts with existing drives to
“the north. The one access point to 13th Street from Parcei 2 has been
eliminated, therefore there will no longer be any driveway locations to
review. The third requirement was for Oneida Street in the southeast
corner of the total site to become an emergency access easement only
and not a public street providing access to the single-family area.
This emergency access easement is shown on the revised development
plan along the south line of Parcel 4,

In addition to the above changes to these four multi-family parcels of
the original C.U.P., the following changes are noted:

a. Garden apartments are no longer a permitted use in Parcel 1, thus
eliminating a potential of 324 apartments,

b. A 10-foot planting strip plus a 6 foot to 8 foot wall has been
added along the east line of Parcels 3 and 4.

c. An 8 foot wall has been added along the south line of Parcel 4,
It was pointed out in June that the adopted zoning policy for Rock
Road called for holding the line on additional large scale commercial,




office and high density residential zoning. It was stated by staff that
-concitions had changed in this area since adoption of the policy in
1975 and perhaps the policy needed to be revised. The policy had
‘been based on the assumption that the property adjoining Rock Road
-could develop to the maximum intensities allowed by the zoning then
established on the properties and the land uses in the proposed devel-
opment plans. The foliowing information is offered in support of the
need to revise the Rock Road zoning policy as it relates to the area
-between Douglas and 37th Street North:

‘Development plans (C.U.P.'s) have been altered to reduce the intensi-
ty of development originally proposed in the Comotara area in the
vicinity of 29th Street. The original Comotara plan calied for a large, .
70-acre regional shopping center and an 80-acre high school site at the
25th Street/Rock Road intersection, surrounded by higher density
residential development. The commercial site has been scaled down to
approximaiely 45 acres, a high school is no longer proposed at this
location and the residential development is occurring at a lower density
than originallv proposed. ° g

In addition, at the time the Rock Road study was completed, the
-Northeast Diagonal Expressway connected to the inner Loop Express-
way and both were proposed in the adopted transportation plan. The
Northeast Diagonal Expressway was planned to interchange with Rock
Road at approximately 17th Street. This proposed facility had a
significant influence on the assignment of traffic projections along Rock
Road. With the Diagonal tying into the Inner Loop and serving as an
expressway link -to the CBD, Rock Road served as a direct link to the
Diagonal and to downtown Wichita. Traffic that would otherwise move
west toward the downtown area on existing arterial streets (Central,
i3th, 21st and 29th) was anticipated to move north and south along
Rock Road to the Diagonal interchange at 17th Street. With the elimi-
nation of the Inner Loop .from the transportation plan, the prospect for
this type of traffic movement along Rock Road has also been eliminat-
ed. Hence, the total traftic load along Rock Road was projected at a
higher level than could now be anticipated along those segments of
Rock Road north of Central,

The segments of Rock Road south of Douglas, however, have devel-
~oped as they were proposed at the time the study was prepared and
the traffic loads are approacting the projection levels. as indicated in
-the following table:

Projected Traffic Latest Traffic Percent of
Count (ADT) Count (1983-84) Ptojection

37th to 29th 14562 3820 23%
29th to 21st 26612 9662 36%
21st to 13th 32065 9569 30%
13th to Central 31032 15868 51%
Central to Douglas 40539 21795 54%
Douglas to Kellogg 44631 33447 75%
Kellogg to Harry 34286 30509 89%
Harry to Pawnee 26754 21914 82%
Pawnee to 31st St S 15944 13384 843

The segments of Rock Road north of Douglas are experiencing traffic
loads that are 46 percent to 77 percent lower than the original
projections.

In order for the Planning Commission to recommend approval of this
residential C.U.P., it must tind specific evidence and facts showing
that the proposed development plan meets the following conditions:

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

That such plan is consistent with the intent and purpose of this
Chapter (28.04.190.A) to promote public health, safety, morals and
general welfare.
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€. That the buildings shall be used only for residential purposes and
the usual accessory uses, such as automobile parking areas,
garages and community activities, including churches; and provid-
ed that an "LC" district can be established through the regular

+ channels.

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

Should the Planning Commission determine that the zone change re-
-quest and residential development plan are appropriate, the following
-are recommended conditions approval:

a. The property included within this residential C.U.P. plus the
single family property included in Parcel 7 of the original C.U.P.
-shall be platted within one year after City Commission approval of
Z-2711 and DP-146 or the cases shall be considered denied and
closed. ~

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

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their
consideration.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land included
within the C,U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, but said plan shall run with the land for
residential development and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and assigns, unless amended.

DISCUSSION:

OLIVAREZ called the Commission's attention to comments 2 and 3 of the
-staff report which itemize the changes made since the original C.U.P. was
-reviewed.

OLIVAREZ stated that when CPO Council Area "I" reviewed this on
August 6, they recommended denial of the Commercial C.U.P., stating that
the residents who spoke, and the CPO Council, had thought that there
was enough commercial development in the area. On the Residential
C.U.P., they recommended zpproval, but it was subject to a C.U.P, being
submitted on the single family portion of this overall development. She
said that since tne neighbors had expressed concerns about duplex zoning
at the meeting in June, the developer offered to delete this area from his
"A" zoning request. Once he did that and was not borrowing density from
this parcel to use in his other parcels, he probably felt there was no need
to include the single-family area in 2 C.U.P.

CALBRAITH commented that there had been a number of people that
asked staff to point out the amount of protest petitions filed on these
cases. He said that they have not been counted as yet because there is
another 14 days they have to submit protests. He said that the neighbor-
hood still wanted the Commission to be aware of their concern on the two
C.U.P.'s. He said that although Olivarez explained both C.U.P.'s at one
time, and although it may prolong the meeting to hear people on both, he
thought it best to consider them separately so that the public at large
could speak to each case and a motion could be made regarding each
individual zone case and C.U.P,

GARY WILEY, Professional Engineering Consultants, representing the

applicant, stated that one of the reasons that this case was returned for
re-review by the Planning Commission was to let the neighbaors have time
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to digest four additional changes to the C.U.P. that had been offered at
the City Commission by the applicants, as well as let the developers and
¢+ «-the neighborhood get together to see if they could not work. out all of
e their differences.

WILEY said that he would like to touch on a few of the changes that
had been made to the C.U.P. He said that there have been about 11
changes since the case was originally heard by the Planning Commission,
not including those they offered at the Planning Commission hearing. He
said that they have reduced the commercial square footage by 76,000
square feet and this is a 25 percent reduction, a very significant change.
In Parcel 1 of the residential C.U.P., they reduced the use from apart-
ments to townhouses, a reduction of 176 dwelling units. This made the
density go from the 10.4 that was requested originally down to 8.6 dwell-
ing units per acre. He said that this is compared with single family at
7.26 dwelling units per acre. WILEY said that one of the other major
-things that has happened was they offered to put an 8-foot masonry wall
along the south line of the townhouse development on Rock Road. He said
that there has been a total of about 19 changes to the C.U.P. since it was
first submitted to the Planning Department for review.

EVERETT FETTIS, attorney speaking on behalf of a number of the
neighbors in opposition to the development, stated that he has met twice
with a substantial number of the neighbors in the past two weeks, and he
felt their attitudes have been commendable in that they are not opposing
anything just for the sake of opposing. He said that these people that are
-opposing the development are people substantial in the community, and he
was told that there have been over 400 householders that have filed writ-
ten protests to this change. He said that he was not saying that in terms
of valid protests because he knew that most of them were not valid pro-
tests under the ordinance. FETTIS stated that primarily what they are
opposed to was the U40.57 acres of commercia! zoning which is being pro-
posed. He said he realizes that it is not called commercial, but there is,
under "LC", 10.94 acres in the corner; "BB" which is below that is 8.93
acres, which is commercial as far as he is concerned; "R-6" on 13th Street
which is 11.2 acres, rental units, and as far as he is concerned that is
[ cial develoj ; on Rock Road, "R-6" is 9.5 acres, which again all
adds up to 40.57 acres, which he would call commercial use, FETTIS said
that they were a little surprised to hear that the deletion of tract 7 was a
benefit to the neighbors. The neighbors thought it was deleted so that it
would reduce the protest area.

FETTIS said that he would like to describe the neighborhood because
the protest comes from a broad spectrum of people. Across the street to
the east is the Wichita Country Club, and he understands they have
protested the commercial development. South of that is the Vickridge
development. South of Vickridge is a commercial development of substan-
tial proportion at Central and Rock Road, and immediately adjoining that is
the Horizon apartments which open onto Rock Road. Going west from
Central and Rock Road, and going north from Central and Rock Road, in
that section of ground is all high class residential development. He said
that going north along this section, there is a grade school on Armour,
high class residential throughout this entire area, and then to Woodlawn
and 13th there is an extensive commercial development there. Going north
across the street into the north side of 13th, there again is an expensive
residential area all the way to the school ground. FETTIS continued
pointing out extensive residential development in the area. He said that if
this ¢ cial develop leads to increased traffic, which he is sure it
will, then this will lead to an early widening of the street to the east.

MOTION: That Mr. Fettis be granted
and additional five minutes to finish
his presentation. Crockett moved,
Banzer seconded and it carried unani-
mously. Chisholm and Peters were
absent.

FETTIS said that he would like for his remarks to relate to all of these
proposals today.




FETTIS continued that the staff told him this week that they were

recommending that what was originally called Tract 7 be platted with the

. ¢ =«rest of this development at this time. He said he uiderstood that the

L neighbors were asking that Tract 7 be developed as it was proposed
i originally.

FETTIS said that he received some calls regarding proposed drainage
- problems that may be encountered in Vickridge. He said that he did not
know if this was a problem, but he did know that there were people in
Vickridge very much concerned about what the drainage problems will be
and presented to them. He said that he assumed that the staff has ad-
dressed this. He said that he had spoken to one of the residents in that
area who has had experience in the real estate business with the Weigand
firm for the last eight years. She advised him that they have found that
where they have gone in with substantial apartment areas as they have
north of this area, they have found the market for $100,000 single family
homes dries up in a hurry because people do not want to live near apart-
ment areas. FETTIS said that is why he says that as far as they are
concerned the apartments which are being built to rent are commercial
‘properties and they should be considered in that vein. FETTIS said that
the people he is representing are substantial business people in this
community and they are not opposed to someone making a dollar, but they
are equally concerned with the fact that this is, in their opinion, an
exclusive and high class residential area.

FETTIS mentioned that in last weekend's newspaper there were some
-remarks that some of the people took rather cynically. A quote of Mr.
Linn's that says, "it appears to us that the main objection that the neigh-
borhood has is multiple family. With separate C.U.P.'s we could still
proceed on the commercial even if the residential doesn't pass.” FETTIS
said that the article goes on to state that "if only one plan is approved,
‘development on that part can proceed while waiting a mandatory one year
before reapplying for zone changes on the residential." FETTIS said that
‘they feel that this is a rather cynical approach and it has bothered some
of the people he has spoken to regarding this. It also stated in the same
article that planners say that once a community unit plan is adopted, the
land must be developed as approved. FETTIS said that was not true,
C.U.P.'s can always be amended. Sometimes when C.U.P.'s are drawn,
they cannot really truly anticipate each development, so it is necessary
sometimes to make changes.

FETTIS stated that the people he has spoken to have no objections to
the concept of townhouse development on Rock Road, and they would have
no objections to the "R-6" units immediately next to them if they were
converted to townhouses. They see no reason at this point in time, in
view of the development proposed, to make any changes to justify going
beyond the six acres which is presently there for commercial development,

CROCKETT, speaking to Fettis, said that if he understood his state-
ment of his clients' position, it is that his clients consider anything other
than "AA" as commercial and object to it, and therefore would it be fair to
summarize his clients' position to say that they are going to object to
-anything that is not single family or townhouse?

FETTIS said that was their position at this point, He added that they
have explored visiting with the developers' representatives as to whether
some other compromise might be worked out, and they were told this is the
bottom line, take it or leave it.

BAYOUTH, speaking to Fettis, said that his concern was the drainage
problems for the people to the east, and if that is a problem they certainly
want to get it straightened out. He said that the Subdivision Committee
would not allow this project to be built if a drainage problem was created
for an adjacent area, He said that he also has had calls on the drainage
problems that have been created with the improvements on Rock Road. He
said that he wanted staff to find out if that was true. BAYOUTH felt that
the developer has been fair.

WILSON, speaking to Fettis, said that he referred to this as the
bottom line which is no zoning. He said that they did not need a C.U.P.
if there is no zoning. They could go in and plat it, put commercial or
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-anything they want including service stations. He pointed out that there
is light commercial on the corner. As far as the single tamily, the density
would not be cut down. They could get zero lot lines in small lots and
build a lot of things in there. WILSON said that the applicants had
changed a tremendous amount of the items, took them out and moved them
. around until they thought the public was satisfied. The vote of this
Commission was ,unanimous. WILSON said that he had gotten a lot of
letters with copies of meetings where they had taken more out and more
out. The last letter that he received was of a meeting where the develop-
er said that he could not go any further. WILSON pointed out that
# ~whether it was a good development for the area financially or not was
really not the Planning Commission's concern. Their concern was whether
the development was right for the overall area. He felt that the pecple
were going too far by not letting the developers have some of the things
that would make that a viable area for them financially as well as for the
whole area itself.

o <

-

MOORE said that he was not sure the neighborhood does not deserve
174 acres of $35,000 and $40,000 homes out there with the attitude that the
Commission has had out of a lot of them.

WILSON did not feel that they were helping the community by revert-
ing back and not having a C.U.P. covering the entire area. He said he
was rather shocked that Tract 7 was taken out too. A C.U.P. gives them
some protection.

BAYOUTH agreed with Wilson. He said that they have all the protec-
tion in the world with a C.U.P. to a point. He said that he would rather
see a community unit plan for 160 acres than to piecemeal it z v sell it off
piece by piece.

FETTIS said that he agrees that the area needs to be developed in an
orderly manner, and they do not object to that, but also this is a corner
that has one corner and one corner on!y for feasible commercial develop-
ment. And 40.27 acres of commercial at this particular location was not
necessarily feasible.

MOORE wanted to point out that Fettis' clients have taken the position
that if there is anything out there that is rented and not purchased, they
would be opposed to it. He said that to him is discrimination in the
highest sense. He said that the Planning Commission could not single out
160 acres and say that the only way they were going to approve it was it
has to be purchased by somebody on all of the zoning, and if they were
going to take a portion for rental apartments, that is not good enough.
He said that was discrimination in its highest form. It is arbitrary and
capricious.

CROCKETT asked Fettis if he was awars of any covenants that would
specify the value of a single family home in that particular area it some-
body went out and simply began constructing single family homes.

FETTIS said that he was not aware of any covenants.

CROCKEIT stated that the reason he asked was because it would seem
to him that if this application or some similar application was refused that
that would be a very real possibility that somebody might acquire that
ground and go out there and build single family homes. He said that
Fettis made the referance several times during his presentation of the
expensive nature and high class nature of the neighborhood surrounding,
and he did not dispute it, but he would think that there would be some
concern among the neighbors about seeing a quality development as op-
posed to just a tract housing development.

GARDNER commented to Fettis that he appreciated the clarity which he
had lent to the neighborhood's argument by combining it. However, he
noticed that on occasion Fettis can take a multiple of interest and reduce
things to what he would term as a lowest common denominator, and to
reduce all categories other than single family to a commercial categorization
was an interesting exercise in semantics that plays upon the strings of
emotionalism, but felt was a somewhat unique mechanism for disguising or
gently covering over what has in the development of this case been an
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ongoing opposition to other than owner-occupied housing. He submitted

that the veiling which was occurring was of a thin nature and was some-

¢+ +=What transparent and it smacks of a very level of discrimination, which as

3 he recalled, the 1968 Civil Rights Act prohibits. He felt that the commen-

tary which has been evoked from this bench regarding that is of a level

. which merits some consideration. He said that he did not care how slick

certain parties in developing the system of semantics may be, whether you

- have a PR man that has decided that is the way to go, or whether it has

been common consensus, but he believed that when you start categorizing

in bulk fashion all other than single family as commercial, and then stating

opposition to it, when in prior hearings and events there has been stated

opposition to other than owner-occupied housing, that you are courting a

very difficult situation. GARDNER felt it was one th:t creates a set of.

circumstances. which if this planning commission and if the City Commission

were to acknowledge, they would find themselves in a position of jeopardy
and liability.

FETTIS commented that he was told by a realtor that it was very
difficult to induce people to build $100,000 single family homes in an area
closely related to apartment development. He said that as he understands
the plans of the developer in this case the garden apartments are to be
apartments for rent. He said that townhouses were not their concept of
the old single family homes. He said that he lives in what he calls a
duplex. He was told that today that is not correct. It is an attached
single family home because he owns his half of the building, but it is still
two units built in one building, and that is common. Townhouses are
common. You find them at Crestview and there might be four units under
one roof, but they. are still not considered apartment houses, they are
considered condominiums. He said that what he was talking about was
what he understood to be their announced use. 1heir announced use. is to
build apartments for rent. He felt that if you are building units to rent
out, it is a commercial venture, not commercial zoning.

CHARLES BELT, Vice President of Public Affairs for the Wichita Area
Chamber of Commerce, wanted to make a few comments in support of the
development. He said that the Chamber thinks it is a well-planned quality
development project. From an economic development standpoint, they think
that it could only be viewed in a positive light, and it was just another
key element in the continued economic growth and progress of the commu-
nity. He said that obviously during construction and following construc-
tion there will be a lot of jobs involved, and that could only be healthy.
BELT said that the development to some people may not be important to
others, but very importantly it should generate one million dollars in tax
‘revenues. BELT said that he would like to make an editorial comment, and
it has been addressed here about the number of changes that tie develop-
er has made in what he deems to be very good faith. He did not think
that the developer could possibly satisfy each and every person, but he
felt he had gone that extra mile. He said that with those comments and
those reasons, he requested favorable consideration of this development.

ANN STARCH, 1202 Gretchen, stated that she was not in agreement
with the current protest against the developer of this property. Her
biggest concern was that low density single family housing for Parcel 7
bordering her property be included in a final C.U.P. She said that while
she has many doubts about the advisability of yet another shoppiny center
in their area, and she was concerned about the increased traffic that the
development would generate, it was unrealistic to expect that the neigh-
borhood could dictate terms to the owner of the property. She felt that
the protest had gone too tar, and further attempts to obstruct this devel-
opment would only backfire to the detriment of all of them who are its
nearest neighbors.

HANSEN stated that because the point was on the floor and she had
not wanted to bring it up, she really would like to echo something that
Mrs. Starch said. She said that she felt a real concern about dealing with
the final disposal of one of the most handsome and best pieces of property
left in this community for development, and once they lose the community
unit plan concept, there are so many ways that it can develop, and she
felt that Mrs. Starch's point needed to be echoed and reechoed that you
lose the kind of control that is going to make it a beautiful development
once you chop it up like this. She believed that they had a good
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proposal, and she believed that all over this country developments are
occurring that reach a balance because there is a balance in lifestyle now.
-«She said that she happens to have a house on the market that is not
selling, and she wanted to say to the community that if they think that
they can build all single family in there and sell them right away, she was
- not sure that lifestyles were going to call for hugR homes with hugh lots
in the future. They are going to call for the kind of things that Mr.
Fettis admitted that he is living in; different kinds of proposals, and there
is room for people who rent apartments, as well as townhouses, and be-
cause people's lifestyles are changing and families are smaller, we must
develop parcels in a balanced condition to meet the balanced need of all
the residents of this community. She said that she has found the protest
-very difficult because she felt the developer acted in quite conscientious
and honorable fashion. He has an expensive piece of property and he
wants to do a terrific job with it. He tried to meet the community's
needs. She emphasized that we have a changing lifestyle pattern and we
-are going to have to have changing housing patterns. There is nothing in
this proposal that need hurt their nearby developments, and she felt it
“was very important that they realize when they give up the community unit
plan, they are opening it up to 101 things that may happen,

BAYOUTH asked Hansen if she was saying that she liked the original
plan better.

HANSEN said that she thought the original plan was balanced. She
felt that the neighborhood was giving away the store when they break up
the community unit plan and take a chance on what was going to happen.

FETTIS stated that he wanted to clear the record on one or two mat-
ters. He said that it had been suggested that they were being discrimi-
natory in their proceedings. He said that had never been their thought
and he was surprised to hear that viewpoint presented today, He said
that he was also told by the people who had been in this from the begin-
ning, not himselt, that in the first neighborhood meeting with the develop-
ers after everyone was directed t: meet and discuss these problems, the
attorney for the developers announced to them that an amendment to the
-application had been filed. He said that he did not want to be blamed for
elimination of Parcel 7, because his clients had nothing to do with the
-elimination, they wanted Parcel 7 left in. They were told that the reason
for this was to prevent the necessity of a 4/5ths vote of the City Commis-
sion. He said that he did not know whether that was true or not, but felt
that these were viewpoints that he needed to see in the record. FEITIS
said that his clients were opposed to the density, not discriminatory,

WILSON explained that the discriminatory part was being misinterpret-
ed. He said that when you discriminate against renters or people like
that, that was what the Planning Commission was referring to in
discrimination,

GARDNER, speaking for the record, stated that in a letter from Mike
Burlingame, President of the Homeowners Association of The Heritage, on
the first page of a July 27 letter to Mr. Morin of Kansas General Proper-
ties, reading near the bottom of the page, "the changes needed are as
follows: with the exception of Parcels 3 and 4, the balance of the area be
developed for owner-occupied residences onl . and that only Parcels 2, 5
and 6 be multiple family: Parcels 1 and 7 as single family." GARDNER
said that he believed what the Planning Commission is looking for was
either an indication from Fettis that his clients were supportive of only
owner-occupied housing or they are opposed to nonowner-occupied housing
because that was what he understood the letter to say.

FETTIS responded that he did not know what "owner-occupied” meant,
as he has stated before, but would say that his clients are opposed to
bringing into this area any apartments. By apartments, he means apart-
ments as rental units, because they feel that it increases the density of
the area, and they think that it deteriorates the quality of the area. He
said that may be the point that may be disagreed upon, but that is what
they are trying to say. He added that he did not think there was such a
thing as "owner-occupied" as a real term because he can rent his house to
anybody he wants to.
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HANSEN commented that as somebody who is just changing lifestyles

and moving out of a ten-room home into a rental apartment, she has to say

« ¢ *=that this really oftends her. She was not going to be a different person
G because she would now be renting.

MOORE stated that based on what ti'ley have heard, he asked if the
developer would -be willing to resubmit Parcel 7 into the proposal again.

WILEY said yes, the developer would be agreeable to submitting a
C.U.P. -for Parcel 7 as it was originally submitted, limiting the density to
2.9 as originally proposed, with approval of the two existing C.U.P.'s
they have now.

'MOORE said that would get them back almost to the original proposal
with Lawrence Lane closed.

WILEY said that .It would be identical to the development plan and the
original C.U.P. that was approved for Parcel 7.

WILSON commented that it would not be back to the original plan.
They are cutting down the commercial and everything else now.

WILEY said that all they would do would be to submit a C.U.P. on
Parcel 7 of the development plan with just the single family. He said that
they would not change the two C.U.P.'s that are being reviewed today,
they would simply submit a third community unit plan for the single family.
only.

HANSEN asked Galbraith, in terms of procedures, would that not
become cumbersome.

GALBRAITH said not necessarily. If that was part of the motion today
to approve the two C.U.P.'s subject to the applicants submitting a third
C.U.P., these two C.U.P.'s could go on to the City Commission. He said
if the Planning Commission added the condition that they had to submit a
residential C.U.P. on what was known as Parcel 7, none of the ordinances
that actually change the zoning on these two C.U.P.'s would be published
until the third C.U.P. was reviewed at a public hearing and finally ap-
proved by the governing body.

The Planning Commission discussed whether this would delay the
developer any further. The consensus was to reguire submission of a
third C.U.P. but not require its approval prior to the current two
C.U.P.'s going on to completion. .

BANZER stated that he lived in this area, and has listened to all of
the concerns and discussions that were had, and he sincerely believed that
the first plan was a much better plan and easily controlled. He said that
he would vote on this, but would do so reluctantly.

MOTION on Z-2701 and DP-144: Having
considered the factors as contained in
Policy Statement No. 10; taking into
consideration the character of the
neighborhood; the zoning and uses of prop-
erties nearby; the suitability of subject
property for the uses proposed; and the
recommendation of approval by staff; | move
that we recommend to the governing body that
these applications be approved subject to
the following conditions:

The property included within the commercial C.U.P. shall be
platted within one year after City Commission approval of Z-2701
and DP-144 (as amended) or the cases shall be considered denied
and closed and the ordinance establishing the zone change shall
not be published until the plat has been recorded with the Regis-
ter of Deeds, .
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The property included in Parcel 7 of the original Fairfield C.U.P.
shall be submitted as a separate residential C.U.P, prior to re-
cording a plat of the area included within DP-144; or both Z-2701
and DP-144 (as amended) shall be considered denied and closed.

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

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted
to the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for
“their consideration.

The transfer i title of all or any portion of the land included
within the C.U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, but said plan shall run with the land for
residential and commercial development and be binding upon the
‘present owners, their successors and assigns, unless amended,

Moore moved, Banzer seconded and it
carried unanimously. Chisholm and
Peters were absent.

MOTION on 7-2711 and DP-146: Having con-
sidered the factors as contained in Policy

* Statement No. 10; taking into consideration

the character of the neighborhood; the zoning
and uses of properties nearby; the suitability
of subject property for the uses proposed; and
the recommendation of approval by staff; | move
that we recommend to the governing body that
these applications be approved subject to the
following conditions:

The property included within this residential C.U.P. plus the
single family property included in Parcel 7 of the original C.U.P.
shall be platted within one year after City Commission approval of
Z-2711 and DP-146 or the cases shall be considered denied and
closed and the ordinance establishing the zone change shall not be
published until the plat has been recorded with the l?egister of
Deeds.

The property included in Parcel 7 of the original Fairfield C.U.P.
shall be submitted as a separate residential C.U.P. prior to re-
cording the plat as required in condition "a" or both Z-2711 §
DP-146 shall be considered denied and closed.

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance with
the development plan as recommended for approval by the Pianning
Commission and approved by the governing body, and any sub-
stantial deviation of the plan, as determined by the Superintendent
of Central Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute -
a violation of the building permit authcrizing construction of the
proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their
consideration. 2

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the. land included
within the C.U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, but said plan shall .run with the land for
residential development and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and assigns, unless amended.




Moore moved, Hansen seconded and it
carried unanimously. Chisholm and
Peters were absent.

- GALBRAITH asked if the Commission wanted to make any comments or
' motion regarding the policy on Rock Road, He said that it had been
substantiated in the staff report what staff believes to be the case, and it
was really up to the Planning Commission whether or not there was any
amendment advisable at this time. He mentioned that the °lanning Commis-
sion had directed staff to review the various policy statements whether the
‘next year and the policy statement could be addressed at that time.

MOTION: That the Planning Commission
concur in staff recommendation on the
zoning policy statement and retain the
existing policy on Rock Road south of
Douglas and consider individual rezoning
requests along other segments of Rock
Road on their own merits. Hansen moved,
Crockett seconded and it carried unani-
mously. Chisholm and Peters were absent.
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METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING
COMMISSION

CITY HALL - TENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

(316) 268-4561

August 26, 1985

Gary Wiley a

Professional Engineering Consultants, P.A.
1440 East English

Wichita, Ks. 67214

Re: Z-2711 - "AA" to "A" & "R-6" &
DP-146 - Fairfield Residential C.U

Dear Mr. Wiley:

At its regular meeting on August 22, 1985, the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission considered the above-captioned amencied zone change

request and development plan. The action of the Planning Commission was
to recommend that this application be approved subject to the following

conditions:

a. The property included within this residential C.U.P. plus the
single family property included in Parcel 7 of the original C.U.P.
shall be platted within one year after City Commission approval of
Z-2711 and DP-146 or the cases shall be considered denied and
closed and the ordinance establishing the zone change shall not be
published until the plat has been recorded with the Replster of
Deeds.

The property included in Parcel 7 of the original Fairfield C.U.P.
shall be submitted as a separate residential C.J.P. prior to record-
ing the plat as required in condition "a" or both Z-2711 & DP-146
shall be considered denied and closed.

The development of this preperty shall proceed ir accordance with
the _evelopment plan as recommended for approval by the Planning
Commission and approved by the governing body, and any
substantial deviation of the plan, as determined by the
Superintendent of Central Inspection and the Director of Planning,
shall constitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their
consideration. i
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e. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land included
within the C,U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, but said plan shall run with the land for
residential development and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and assigns, unless amended.

Please submit 10 copies of DP-146 to our office by September 6, 1985
so that subject cases can be scheduled for consideration by the Board
of City Commissioners at their regular meeting on September 24, 1985,
this meeting o be held in the City Commission Meeting Room, First Floor,
City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas. We would remind you that
Planning items are considered after all other matters of business.

We encourage you to submit the C.U.P. on Parcel 7 prior to September
24, 1985. Zoning notification signs should now be removed from the
property. If you have any questions concerning this matter, please
contact our office.

Sincerely yours,
Crnl

Louise Olivarez

Senior Planner

LD:s;:i

cc: Wayne Brinegar, 7700 East I13th Street, #12, Wichita 67206
Stephen Lewallen, 1042 Lawrence Court, Wichita 67206
Roger Wilson, Attorney-at-Law, R.H. Garvey Bldg., 300 W, Douglas,
Wichita 67202 z
John Nodgaard, 1002 Lawrence Lane, Wichita 67206
Russell Duncan, 7700 East 13th, #U4, Wichita 67206
Thomas Borniger, 7912 Donegal, Wichita 67206
Richard Hartwell, 7712 Donegal, Wichita 67206
Mary Ann Riggs, 1054 Gretchen, Wichita 67206
John Callen, 7700 East 13th, #23, Wichita 67206
Darryl Roberts, 734 Lawrence Lane, Wichita 67206
Jack Harper, 7700 East 13th, #15, Wichita 67206
Becky Anderson, 7010 Beachy, Wichita 67206
Everett Fettis, Attorney, 120 S. Market, Suite 504, Wichita 67202
Pat Cook, 1050 Gretchen 672[}6
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ZONE CHANGE FROM THE "AA" ONE-FAMILY
WG IRICT TO THE "A" TWO-FAMILY

& -6 ) N
'FAIRFIELD RESIDENTIAL C.U,P,

GENERALLY LOCATED SOUTH OF 13TH STREET
NORTH AND WEST OF ROCK ROAD.

MAPC HEARING DATE: August 22, 1985

Acres: "AA" to "A" : 13,4+

"AA" to "R-6": 20,7t
DP-146 ¢ u6.2%

Land Use Zoning

Existing Former horse farm AN
North Park, school, cluster

single family TAAM g "R-5"

South Former horse farm & single

family "AAN

East Golf course HR-1" g nLCn
West Former horse farm & single

family "AAY

History: Z-2701 and DP-144 June 27, 1985 MAFC approved

July 23, 1985 BCC returned to MAPC

Applicant: Thirteenth & Rock Land Partnership

c/o Kansas General Properties, Inc.
1650 Georgetown, Suite 250
Wichita, Kansas 67218

COMMENTS:

1.

The combination commercial/residential C.U.P, first reviewed by the
Planning Commission on June 27th has now been revised and
resubmitted as two separate C.U.P.'s. The residental C.U.P. consists
of only those four parcels which have multi-family structures
proposed. Parcels 1 and 4 are proposed for townhouses while Parcels
2 and 2 are proposed for garden apartments, The total net area of
the residential C.U.P. is now approximately 43.7 acres with the total
number of dwelling units not to exceed 740 (16.9 DU/ACRE). The
density in Parcel 4 will be less than 7,26 DU/ACRE, therefore the
zoning remains "AA". Density in Parcel 1 will be 10 DU/ACRE and
therefore "A" zoning has been requested. "R-6" zening has been
requested for Parcels 2 and 3 due to a proposed density of 26
DU/ACRE in these parcels. The single-family portion of the original
C.U.P. has not been included in this revised plan because, with the
zoning classifications now being requested, it will not be necessary to
borrow excess density from the single-family area to use in the
multi-family areas. #

There were three conditions of approval recommended by the Planning
Commission on June 27th which affect these four parcels. Cne was the
requirement for a 20-foot landscoped area along the north line of
Parcels 1 and 2. The amended plan shows a 10-foot landscaped area




MAPC Z-2711 andeDP-146
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but includes a 6 foot to 8 foot wall south of the landscaping. This should
provide considerably more screening than 20 feet of landscaping alone
could provide. A second requirement was for the site plan on Parcel 2 to
be submitted to the Planning Department for review of driveway locations
in order to minimize conflicts with existing drives to the north, The one
access point to 13th Street from Parcel 2 has been eliminated, therefore
there will no longer be any driveway locations to review. The third
requirement was for Oneida Street in the southeast corner of the total site
to become an emergency access easement only and not a public street
providing access to the single-family area. This emergency access
easement is shown on the revised development plan along the south line of
Parcel 4.

3. In addition to the above changes to these four multi-family parcels of
the original C.U.P., the following changes are nnted:

a. Garden apartments are no longer a permitted use in Parcel 1, thus
eliminating a potential of 324 apartments.

b, A 10-foot planting strip plus a 6 foot to 8 foot wall has been
added along the east line of Parcels 3 and 4.

c. An 8 foot wall has been added along the south line of Parcel 4.

It was pointed out in June that the adopted zoning policy for Rock
Road called for holding the line on additional large scale commercial,
office and hich density residential zoning. It was stated by staff that
conditions had changed in this area since adoption of the policy in
1975 and perhaps the policy needed to be revised. The policy had
been based on the assumption that the property adjoining Rock Road
could develop to the maximum intensities allowed by the zoning then
established on the properties and the land uses in the proposed
development plans. The following information is offered in support of
the need to revise the Rock Road zoning policy as it relates to the
area between Douglas and 37th Street North:

Development plans (C.U.P.'s) have been altered to reduce the
intensity of development originally proposed in the Comotara area in
the vicinity of 29th Street. The original Comotara plan called for a
large, 70-acre regional shopping center and an 80-acre high school site
at the 29th Street/Rock Road intersection, surrounded by higher
density residential development. The commercial site has been scaled
down to approximately 45 acres, a high school is no longer proposed at
this location and the residential development is occurring at a lower
density than originally proposed.

In addition, at the time the Rock Road study was completed, the
Northeast Diagonal Expressway connected to the Inner Loop
Expressway and both were proposed in the adopted transportation
plan. The Northeast Diagonal Expressway was planned to interchange
with Rock Road at approximately 17th Street. This proposed facility
had a significant influence on the assignment of traffic projections
along Rock Road., With the Diagonal tying into the Inner Loop and
serving as an expressway link to the CBD, Rock Road served as a
direct link to the Diagonal and to downiown Wichita. Traffic that
would otherwise move west toward the downtown area on existing
arterial streets (Central, 13th, 21st and 29th) was anticipated to move
north and south along Rock Road to the Diagonal interchange at 17th
Street. With the elimination of the Inner Loop from the transportation
plan, the prospect for this type of traffic movement along Rock Road
has also been eliminated. Hence, the total traffic load along Rock
Road was projected at a higher level than could now be anticipated
along those segments of Rock Road north of Central.

The segments of Rock Road south of Douglas, however, have
developed as they were proposed at the time the study was prepared
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and the traffic loads are approaching the projection levels as indicated
in the following table:

Projected Traffic Latest Traffic Percent of
Count (ADT) Count (1983-84) Projection

37th to 29th 14562 3420 23%
29th to 21st 26612 9662 36%
21st to 13th 32065 9569 30%
13th to Central 31032 15868 51%
Central to Douglas 40539 21795 54%
Douglas to Kellogg 44631 33447 75%
Kellogg to Harry 34286 30509 89%
Harry to Pawnce 26754 21914 82%
Pawnee to-31st St S 15944 7 13384 84%

The segmenis of Rock Road north of Douglas are experiencing traffic
loads that are 46 percent to 77 percent lower than the original
projections.

In order for the Planning Commission to recommend approval ot this
residential C.U.P., it must find specific evidence and facts showing
that the proposed deve'opment plan meets the following conditions:

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

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

That the buildings shall be used only for residential purposes and
the usual accessory. uses, such as automobile parking areas,
garages and community activiiies, including churches; and
provided that an "LC" district can be established through the

regular channels.

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

Should the Planning Commission determine that the zone change
request and residential development plan are appropriate, the following
are recommended conditions approval: !

a. The property included within this residential C.U.P. plus the
single family property included in Parcel 7 of the original C.U.P.
shall be platted within one year after City Commission approval of
Zl-«Zﬂdl and DP-146 or the cases shall be considered denied and
closed.

The development of this property shall proceed in accordance with
the development plan as recommended for approval by the Planning
Commission and approved by the governing body, and any
substantial deviation of the plan, as determined by the
Superiniendent of Central Inspection and the Director of Planning,
shall constitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development,

Any major changes in this development plan shall be submitted to
the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their
consideration.

The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land included
within the C.U.P. does not constitute a termination of the plan or
any portion thereof, but said plan shall run with the land for
residential develepment and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and assigns, unless amended.




THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF Citizen Participation DATE August 11, 1985

TO Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans
FROM Barry L. Carroii, Administrative Aide 111

SUBJECT Amendments for the Fairfeild
Community Unit Plan: "Residential
C.uU.p."

On Tuesday, August 6, CPO Council "I" considered the above captioned case, a
request to consider a newly proposed "Residential C.U.P." within the Fairfield
Development C.U.P. Council members were provided the notice to adjoining
property owners, and a map of the area. The agent, Gary Wiley and Dick Linn,

. were present to describe the request and respond to questions from the Council

and the approximately 60 area residents.

After extensive discussion, the Council voted 7-0 ({Kitchen abstained) to
recommend approval of the reguest based upon the motion listed below.

A motion was made by Smith (C. Johnston) to approve the Residential C.U.P.
subject to submittal of an additional residential C.U.P. for Parcel 7 as was
originally submitted on June 25, 1985. The density for Parcel 7 would be at 2.9
dwelling units per net acre with the overall density not to exceed 12 dwelling
units per net acre for Parcels 1, 2 3 and 4 found within the Fairfield Residential
C.U.P. now under consideration. *

Please provide the Council's recommendation to the MAPC and City Commission

when the "Residential C.U.P." for the Fairfield Development Plan (C.U.P.) is
considered.

B L. Connntd

Barry L.” Carrol!
Administrative Aide 11l

BLC:dm

Noted:

zw.e’f Y/ //’*‘?ﬁ’ 31?4
Afnie K./Mon{goméry

CRS Director
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August 14, 1985 : C ONSULTANTS
PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

Jack Galbraith, MAPD
10th Floor - City Hall
455 N, Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Reference: Fairfield Commercial C.U.P. DP-144
Zone Change Case No. Z-2701,
Fairfield Residential C.U.P. DP-146,
Zone Change Case No. Z-2711
PEC File No: 36-84610-1540

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

At its regular meeting on July 23; 1985, the Board of City Commissioners
considered the Fairfield C.U.P. and associated zone change request. The
City Commission voted to send the application back to the MAPC for
reconsideration and to give the opportunity for the applicant to meet
with representatives of neighborhood protesters.

Since that date the applicant has revised the zoning request and
submitted a Commercial C.U.P. and a Residential C.U.P.

The zoning request was revised to reflect the withdrawal of the “"A" i
two-family zoning on Parcel 7, at the MAPC hearing on June 27, 1985, You
will recall that abutting property owners ware concerned over the A-2
family zoning even though the C.U.P. Timited Parcel 7 to single family

uses only. The current requested zoning classifications are consistent
with the proposed densities on the individual parcels.

The C.U.P, has been revised for the following reasons:

a.)  Inasmuch as no zoning change is requested on the area denominated
as Parcel 7 of the imitial C.U.P. (it is already zoned "AA") and
the zoning requests are consistent with the proposed densities on
the individual parcels,there is no purpose in including this area
in the residential C.U.P.

WICHITA, KANSAS 87211

1440 EABT ENGLISH
(318) 2622691
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We were advised from the outset that it was more manageable to
break the C.U.P. into a commercial C.U.P. and a residential
C.U.P. We now have done so, believing that it prrvides us more
flexibility, depending upon the determination of our request by
the City Commission. 2 : E

I enclose for your review and information a 1ist of changes or
modifications that the applicant has made to the Fairfield Development
Plan in response to expressed concerns of the neighborhood. The item
numbers 1 through 8, inclusive, were proposed by the applicant at the
June 27, MAPC hearing and incorporated in the MAPC action. Items
numbered 9 through 13, inclusive, were proposed by the applicant at the
City Commission hearing on July 23. Items 14 through 19, inclusive, are
proposed by the applicant in response to requests by representatives of
the ?eighborhood at the two meetings held since the City Commission
hearing.

The applicant has also incorporated the following modification in the
‘proposed Commercial C.U.P.: -

General Provision #12 - Commercial Building. The 3 commercial
buildings, as permitted in Parcel 1, shall be compatible with one
anothcier-_las to architectural design and exterior construction
materials. 5

At the City Commission hearing, one of the Commissioners expressed
concern over the parking ratio for the two multi-family parcels. The’
developers for these parcels plan to provide 2 parking spaces for each 2
bedroom dwelling unit and 1 1/2 parking spaces for each one bedroom 4
unit. With the mix proposed for these parcels, this will result in an
overall parking ratio of 1.7 per dwelling unit for each parcel. The
developers state that they have not experienced parking problems on
projects using this ratio. Attached are excerpts from a Parking
Generation Report by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. The
study indicates that the proposed parking ratios will provide adequate
parking.

Several area residents have objected to the deletion of Parcel 7 from the
C.U.P. The C.P.0. Council "I" voted to approve the following motion:
“Approve the Residential C.U.P. subject to submittal of an additional
Residential C.U.P. for Parcel 7 as was originally submitted on June 25.
- The density would be at 2.9 D.U./net acre with overall density not to
exceedulz D.U./net acre for Parcels 1, 2, 3, & 4 of the Residential
C.U.P.
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The applicant has no objection to the following requirement:

As a condition of approval of the Fairfield C.U.P.'s as submitted,
the applicant will submit a Residential C.U.P. for Parcel 7 as
shown on the Fairfield Development Plan.

Please contact me if additional information is desired.

Richard
Project Manager, Land Deve

enc.
RWL:sg

cc: Wm. E. Morin, Kansas General Properties
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LIST OF CHANGES TO THE FAIRFIELD DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The developer agreed r.o-put in a 20-foot landscaping strip on
13th Street along the north boundary of Parcels {1 and 2 to
screen the development from the neighbors to the north.

The developer agreed to the provision that any driveway loca-
tions on Parcels 2 and 3 on 13th Street shall be submitted to
the planning department for review to minimize any conflicts
with existing drives. :

The developer agreed to withdraw the request for A-2 family
zoning on parcel #7 and agreed to 187 single family residential
dwelling units in that area which is only 2.9 dwelling units
per acre. SR

i

The developer (Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership--Kansas
General Properties) agreed to mot connect Lawrence Lane at the
southwest corner.

The developer agreed to close Oneida Street at the southeast
corner off Rock. Oneida will cul de sac from the single family
home area and serve as a fire exit and a landscape easement.
This 50 foot easement plus the building set back at parcel 6
will provide 100' separation and preserve all of the large
beautiful trees now in existence.

The developer agreed to close one of the three entrances on 13th
Street on Parcel #3, the shopping center site and provide complete
access control at the northwest corner of Parcel #3 to eliminate
conflict with the Raintree entrance.

The developer agreed to build a 35 foot long, five to eight foot
high wall on the northwest corner of Parcel 3 (shopping center
development) to screcn the delivery area.

The developer agreed to add a provision to the CUP regarding any
lighting on Parcel #3 so that lights shall not interfere with
adjoining residential areas, :

The developer agreed to close the entrance on Parcel #2 on 13th
Street.

o s
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The developer agreed to exclude in the use provision on Parcel
#3 both supermarkets and service statioms.

The developer agreed to reduce the maximum number of square
feet for the shopping center from 304,400 to 228,300, a reduc-
tion of 257 in area.

The developer agreed to change the density on Parcel #1 request-
ing 311 units to 135 units, a reduction of 176 units, which
amounted to a 36.57 reduction in garden apartments.

The developer agreed in total (based on the above changes) to
reduce the density to 8.6 dwelling units per acre which has a
reduction from 10.4 dwelling units per acre as orginally presenced.

The developer has agreed to build a wall on the south boundary
of parcel §6 8 foot high to screen those residents from the
closed Oneida Street.

The developer has agreed to include a two foot high wall on 13th
Street and on Rock Road for Parcels 3 & 4, the shopping center
and office area. .

The developer has agreed to build a six to eight foot high wall,
on 13th Street and Rock Road for all residential parcels. Also
a 10" landscape strip instead of the 20' landscape strip in Item
#1.

The developer has agreed to limit the heighth of thet lighting
standards at the shopping center to 30 foot and to conform to
provision {13 regarding lighting in the CUP.

The developer has agreed that the signs for the shopping center
or other developments will include the name of that development
only.

The developer has agreed to prohibit restaurants with drive-in
or drive-up window service on Parcel #3.

S I gyl oy N il




Land Use/Buiding Type' F__Residential - Condominium_ ITE Land Use Code 2490

Independent Variable-Occupied Parking Spacesper _ Dwelling Unit

Average Size
of

Independent
Variable

Weekday
Parking Rates

Saturday
Parking Rates

Sunday
Parking Rates

Reported Peak Parking
Time Period

ITE Technical Commuliee 5-BB-Parking Generation
Date: Jan. 1985

ITE Patking Ceneration Report
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MF Residential -_Lt cment 220
Land Use/Building Type ITE Land Use Code
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Weekday
Parking Rates
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Parking Rates

Parking Rates

Reported Peak Parking
Time Period

Source Numbers

ITE Technical Commitiee 5-EB-Parking Generation

Date: Jan, 1985

ITE Parking Generation Report
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THE CITY OF WICuITA

OFFICE OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DATE August 16, 1985

TO Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

FROM William G. McKinley, Traffic Engineer

SUBJECT Fairfield Traffic Study

Ve have reviewed the latest revision to the Fairfield Traffic Study, and with
the reduction of commercial square footage, the intersection of 13th and Rock .
Road will be better able to handle the forecasted traffic than what was
originally indicated.

At time of platting, we would still recommend a deceleratjion lané.be provided
at the southwest cormer of the intersection of 13th and Rock Road for a free-
flowing right turn lane; and, of course, we would need deceleration lanes into 5

Study, and we feel that = - .
any questions regarding this matter,

ﬁﬁ;ﬁyﬂ

William G. HcKinfey do

Overall, we are in total agréement with the Traffic
the plan was well thought out. If you have
please advise.

Traffic Engineer
WGM:pb

Brent Remsberg
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INTRODUCTION

This traffic study represents an analysis of the impact of developing
the southwest quadrant of the intersection of 13th Street North and
Rock Road. The proposed development contains approximately 161.3
acres which will be developed into commercial, office, multi-family,

and single- family residental uses.

SCOPE

This report contains trip generation computations based upon the size
and type of the proposed development. Also included is a trip
distribution analysis based upon existing traffic desire lines.
Capacity analysis of the major entrances and for the intersection of

13th and Rock Road are presented for the P.M. peak period.

TRIP GENERATION

Tables 1A and 1B show the number of trip ends to be expected due to
this various types of development. The generation rates were
obtained from the Institute of Transportation Engineers' publication

“Trip Generation," 19th Edition.

TRIP DISTRIBUTION

Tables 2A and 2B show the predicted entrance volumes for the A.M. and
P.M. peak periods respectively. These volumes were used to predict
the impact at 13th and Rock by adding them to existing volumes
obtained in 1982. Figure 1 illustrates the existing volumes, the

increase, and the projected volumes. It is of note that these
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predicted volumes closely correlate to those predicted for ihe 13th

Street and Rock Road improvement.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The capacity analysis shows the anticipated levels of service during
the P.M. peak for the major entrances and for 13th and Rock. Table 3

is a summary of the predicted levels of service.

The analysis indicates the right-turn deceleration lanes at the major
entrances would improve the overall level of service and operating
characteristics of selected movements. Also indicated is the
potential benefit of a right-turn lane in the southwest quadrant of
13th and Rock. Although this would eriance the operation of the
intersection, it would cause additional delays to traffic exiting the
site onto Rock Road as well as those entering the site from the
south. This would occur as a resuit of the large right-turn volume
"filling" the gaps created by the signal. In other words, there
would be no phase in the signal cycle when traffic from the north is

prohibited.

CONCLUSIONS
The projected traffic volumes due to development closely correlate to
those predicted in the design of the 13th Street and Rock Road

improvement. The latter was designed to provide a level of Service A.

The entrance operating levels of service indicate no significant con-
gestion except for the left-out movements. This condition is some-

what improved by the signal at 13th and Rock.
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FOULSTON, SIEFKIN. POWERS & EBERHARDT
LAw OFFICES
A PARTNERSHIF INCLUDING A PROFESSIONAL ASSGCIATION

700 FOURYH FINANCIAL CENTER MOBENT C. FOULSTON (1888:1B47)  GEDEGE BIEFRIN (183519541
micuaRD ©. EWY BROADWAY AT DOUGLAS
Dan a
wi

WicHITA, KANSAs 67202

1318) 287.
TeLzcorizm: (316) 2
counsse
Gromce u. rowrns
nawe oHwE:
STEPMEN M. KERWICK
GARY E. KWIGHT

August 5, 1985

Mr. Robert Finch, Acting City Manager

Mr. Mike Lindebak, Acting Planning Director
City of Wichita

455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Gentlemen:

This office represents Kansas General Properties, Inc.
It has filed requests for changes in zoning and for approval of
a residential CUP and a commercial CUP on the property located
on the Southwest corner of 13th and Rnck Road (The Fairfield
Development). These requests are presently scheduled to be
before the MAPC on August 22, 1985, and before the Board of City
Commissioners on September 17, 1985.

We understand that not all of the City Commissioners
will be in attendance at the September 17 meeting. All five
members of the City Commission heard the initial request.
Inasmuch as this is a controversial matter and because of the
involvement of all five commissioners at the prior hearing,
we respectfully request that this matter come before the City
Commission on September 24, 1985. .

Your cooperation in this regard is appreciated.

Very, truly yours,
ichard D. Ewy
of FOULSTON, SIEFKIN, POWERS & EBERHARDT

RECEIVE]) E)@E@EW@

AUG 1 4 1985 aug 8 1985
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July 29, 1985

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE:
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: The Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: Review of Rock Road

During the Planning Commission's consideration of the Fairfield Community
Unit Plan proposal on June 27, 1985, staff indicated the existence of a
previously established policy concerning the zoning and development of
properties along Rock Road from 37th Street North to 31st Street South.

The policy was adopted by MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners in
1975 and reads as follows:

1. Do not exceed in terms of higher densities nor higher levels
of uses, the land use paitern represented on Map C in case
file DR 74-15.

2. Hold the line on additional large scale commercial, office and
high density residential zoning.

3. Encourage very low density development on the remaining
large unplatted residentially zoned properties.

4. As development occurs, continually monitor the traffic loads
to determine the actual need in terms of lane and
right-of-way requirements.

This policy was based on the findings and projections of a report on Rock
Road prepared in 1974,

The projections in the report were based on the assumption that the
properties adjoining Rock Road could develop to the maximum intensities
allowed by the zoning then established on the properties adjoining Rock
Road and the land uses in the development plans Leing proposed at that
time. Those uses were reflected on Map C referred to in the policy.

The assumption of maximum development led to very high traffic
projections along Rock Road from Pawnee on the south to 29th on the
north.

During the past eleven years since the Rock Road study was completed,
several significant changes have occurred that influence the original
projections.
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Metropolitan Area Pl-anning 2 July 29, 1985
Commission

First, development plans have been altered to reduce the intensity of
development originally proposed in the Comotara area in the vicinity of
29th- Street.

The original Comotara plan called for a large, 70-acre regional shopping
center and an 80-acre high school site at the 29th Street/Rock Road
intersection, surrounded by higher density residential development. The
commercial site has been scaled down to approximately 45 acres, a high
school is no longer proposed at this location and the residential
development is occurring at a lower density than originally proposed.

In addition, at the time the Rock Road study was completed, ihe Northeast
diagonal Expressway connected to the Inner Loop Expressway and both
were proposed in the adopted transportation plan. The Northeast Diagonal
Expressway was planned to interchange with Rock Road at approximately
17th Street. This proposed facility had a significant influence on the
assignment of traffic projections along Rock Road. With the Diagonal tying
into the Inner Loop and serving as an expressway link to the CBD, Rock
Road served as a direct link to the Diagonal and to downtown Wichita.
Traffic that would otherwise move west toward the downtown area on
existing arterial streets (Central, 13th, 21st and 29th) was anticipate to
move north and south along Rock Road to the Diagonal interchange at 17th
Street. * With the elimination of the Inner Loop from the transportation
plan, the prospect for this type: of traffic movement along Rock Road has
also been eliminated. Hence, the total traffic load along Rock Road was
projected at a higher level than could now be anticipated along those
segments of Rock Road north of Central.

The segments of Rock Road south of Douglas, however, have developed as
they were proposed at the time the study was prepared and the traffic
loads are approaching the projection levels as indicated in the following
table:

Projected Traffic Latest Traffic Percent of

Count (ADT) Count (1983-84) Projection
37th to 29th 14562 3420 23%
29th to 21st 26612 9662 36%
21st to 13th 32065 9569 308
13th to Central 31032 15868 51%
Central to Douglas 40539 21795 54%
Douglas to Kellogg 44631 33447 75%
Kellogg to Harry 34286 30509 89%
Harry to Pawnee 26754 21914 82%
Pawnee to 31st St. S. 15944 13384 84%

The segments of Rock Road north of Douglas are experiencing traffic loads
that are 46 percent to 77 percent lower than the original projections. On
the basis of these conditions, the MAPC may wish to formally reconsider
the established zoning policy along Rock Road, particularly for those
segrients north of Douglas Avenue.

o



N
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Commission

Alternative actions available to the Commission would include:
1. Retain the existing policy on all segments of Rock Road.

2. Retain the existing policy on selective segments of Raock
Road (possibly tnose south of Douglas Avenue) and
consider individual rezoning requests along other segments
on their own merits.

Rescind the existing zoning policy on all segments of Rock
Road and consider all zoning change requests on their own
merits.

4. Take such alternate action considered appropriate by the
Commission.

In the event the Commission determines that revisions are justified, it is
recommended that the established policy be retained on at least those
segments of Reck Road south of Douglas Avenue.

Mo f.\fg@c{;@ﬂazt

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG/RLY /lw
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CASE NO. DP-146/Z-2711

"Notices to adjoining property owners mailed on 8-8-85

for MAPC meeting on August 22, 1985,
One each to Applicant(s) and Agent(s).

One each to CPO, Don Schneider and Karen Crook.

One each to Terry, Glen and Louise.




WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY@
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1688

August 8, 1985
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Thursday, August 22, 1985 the Wichita~
Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, (MAPC), at a
meeting beginning at 1:30 p.m. in the City Commission Meeting Room, First
Floor of City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas, will consider an amended
application for approval of the FAIRFIELD RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY UNIT
PLAN for property legally described as follows:

CASE NO. DP-146:
TRACT "A," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT 1958.99 FEET WEST OF THE NE CORNER OF SECTION 18,
T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M., AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH PERPENDICULAR TO THE
NORTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 18; THENCE BEARING S89933'53"E PARALLEL TO AND
50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 A DISTANCE OF
939.37 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0900'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1247.00 FEET; THENCE
BEARING N89933'53"W A DISTANCE OF 125.25 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0026'07"W
A DISTANCE OF 33.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING N89933'53"W A DISTANCE OF 741.67
FEET TO AN INTERSECTION WITH A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A CHORD BEARING
N26909'38"W; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE WITH A RADIUS OF 530.00 FEET THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 1048'31" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.73 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N27903'53"W A DISTANCE OF 148.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 535.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50900'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 466.88 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N22056'07"E A DISTANCE OF 167,00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT;
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 510.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 52930'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 467.31 FEET TO THE P.R.C. OF A
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 155,00
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30900'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.16 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 1,179,624 SQ FT OR 27.08 ACRES +.

TOGETHER WITH TRACT "B," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE SE
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE
ALONG SAID SQUTH LINE BEARING N89934'05"W A DISTANCE OF 630.00 FEET;
THENCE BEARING NO900'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1326.64 FEET; THENCE BEARING
$89033'53"E A DISTANCE OF 430.09 FEET; THENCE BEARING $82043'19"E A
DISTANCE OF 100.72 FEET; THENCE BEARING S89°33'53"E A DISTANCE OF 100.00'
FEET; THENCE BEARING S0900'00"E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 18, A DISTANCE OF 1314.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING. CONTAINING 833,948 SQ FT OR 19.15 ACRES +.

Generally located south of 13th Street North and west of Rock Road.

In association with this revised Community Unit Plan (Development Plan),
a revised re-zoning application has been submitted as follows:

CASE NO. Z-2711:

Zone Change from the "AA" One-FamIIH Dwelling District to the "A"
wo-Family Dwelling District and the "R- eneral Residence District

Continued oﬁ back
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BEGINNING AT A POINT 683.00 FEET EAST AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NW
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE
BEARING S89933'53“E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF
SAID NE 1/4 A DISTANCE OF 555.37 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0026'07"W A
DISTANCE OF 100.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING $6024'27"E A DISTANCE OF 100.72
FEET TO A POINT OF INTERSECTION SAID POINT ALSO BEING THE P.C. OF A CURVE
TO THE RIGHT WITH A CHORD BEARING S15013'03"W; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE
HAVING A RADIUS OF 459.26 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 29933'53" AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 236.98 FEET; THENCE BEARING $30°00'00"W A DISTANCE OF
181.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A RADIUS OF 466.00
FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 119033'53" AN
ARC DISTANCE OF 972.45 FEET; THENCE BEARING N89933'53"W A DISTANCE OF
741.67 FEET TO AN INTERSECTION WITH A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAYING A CHORD
BEARING N26009'38"W; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE WITH A RADIUS OF 530.00 FEET
THROUSH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 1048'31" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.73 FEET; THENCE
BEARING N27003'53"W A DISTANCE 148.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 535.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50°00'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 466.88 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N22056'07"E A DISTANCE OF 167.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT;
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 510.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 52930'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 467.31 FEET TO THE P.R.C. OF A
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 155.00
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30000'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.16 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 583,888 SQ FT OR 13.4 ACRES +.

nAAM to "R-6"

BEGINNING AT A POINT 1328.37 FEET EAST AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NW
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE
BEARING $89933'53"E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF
SAID NE 1/4 A DISTANCE OF 294.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0200'00"E A
DISTANCE OF 1,214.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING N89033'53"W A DISTANCE OF
125.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF
400.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
119933'53" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 834,72 FEET; THENCE BEARING N30°00'00"E A
DISTANCE OF 181.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A
RADIUS OF 525.26 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF
29933'53" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 271.03; THENCE BEARING N7016'41"E A DISTANCE
OF 100.72 FEET; THENCE BEARING NOO26'07"E A DISTANCE OF 100.00 FEET TO
THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 486,459 SQ FT OR 11.2 ACRES *.

AND

BEGINNING AT A POINT 1314.98 FEET NORTH AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE SE
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE
BEARING S0000'00"E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF
SAID NE 1/4 A DISTANCE OF 648.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING N89933'53"W A
DISTANCE OF 630.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING NOC00'00"E A DISTANCE OF 660.00
FEET; THENCE BEARING $89033'53"E A DISTANCE OF 430.09 FEET; THENCE *
BEARING S82043'19"E A DISTANCE OF 100.72 FEET; THENCE BEARING $89933'S3"E
A DISTANCE OF 100.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 413,989
SQ FT OR 9.50 ACRES #.

The revised Development Plan of this area has been submitted as required
under the Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.04.190 of the Wichita
Zoning Ordinance. The Development Plan is on file in the Planning Department
Office, Tenth Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas, and is
available for public information and review.

(Continued)




The revised Development Plan proposes four parcels for residential uses.
The westernmost parcel on 13th Street, containing 13.4 acres, is for a
maximum of 125 townhouses (to be zoned "A"). The 11.2-acre parcel adjacent
to the east is for a maximum of 294 garden apartments (to be zoned "R-6").
The other two parcels front on Rock Road. The southernmost one, containing
9.6 acres, is for a maximum of 64 townhouses (to remain zoned "AA"). The
9.5-acre parcel adjacent to the north is for a maximum of 247 garden apartments
(to be zoned "R-6"). The total number of dwelling units in this Development
Plan will not exceed 740. All parcels are permitted community facilities
associated with the dwellings. Building setbacks, screening requirements,
parking ratios, acc»ss controls and other information relating to future
development is shown on the plan.

The hearing of the revised Development Plan and re-zoning request is to
be held and will there be discussed by said MAPC. Those persons interested in
this matter will be heard at that time.

Additional information concerning this case may be obtained from the Planning
Department, 10th Floor, City Hall, or by calling 268-u4421,

Michael E. Lindebak, Secretary

- |Mnﬂlﬂ ll‘
::QS_T;P‘EG”E
LS .
15

RILLARNE,

EE i V]DQL

S CRESTRL {
n =DP-146 : & ELMC] am—DUBLN
7 (3]
) L m"fo .
£

i

v smmruv
[AR
[eunmo

J
|

3
z

-IIIIIIIIIIF




"\.

the Daily Record &=

- S3B(Published in The Daity Record, July 31, 18d8)11
OFFICIAL NOTICE

TO WHOM IT MAY COMCERN AND TO Al. PERSONS INTERESTED:

WTlBI s 'ill‘.l‘f 'GIVEN that on Thursday, August 12, ms ﬂ- Wichita-
lanning . (MARC),

W“I l..-.hﬁ:alliltyc—ilhn l—, ﬁrﬂ
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mmm "-I ﬂ"ﬂT 1958, l’ FEET Igél OF THE NE CORNER OF SECTION 18,
1218, R2E, iE 6TH P, I'KEYWTHH’”EIBEMWW
um L IIF SlIl'l i[ﬂ'lﬂ’l l BEARING S89°33'53°E PARALLEL TO AND
50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTH LIKE OF SAID il'.C'llDl 18 A DISTANCE OF
ﬁ”‘.lﬂ‘w HENCE BEARING smowm't -; DISTANCE I!I':I.“’.OD I'E[T Tll;m
BEARI! 26" 07N
A DISTANCE OF 33,00 FEET; THENCE BEARING Jllwﬂ 53°M A DISTANCE OF 741,67
FEET 'Hll AN INTERSECTION WITH A CURVE T0 THE LEFT HAVING A CHORD BEARING
9" 38"W; TME ALONG SAID CURYE WITH A RADIUS OF 5311 00 FEET THROUGH
CENTRAL AWGLE OF 1948'31% AM ARC DISTANCE OF 16. 7! I'”EJICE BEARING
270" 53N A IST!NCE OF 148,00 FEET 1D THE P.C, HE
lr"ﬂ'. HAVING A RADIUS ﬂl' 5§35.00 F!H rntn:t KB!G SMI oum THROUGH A
ANGLE OF 50900° M: “.Bl FEET; THENCE BEARING
Ix.“u'ﬂl'.[ A DISTAICE OF 167,00 I'Eﬂ 10 I'l! l OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT;
THENCE ALOVG SA10 r"l\‘! HAVING A llﬂ]ll! OF 510,00 FEET, THROUGH A CEXTRAL
MNGLE OF 5293004 ABE DISTS 467.31 FEET T0 THE P.R.C. l!F .I
m in THE lll--[ Mll:( ALONG. MID CI.VIV( lelﬁ A RADIUS OF 1
o THROUGH A LENTRAL ANGLE OF 00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF Ul li FIH
TOM POINT OF Ilﬁll![l“ CONTAINING 1,179,624 5Q FT OR 27.08 ACRE
TOGETHER WITH YACT *B," DESCAIBED AS:

{ M Hlﬂ Smll LINE 1 mm'g ll;iuﬁl:u'[ﬂ OF 630.00 FEET;
| X .64 FEE
$89933'53°E A DISTAMCE OF 430,09 FEET; THENC 382043°19°E A

BEARING
+ THENCE BEARING S0900'00%E PARALLEL TO AND 50,00 FEET WEST OF 'ME
lrlﬂ LINE OF SAID SECTION 18, A DISTAMCE GF lllt.sﬂ FEET_TO THE POINT OF
IINING,  CONTAIMING 833, 948 .50 FT 0R 19.15 AC

Ganerally located south of 13th Sirest North and west of Rock- Road.

In association with this re Community Unit Plan (Development Plan),
& revised re-zoning application llll been submitied as follows:
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FEET TO A Mll'l OF INTERSECTION SAID POINT ALSD BEING THE P.C. OF A CURVE
T0 THE RIGHT WITH A CHORD BEARING S'lb“ll'ﬂl'!l THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE
" HAVING A RADIUS OF 459.26 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 3!‘3)'9" ]
_‘ ARC DISTANCE OF 236.98 FEET; THEMCE Iﬂlllﬁ S$30900°00°W A DISTANCE ﬂf
| 181,00 FEET TO THE P.| t. OF A CURVE m THE LEFT HAVING A.RADIUS OF 4t
THENCE ALONG H A CENTRAL AMGLE OF 1]9"33’51' M
ARC DISTANCE OF 9?2 ‘5 FEH’. THERCE !CIlIIB NBI933'53°W A DISTAMCE OF
ﬂloi? FtET T0 M lmassmw MITH A CURYE TO THE LEFT HAVING A C)
m H'ﬁ. THENCE ALONG SA1D CURVE WITH A RADIUS: OF 530.00 FEET
mm:n A ¢l L ANGLE W 194831 An NE DISTANCE OF 16. J] FIH I'NI.E!
BEARING mﬂu‘sru A DISTANCE 148.00 FBET TO THE P.C. OF A 0 THE
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 53! 00 !Tll". 1IEKE ALORG SAID Vf
CEMTRAL ANGLE OF 50900'00* AN ARC DISTAMCE OF 466.58 FIH: THENCE BEARING
K22956'07"E A DISTAXCE OF 167 00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE I.EFTI
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 510.00 FEET, THAOUGH A CENTRAI
MNGLE OF 5!911'00' AM ARC DISTANCE OF 467.31 FEET 70 THE P.R.C. I‘IF A
CURYVE TO THE RIﬂlV. THENCE ALOKG SAID CEIRU[ HAVING A RADIUS OF 1
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE * AN ARC DISTAKCE DF 51 16 FEET
T0 THE POINT OF BEGINNIRG: CONTAINING 583,888 5Q F7 OR 13.4 ACA ES +.

FAA® 1o *R-§"

BEGINNING AT A POINT 138,37 FEET EAST AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF '!Hl: NH

STATE OF KANSAS,
COUNTY OF SEDGWICK, 58:

Mwhﬂi 00

being first duly sworn, deposss and says that
she Is Business Mansger of THE DAILY
RECORD, a newspaper printed and published
In the State of Kansas, and of general
circulation on a dally basis In Sedgwick County,
Kansas, and that sald nawspaper is not a irade,
religious or fraternai publication.

Sald newspaper Is published at lsast fifty (30)
fimes & year, and has besn so published
continuously and uninterrupted in said County
and State for & period of more than five (5}
years prior to the first publication of the notice
sttached, and has been admitted at the post
office in Wichita In sald County and Stats as
second class matter.

Take a niotice, & true copy of which Is herato
sitached, was published In the reguiar and

it =B s
JUL3 1 1985

2nd

3rd

4th

Sth

6th

Brevata Brane D

Business Manager

Sumn' and gwi fore me this
S

Notary Public

My Cnmmiasnnn expires:

U-1b-89

(SEAL)

Publication Fees:

2¥%.25

/3

CORKER 07 TVE Mt 174 OF SECTICH 18, T2)5, RZE, OF THE &TH P.M.; THElCE
9°33°53°E PARKLLEL T AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE nonm LIGE 0F

Sh1b e m A DISTANCE OF mm FEET; THEHCE BEARING 50900

DISTAUCE OF 1,214.00 r:n. THELCE BEARING 189035+53°W A DISTANCE OF

125.00 FEET T Wl P |: OF A CURVE TO THE RIGHT, KAYING A RADIUS OF

£00.00 F OGE SALD CURVE THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF

h0o03 53¢ uc nnmnc: ar 8372 FEET, THENCE BLARING W30900'00°F A

DISTANCE OF 181.00 FEET 10 THE P.C. OF A CURVE 10 THi LEFT WAVING A

JOVITA L. MIES

NOTARY PuBLIC
STATE OF KANSAS

My Appt. Exp. Y-16~89

RADIUS OF 525.26 FEET; THE m ALONG SAID CURVE THAQUGH /. CEMTRAL ANGLE OF

29933'53" AM ARC Dlmﬂc[ OF 271.03: THENCE BEARILG NTO16'41°E A DISTANCE
OF 100.72 FEET; TIHENCE BEARING IDD"ZG 07"E A DISTAKCE OF 100.00 FEET To
THE POINT OF B[GIU!I]HE CONTAIHING 486,459 50 FT OR 11.2 ACRES 4,

Ko

BEGIKNING AT A POINT 1314.98 FEET NORTH AND 50.00 FEET str n: ikt sE
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, 1275, R2E OF THE wn e
ARIHG 50°00°00"E PARALLEL TO A0 50.00 FEET WEST OF
SAID HE 1/4 A OISTANCE OF 648.00 FEE!
DISTANCE OF 630.00 FELT: THEMCE BEARING 5000Q'0D"E A DIST
FEET l'IF[rI:[ BEARING 589033'53°¢ A DISTANCE OF 420.09 FELT; Th
sr.\R 043" 19°E A DISTANCE OF 100,72 FEE' HCE BEARING $89933'53"E
%G. CONTRINING 413,969

c: OF 100,00 r[El 70 THE POINT OF un:.”
S‘l n OR 9,50 ACRES 3,

The revised Dovelopment Plan of this arca has been submiticd as required
under the Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 18.08,190 of the Wiemty
{Zoning Qrdinance. The Development Plan is on file in the Planning Depariment
Tenth Floor, City Hall, §55 North Main, Wichita, Konsae. smd 1o
eslinil: for Dbl Wl 5 review,
The revised Development Plan proposes four parcels for pesidential
The westarnmost wrnl on 13th Slr!el, wnulnlng 13,4 ac:
\mxlr..m of 135, townhouses (to be soned "A"). The 11 pa djacent
it oF 394 garden spartments o 113 Townhouses {0
The other two ont oa Rock Road. The southernmost
B scres. 1a for 8 maximum o1 64 townhouses (1o 1emens err
AR, e b.5-tre pored o i
garden Jpatiments or 35 tounhouses (1o be zoned *R-6")." The total nunber of
dwelling units. in this Development Plan will ot excesd 700, AN parces are
pernitied community facities Shsaciatad with o wellings. Building
. screening requirements, parking ratios, access contrals né other
Information rorating s Jutue development Is shown an the pl

he hearing of the revised Develoy
be heid and will there be discussed by sa!
matter will be heard at that time,

t Plan and re-zoning request
MAPC. Thase persons interested In this
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APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

(PLANNED RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEV

FOR _PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE LIMIT:
CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

This is an application for a Community Unit Plan - Planned Development. The

form must be completed and filed at the Planning Department, Tenth Floor, City
Hall, 455 North Main Street, Wichita, Kansas, in accordance with directions om

the accompanying instruction sheet, AN INCOMPLETE APPLICATION CANNOT BE ACCEPTED.

1. Name of applicant or applicants and/or their agent or agents.

a. Applicant Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership
Address 1650 Georgetown, Suite 250 67218 Phone__ £87-2171
Agent Kansas General Properties., Inc.. Attn: William E. Marin
Address 1650 Georgetown , Suite 250 67218  Phone  §8]-2171

b.  Applicant ]

Address Phone

Agent

Address

c. Applicart

Address Phone

s
Agent  Professjonal Engineering Consultants, P.A., Attn: Gary Wiley
Address 1440 E. Enalish 67211 Phone _ 262-2691

(Use separate sheet if necessary for names of additional applicants).

Axn Dr-14¥

a. The applicant Ex?’eby requests Csmunity Unit Plan approval on propertyfc be
k3
zongd A, R-6 . and legally described as Lot(s)

, Block(s) s

Addition.

(If appropriate, metes and bounds description may be provided in the

space below or onm an attached sheet,)

See attached sheet.

96.2%
2. b, There are-72-§ acres (round to nearest tenth) in the above

described property.

T9-330-3 Revised 8/80

Mae No S784 NARS GYAA Edcsrl (W) AR MAPc R 2R-8S




(3
s

o Lo lh of (3% 5 onu b Ho 2L o f) Mﬁamm i

3. The general location isA(uae appropiiate section)
a. at the _ Southwest corner of __Thirteenth
and Rock Road i or

on the side of (Avenue,

Street) between (Avenue, Street) and

(Avenue, Street).

I (we), the applicant(s), acknowledge receipt of the instruction sheet
explaining the method of submitting this application. I (we) realize
that this application cannot be processed unless it is completely filled
in and acr.gmpanied by a current abstractor's certificate as required in

the instruction sheet.

Thirteenth and Rock Land Partnership

By,
Authorized Agent (if any)

By By
Authorized Agent (if any) Authorized Agent (if any)

OFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at

(AM, PM) on 8185 (Day, Month, Year). It has been

checked and found to be complete and accompanied by required documents and

the appropriate fee of §_/F2 " GL&M#LA.M : /eﬂuiﬂn.f o

f‘.u Z-2711.

Pea i

ﬂu_amh-a«&aﬂﬂ Aiad o DP—N#%;&,.

T9-330-4 Revised 8/80
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FAIRFIELD RESIDENTIAL C.U.P.
TRACT "A," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT 1958.99 FEET WEST OF THE NE CORNER OF SECTION 18,
T275, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M., AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH PERPENDICULAR TO THE
NORTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 18; THENCE BEARING $89033'53"E PARALLEL TO AND
50.00 FEET SOUTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 A DISTANCE OF
939.37 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0°00'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1247,00 FEET; THENCE
BEARING N89033'53"W A DISTANCE OF, 125,25 FEET; THENCE BEARING 50926'07"W
A DISTANCE OF 33.00 FEET; THENCE BEAR{NG N89933'53"W A DISTANCE OF 741.67
FEET TO AN INTERSECTION WITH A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A CHORD BEARING
K26009°38"W; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE WITH A RADIUS OF 530.00 FEET THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 1048'31" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.73 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N27003'53"W A DISTANCE OF 148.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 535.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50°00'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 466.88 FEET; THENCK BEARING
N22056'07"E A DISTANCE OF 167.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT;
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 510.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 52030'00" AN ‘ARC DISTANCE OF 467.31 FEET TO THE P.R.C. OF A
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 155.00
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°00'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.16 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 1,179,624 SQ FT OR 27.08 ACRES *

TOGETHER WITH TRACT "B," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE SE
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE-
ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE BEARING N89934'05"W A DISTANCE OF 630.00 FEET;
THENCE BEARING NOC00'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1326.64 FEET; THENCE BEARING
$89033'53"E A DISTANCE OF 430.09 FEET; THENCE BEARING $82043'19"E A
DISTANCE OF 100.72 FEET; THENCE BEARING $89°33'53"E A DISTANCE OF 100.00°
FEET; THENCE BEARING S0°00'00"E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 18, A DISTANCE OF 1314.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING. CONTAINING 833,948 SQ FT OR 19.15 ACRES +.




DIRECTORS
€ 0. KNOP. PE.

. E. MALTBIE. P.E.
. D. SCHOMAKER, P.E
. D. SCHOCK. P.E.
. H. BAILEY. P.E. PH.D.

P RoFEssioNAL
E NGINEERING
July 25, 1985 ConsuLTanTs

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION

Louise Olivarez, Senior Pianner
MAPD
10th Floor - City Hall
455 North Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202
Reference: Z-2701 & D.P.-144
Fairfield
PEC File No: 36-84610-1540
Dear Louise:
Attached are the revised legal descriptions for the zone change request
for the above-referenced property. Also attached are the legal
descriptions for the proposed Fairfield Residential C.U.P. and the
Fairfield Commercial E U.P
If additional information is desired, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

Project Manager
enclosures

RWL/mkm

WICHITA, KANSAS 87211

1440 EAST ENGLISH
(316) 262-2881

L)

i s g

A T g e ] R 0y i By i
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FAIRFIELD RESIDENTIAL C.U.P.
TRACT "A," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT 1958.99 FEET WEST OF THE NE CORNER OF SECTION 18,
1275, R2E, OF THE 6TH P,M., AND 50.00 FEET SOUTH PERPENDICULAR TO THE
NORTH L™NE OF SAID SECTION 18; THENCE BEARING $S89033'53"E PARALLEL TO AND
50.00 FroT SOUTH OF THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 18 A DISTANCE OF
939.37 FEET; THENCE BEARING S000'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1247.00 FEET; THENCE
BEARING NB9933'53"W A DISTANCE OF 125,25 FEET; THENCE BEARING S0026'07"M
A DISTANCE OF 33.00 FEET; THENCE BEARING N89033'53"W A DISTANCE OF 741.67
FEET TO AN INTERSECTION WITH A CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING A CHORD BEARING
N26909'38"W; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE WITH A RADIUS OF 530.00 FEET THROUGH
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 1948'31" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 16.73 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N27903'53"W A DISTANCE OF 148.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CURVE TO THE
RIGHT, HAVING A RADIUS OF 535.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE THROUGH A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 50900'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 466.88 FEET; THENCE BEARING
N22056'07"E A DISTANCE OF 167.00 FEET TO THE P.C. OF A CUKVE TO THE LEFT;
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 510.00 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL
ANGLE OF 52030'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 467.31 FEET TO THE P.R.C. OF A
CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE HAVING A RADIUS OF 155,00
FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 30°00°'00" AN ARC DISTANCE OF 81.16 FEET
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; CONTAINING 1,179,624 SQ FT OR 27.08 ACRES +.

TOGETHER WITH TRACT "B," DESCRIBED AS:

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE SE
CORNER OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 18, T27S, R2E, OF THE 6TH P.M.; THENCE:
ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE BEARING N89034'05"W A DISTANCE OF 630.00 FEET;
THENCE BEARING NO®00'00"E A DISTANCE OF 1326.64 FEET; THENCE BEARING
589933'53"E A DISTANCE OF 430.09 FEET; THENCE BEARING S82943'19"E A

- DISTANCE OF 100.72 FEET; THENCE BEARING S89°33'53"E A DISTANCE OF 100.00°
FEET; THENCE BEARING S0000'00"E PARALLEL TO AND 50.00 FEET WEST OF THE
EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION 18, A DISTANCE OF 1314.60 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING. CONTAINING 833,948 SQ FT OR 19.15 ACRES +.
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OCT 04 1985 FOULSTON. SIEFKIN. POWERS & EBERHARDT
METROPOLITAN PLANNING Law Orrices :
A PARTNEREHIP TNCLUDING A PROFESBIONAL ASBOCIATION
760 FOURTH FINANCIAL CENTER SESENT €. FOULETON (IS0S.1B4F]  SEOREE BIEFEIN (1888-1884)
BROADWAY AT DOUGLAS

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

e T

HAND DELIVERED ; ,

meaissianarg Rc:nl'."-i"'

Mr. Robert Brown
Mayor

City Commission

455 North Main Street
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Fairfield Development
13th and Rock Road

Dear Mayor Brown:

At the public hearing held before you on Tuesday,
September 24, 1985, on the commercial and residential CUP's
proposed by our client, Kansas General Properties, I intended
to bring to your attention some information about the history
of this project. I "goofed" in not doing so. Since I
neglected to do it then, I thought I would do it by this very
short letter now.

You may recall that a request for the annexation
of this property was made in April of 1985. The anmexation
request was heard by you on April 30, 1985. At that time,
Kansas General Properties stated its specific intent to
develop the property with a mixture of residential housing
types (single-family, town houses, and apartments) plus use
a portion of the property for office and commercial uses. At
the time of the hearing for the request for annexation, Kansas
General Properties indicated its intent to file community unit
plans and zone change requests that would be consistent with
this proposed development. As you probably will recall, the
City Commission unanimously, by a 5-0 vote, approved the
request for annexation with knowledge of the planned usage.




October 1, 1985
Page 2

This unanimous vote on annexation is consistent
with the unanimous vote on two occasions of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission and is also conmsistent with the
whole-hearted support given the project by the professional
staff at the City of Wichita. o

On behalf of Kansas General Properties, I request
your approval of both the commercial and residential CUP at
your City Commission meeting and vote scheduled on October 8,
1985. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this
regard. If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to
contact me. i

Very_truly yours,

p7)

Richard D. Ewy
of FOULSTON, SIEFKIN, POWERS & EBERHARDT

R T  ap——




RECEIVED
QFFICE OF CITY CLERK .
Bo

September 18, 1985 SEP 18 1985

obe ODR
DAgenda _ QJE____
0 File

City Commissioners

c/o City Clerk

City of Wichita

Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:

SUBJECT: 2-2701, DP-144; Z-2711, DP=146

Policy Statement #10 indicates that "the conformance of the requested (zone)
change to the adopted eTirecognized master plan being utilized by the City"
is to be considered when approving or denying applications for zone changes,

Guidelines outlinelbelow contained in the City of Wichita's Comprehensive

Plan for Land Use wounld appear to conflict with the subject CUP's and associated
zone change requests. Pages indicated pertain to the LAND USE TECHNICAL REPORT,
YEAR 2000.

General Development Guide
Residential & Commercial, p. 31

Part I: Goald and Objectives

Residential, p. 9, Objectives 1, 4 & 5

. Commercial, p. 10, Objectives 1 & 4
Streets & Nighways, p. 15, Objectives 7 & 8
Housing, p. 26-27, Objective 8

Part TI: Methodolopy
Schools, p. 130, Item XV,B

Commercial, p. 130-131, Item B (NOTE SPECIFICALLY 5a)

Ransas Statute 12-704 reads that an annual review is to be made to determine
if any portion of the Comprehensive Plan has become obsolete. It is' my under-
standing that there has been no updating of the above guidelines and that they
are therecfore applicable.

Very, ly yours,

(Mrs,) Patricia Cook
1050 Gretchen
Wichita, KS 67206

Ipe
Attachments: Above-referenced pages

e e e
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“origin-destination zones (prepared in December, 1977) can also be used to
determine the timing of future development.

1

The Land Use Technical Report - Part Il discusses the type, amount, and
location of future land uses in tne Wichita urbanizing area. This section of
the Development Guide will concentrate on setting forth general policy
recommendations aimed at achieving the quantity and distribution of future
growth. It must be noted that the traditional implementation tools of a
Jand use plan (zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, capital improve-
ment programs) currently exist. The recommendations contained herein should
be applied to the use of the existing implementation procedures.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Residential

1. Utilize the General Development Scheme map and the residen-
tial locational criteria as a g n making decisions on
future residential development proposals.

It is recommended that a mopitoring.procedure for assessing
<he location and amount of new low, medium, and high density
residential development be instituted to measure the annual
progress being made toward the fulfiliment of the criteria
contained in Residential Land Use Objective =4. This should
be coordinated with the evaluation criteriea set forth in
the technical paper entitled "Monitoring and Evaluation
Program for the Wichita-Sedawick County Land Use Plan".

Commercial

1. Utilize the General Development Scheme map and the commer-
cial-locational criteria as a guide in making decisions on
the quantity and distribution of future commercial develop-
ment.

1t is recommended that future zoning changes that would re-
sult in st commercial zoning in the existing urbanized
area be held to a minimum. Strip commercial zoning exists
on many of the major arterials now and serious considera-
tion should be given before further "strin zoning" those
streets, or segments of streets, where viable residential
neighborhoods exist. As in the past, policy guides should
be prepared and utilized for those arterials where additional
strip commercial pressure exists.

It" is recommended that, in those areas designated for future
urbanization, commercial development be concentrated at the
intersection of major arterials (utilizing the Development
Scheme map as a guide) and no strip commercial development
be initiated.
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Goal:

Ensure & wide range of choices in residential 1iving arrangements through
tne promation and preteztion of lands of suitable cnaracteristics and en-
vironmental quality througnout the Wichita-Sedgwick County area.

Object H -
Minimize urban sprawi through the encouragment of residential develop-
ment in those areas within 2/3 mile of a nei ghborhood or community
park, witnin an average one (1) mile radius of elementary scnocls,
witnin 1/4 mile of major arteriais and oublic +ransit, and on tovo-
grapny not subject to tne 100 Year Fiood, severe soil limitations for
oweliings and/or poor drainage conditions. 5

i czzze residentizl development in such a manner &s iC minimize expesure
zir anc noise soliution in zccordance with tne stangards set for:h
nsas [epariment of Health and Znviornment. "

Zncourage the reasveiopment of-incse ~esigentzizl neignpornoces axoerienc-
irz more tnan 30 Sercent plign: .not geryctureily Junc of ezenomizally
feasibie to remarr; with tnaz Jznc use most suitec Lo e jozzzicnal

Znzourage the construction of 2,305 dwelling uniss in the county 0
oe agportioned 23t

the center city, ’
34% within a 1/2 mile corridor along major arterials,
48% throughout the remainger of Wichita, and
13% in other cities within Sedgwick County
ith respective average net densities of 29, 19, 4, and
ng_units per acre. S aTE

Encourage the incorporation of common passive ooen space within 200
feet of all multi-femily residential units by ensuring a maximum lot
coverage of 40 percent for garden zpartments and 50 percent for high-
rise apartments.

CoMM: AL LAND USE
Goal:
Provide sufficient and convenient locations for well designed compatible

commegrcial development which will assure a complete range of goods and ser-
vices for the entire Sedgwick County area.




TR

pbiectives:

X 1. Encourage the provision and concentration of commercial development,
.nazher,tnan.strip development, ‘in those areas containing:
»

a 3/4 mile, 4,000 minimum population service radius for ﬂ'd'
neighbornood commercial activitys Ll IL

a 2 mile, 35,000 minimum population service redius fo

metropolitan commercial activity andemrair T g

2 4 mile, 150,0C0 minimum population servige radius for

regional comercial activity; — 7Fame rals Rl A Y
with respective gross square footage of 53, 25 and 20 square

feet per person.

Encourage the future Jocation of metropolitan
development within 1/4 mile access of major ar

sit.

A i ol tulondbts b o
e

and regional cormercial
teriels and public tran-

Encourage the aoplica jon of adaptive uses %0 vacated, structurally

cound commarcial buildings.

use of locaticn, design and landscapning
ey bornoods Trom 1ighis,
sner factors incompatibia

Encourage the effective
areas T screen and by

signs, traffic noise anc oollution, 2nc ©

or conflicting with acjacent land uses.

USTRIAL LAHD USE

Goal:
which will fulfill aconcmic deveicpment

Provide zmple Tand for industrial use
the environment and sur-

goals and which is compatible with all aspects of
rounding land uses.

Objectives:
Ensure pockets of concentrated future industrial development in
areas of Sedgwick County adjacent to existing sound industrial
development, within 1/4 mile access of major roads and/or adjacent
to rail lines and/or in proximity to air transporatation services.

redevelopment and industrial reuse of existing de-

Encourage the
than 20 percent of the

teriorated industrial areas where greater
structures are blighted (not structurally sound and/or economi-
cally feasible to repair) and the area is locationally suited for

this type of development ( as defined in Objective 1):

Encourage future industrial growth to consist of an additional
2,070 net acres of extensive and intensive manufacturing with a
density range of §-57 employees per net industrial acre.




STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

Goal:

Ensure safe vehicular access from all points within Sedgwick County to con-
centrated areas of activity, maximize the separation of pedestrian and both
motorized and non-motorized vehicular flow and minimize congestion through-
out the metropolitan urban area.

Object

1.

2.

Reduce congestion on 90 percent of the arterial system during peak
hours through the minimum design to level C operational standards.

Develop a functional street network composed of freeways, expressways
and other arterials which convey 75 percent of the total vehicular miles
traveled in the county.

Utilize programmed improvements of streets, highways and bridge networks
to guide future development in those areas defined as minimizing urban
sprawl (see Residential Objective 1}).

Provide a balanced transportation system through the interfacing of
streets and highways with other transportation modes such that a maximum
of 95 percent of the total trips are by automobile and 2 minimum of 5
percent by public/private transit.

Improve the aesthetic considerations of streets and highways to minimize
visual conflict with surrounding land uses in accordance with the poli-
cies set forth by the Federal Highway Administration and to ensure that
air and noise levels are maintained at the standards set forth by the
Kansas Department of Health and Environment. g
Maximize safety consideration through the design of transportation faci-
lities at the intersections of major arterials which will reduce the
average annual number of accidents per million vehicles to two (2).

Maximize: pedestriam safety through.the-separation. of pedestrian and
vehiciiar-flow-at-street-crussings having an- average-daily-vehicular
traffic~count-greater=than-305000.

: Encourage the use of bicycles as both a mode of transportation and a

3

form of recreation by developing separate bikeway facilities aimed at
1inking employment and recreation centers and by designing streets and
. highways to safely accommodate bicycle traffic.




HOUSING

Encourage the development and conservation of housing which meets the needs
of all segments of ti.c Wichita-Sedgwick County population and which incorpo-
rates adequate living space, environmental amenities and maximum quality and
variety in housing types.

Objectives:

1. Emphasize public-private sector coordination as the necessary vehicle to
improve the delivery of adequate housing (for both the rehabilitation of
existing structures and new construction) to all segments of the popula-
tion.

Stress coordination of government housing activities at the federal,
state, and local levels in order to maximize efficiency and effective-
ness of government prcgram while emphasizing coordination among 211 city
and county agencies responsible for housing or housing-relatec activities.

fssUre that all residents of Wic ‘Z:a—SEdgwi.ck County have access to ade-
guate housing which meets the standards set forth by uniform codes within
Sedgwick County.

Provide 2 more socially and aestheticelly pleesing environment for occu-
pants of future publicly subsidized housing through the selection of sites
tnat are within:

2. 1/4 mile of local shopping,

b. 1/3 mile of a neighborhood and/or community park,
¢. 1/4 mile of public transit,

d. 1/2 mile of a major employment center, and

e. 1 mile of all schools.

Concentrate on the needs of the low and moderate income grqups which are
less able to secure adeguate housing in the private market whiie ensur-
ing variety in housing type and lccation for minority and low income
households throughout Sedgwick County in order to prevent housing dis-
crimination.

Promote favorable conditions for both new construction and rehabilitation
through the provision of aiform, but flexible codes, ordinances, and
regulations throughout Sedgwick County.

Ensure safe, healthful, and blight-free residences and neighborhoods by
maintaining a public/private investment strategy which encourages the
mzintenance and rehabilitation, of both owner and renter occupied housing
stock, in those neighborhoods where a minimum of 70 percent of the total
dwelling units are structurally sound and economically feasible to repair,
at a rate of 556 units per year over the next 25 years.

Encourage the construction of 69,305 dwelling units in Sedgwick County




(60,500 in Wichita) of which the housing types should be distributed in
the following manner to meet the market demands of future residents over
the next 25 years.

g. 51-55% - Single family
b. 2-6 % - Two-Four family
€. 31-35% - Multi-family
d. 8-12% - Mobile homes.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Goal:

Achieve a balanced and stable economic base in which all segments of the Sedg-
wick County economy can grow, and thus offer optimum opportunity for all resi-
dents to share in the resultant benefits produced.

Objectives:

1. Encourage economic growth in Wichita-Sedgwick County by seeking desir-
able economic enternrises with emphasis on:

a. Those with strong employment anc income multipliers,

b. Those which can relieve the tight market for the margi-
nally skilled, 1

¢. Those most compatible with the environment, and

d. Energy efficient industry or commerce. ]

Eliminate all job discrimination by both private and public employers
on the basis of race, color, creed, sex and/or age.

Encourage and act to achieve and maintain an economy where the unemploy-
ment level remains below 5 percent.

Develop those programs aimed at aiding individuals in earning a minimum
income as defined by the Bureau of Labor Sta:istics as well a< to
assure manpower for the professions, commerce and industry sufficient to
meet their respective production needs.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
0al:

Encourage the development and preservation of those structures, sites, and
areas which are deemed to be architecturally and/or historically significant.

Objectives:

l: Provide protection for sites, structures and areas of historical and
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neighborhood park.
2. Encourage the provision of two acres of neighborhood park for

every 1000 persons.

sy iy
D et T

XKV. Schools (within the Wichita Study Area)
A. Source e
1. Data collected for the proposed School Facilities Plan USD 259
Wichita, W-SCMAPD, 1971.
2. USD 2259 Enrollment, pepartment of pupil Accounting, January,

3. USD #259 School Buildina Inventory and Related Information,
c;unl Plant Planning and Operation Services Di on, august,
1975.

L B Definition and Criteria
'}_) 1. Encourage future residential development within 3/4 mile of an
,.:) elementary school, and within one mile of a junior high school
Mx"i,) or high school with adequate cepacity to accomodate future de-
PR #~ velopment. .

XVI. Fire Facilities (within the Wichita Study hrea)

A. Source
1. Fire Depariment, City of Wichita.

2. Sedgwick County Fire District.

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Encourage future development within a four minute response

time of a fire station in Wichita.

XV11.Employment Centers (within the Wichita Study Area)

A. Source
1. Map of Major Employment Centers, y-SCMAPD, 1976.

B. Definition and Criteria %
1. Major employment center - employers of 100 or more employees.

2. Encourage future residential development within one mile of
major employment centers.

3. Encourage future commercia
employment centers.

1 development within % mile of major

XV111. Commercial

A. Source
1. Planning Desion Criteria, De Chiara, 1969. X
d Institute, 1968.

2. The Community Builders Handbook, Urban Lan
3. Real Estate Information System, 1973.

B. pefinition and Criteria
1. Local-Commercial - sale of convenience 90
seryices on a four acre minimum site, con
20 stores with the leading tenant a superm

ods and personal
taining a maximum O
arket or drug store.

130
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00d cz2nter, but aiso sale of shosping goods on a 1u acre
minimum site, containing a minimum of 15 stores with the
leading tenant a variety or small department store.
Regional Commarcial - some functions of the matropolitan
center but also sale of general merchandise, apparel and
furniture on a 40 acre minimum site containing a minimum
of 40 stores with the leading tenant one or more large,
major department stores.

Encourage future residential development within % mile
gf lgcal commercial centers (within the Wichita Study
rea). 3

Encourage future metropolitan commercial centers to locate
within a two mile service radius containing 35,000 people
and future regional commercial centers to locate within
a four mile radius containing IQO,GOO people.

. =~ a. Ho duplication of metropolitan or regional commercial /
! centers within the raspective radii. .
Lee &rticded .ﬁ/
XIX. Transit (within the Wichita Study Area) : Dl
A. Source :
1. Transit Develooment Plan, Barton, Aéchman Associates, Inc., 1975,

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Encourage future development within % mile of transit routes.

XX. Zoning

A. Source
1. Zoning Map, W-SCMAPD, as amended, 1975.

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Encourage future development to Tocate in areas with similiar
zoning classifications when suitable for more than one land use.

XXI. Land Use

A. Source

1. Real Estate Information System, 1973
2. Land Use Map, APD, 1973.

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Compatible land uses: -

RESIDENTIAL - 1 RIAL
Residential R T Tnaustrial
Parks/Open Space Services Wholesale/Commercial
_Public/Semi-Public Wholesaie Transportation
: Conmunications
Utilities

2. Encourage future development’ to locate in areas compatible with

surrounding land uses,
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Jack C. Harper, CLU
General Agent
Berkshire Life insurance Company MAYOR'S OFFICE

RECEIVED
SEP23 1985

Wichita,
. (318) 265-4263

September 23, 1985

Robert Knight
455 North Main
Wlichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Commissioner:

The matter pertinent to zoning changes for the Hartmann Farms Property
at 13th and Rock Road is once again due for your consideration.

As you know, the residents on three sides of this property have exerted
considerable effort to achieve long term beneficial development of this
property in keeping with surronding neighborhoods and prior conmitments

from the city with respect to this property.

You are aware too, that the requested zoning chanmges have bounced back
and forth from CPU to MAPC to the Commission on several occasions.
Apparently this has happened primarily due to the developers penchant
for "revising” their plans frequently and immediately prior to a meeting
with any of the above mentioned parties. This has assumed a pattern
that seems to indicate some unuillingness on the part of the developer
to deal in good faith with all concerned parties, including the city.

I respectfully request that you zive thoughtful consideration to the

pattern exercised to this point by the developer and the concerns of
residents in the adjoining areas.

7&«—
Jadk C. Harper, CL

JCH:js

L i S




Dear Bob:

I had one late thought that I wanted to share with
you before you decide your vote on the request for re-
zoning on the foruer Hartmoor Farm at 13th and Rock
Road.

As you can see from the accompanying newspaper articles
northeast Wichita appears poised for further expansion
and development. This will generate more traffic on
Rock Road as well as on 2lst, 13th, Central, and Webb
Roads. From Oliver street eastward, the only way to
get from 13th to 21st is to use one of the section
line roads, namely Oliver, Woodlawn, Rock, Webb, etc.
The residential strests do not connect through between
13th and 21st. This is good for the neighborhoods,
but it adds traffic and ultimately congestion to the
section line roads in east Wichita.

Please say "NO" to the developer on his zoning change
request. He apparently feels that he has the City

Commission in his pocket as he has begun to advertise
property on which he can't yet deliver (see enclosed

photo of sign on Rock Road, south of 13th). I don't
want north Rock Road to become impassable as south
Rock Road has become.

Respectfully,

- R ok 3 A e M 1 e i bt




Douglas R. Jackson
1441 N. Rock Road #301
Wichita, Kansas 67206
September 21, 1985

el ;| MAYOR'S OFFICE ;
Mr. Sheldon Kamen ‘] RECEIVED

. City Commissioner ; SEP23 1985
The City of Wichita Y sty o selotine Rasivas
City Hall ~ k
455 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

‘Re: Hartmoor Farm Development (Fairfield Zoning Case 2-2701)

1

Dear Coamissioner Kawen:

I very much appreciate your ressponse to my most recent
letter to you and the rest of the City Commissioners
regarding what most of us residents neighboring the
Hartmoor Farm regard as a u.ost. important-. issue. I hope
that you fully understand that both our home environments
and our property investments are at stake here.

It your meeting on the 24th would have occured during any
other week, I would most assuredly attend. Unfortunately,
the National Business Aircraft Association Convention is
held then, and we at Ryan Aviation have planned for the .
last year to be there.

. My input and thoughts have been well articulated in both

content and emotion in my past correspondence. Please note
this with your fellow City Commissioners at the meeting.




HARTMOOR NEIGHBORS' GROUP UPDATE

FROM: Wayne Brinegar (Raintree), 682-7155 Pat Cook (West), 684-6060
Tom Borniger (South), 685-2433 Mike Burlingame (Heritage), 689-8791
Steve Lewallen (West), 682-8331

On July 23, 1985, the City Commissioners returned the Fairfield Development Plan
{Zoning Case 2-2701 and the Fairfield CUP) to the MAPC because of neighborhood opposition
with e stipulation that the developer and neighborhood be given a chance to work toward
a mutually acceptable plan.

: Rather than negotiate, on July 31st the developer filed two amended community
unit plans (CUP's). This created a commercial CUP and a multifamily CUP. Parcel 7, the
single family residential along the west and part of the south boundaries was excluded.
This meant our tﬁmviuuez protest petitions were nullified and the protest area which can
legally affect the City Commission vote was limited, ALl significant recommendations pre-
sented by neighborhood representatives were rejected.

5 At its August 22, 1985 rehearing, the MAPC approved the two revised cuP's.
Conditional to this approval was the inclusion of Parcel 7 in a third CUP. This was not
as the result of a concession to our requests, but a mandatory inclusion because dramage
for the commercial and rwultifamily CUP's is tied to Parcel 7's proposed development. n
addition, a previously adopted zoning policy which had discouraged addition large scale
commercial or high density residential development on South Rock Road was amende by the

to not apply North of Douglas.

i The plan scheduled to ?o before the City Commission on Setembar 24, 1985,
remains unchanged as regards density and commercial areas and our objections sti gp V.
Essentially, the developer's proposal is for 26.4 acres of light commercial and business
(office) zoning surrounded by apartments {20.7 acres at 26 units to the acre or 541 apart-
ments and 23 dcres of townhouse development for another 199 units). Add to this the 187
single family residential units that were p:ev.[ously proposed and you can See that in
addition to the shopping center and the offices, 927 residences" are being proposed.
average density of our surrounding neighborhoods is approximately 3 units to the acre.
The highest density in the immediate area is the Heritage Townhomes at 8.9 units to the
acre. ~The developer's current multifamily CUP has an overall density of 16.9. The only

guard against decreased Property valuation, adverse traffic effects, unnecessari

commercialization and the negative effect on the character of our neighborhood which will

ur if all of the developer's high density proposals are approved is to oppose the
zoning change and the accompanying CUP's.

Ideally, we all wish the property would be developed within the existinguzoning

idelines, i.e, 6 acres of light commercial at the corner of 13th and Rock Road (500 feet

600 feet) and the remainder residential under the existing AA zoning. The expanded
light commercial area and office area when combined with the apartment area is, in our
opinion, far beyond what can or should be placed in our neighborhood if adverse effects in
the area are to be avoided. Everyone is aware that the developer paid a significant sum
to purchase this  property. It should be pointed out that he purchased the roperty
knowing the existing zoning and that a large part of the value of this particular pro-
perty, in our opinion, lies in what is around it, namely us. Individually, we all ba\ge
significant investments in our property and taken together our collective investments in
our homes far outweighs the deve oper's current investment.

There are benefits to be gained in having the Droperty developed under a single
CUP; however, CUP's can be and are changed. Although neighborhcods are notified, there’is
no legal protest against an amendment to a CUP. The existence of a CUP does not insure
the success of a development. The Sundance-Chelsea area (21st and Rock Road) was deve~
loped under a QUP, The single family area has experienced great difficulty. Professional
realtors have verified that the mix of expensive homes behind adjacent higg densu:g apart-
ments has decreased the value of the houses and house lots to> the point where they are
practically unsaleable.

ok
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Almost 1,000 protes. signatures have been received and filed as a result of our
almost unanimous neighborhood opposition to these high density development plans. But we
can't stop now - that is not enough. We need all of you to get involved.

AGAIN, WE ASK YOU TO:

WRITE - THE CITY COMMISSIONERS
455 North Main
Wichita, XS 67202

CALL - Robt. Brown (B; 268-4331
Ton: SB 262-5491 (H) 682-4840
Robt. Knight (B) 262-4411
Sheldon Kamen (B) 262-1475 (H) 685-2487
Gary Bell ) 942-9353

City Commission Meeting - City Hall (Main at Central)
September 24 (Anticipate a parking problem-carpool if
possible.
THE DEVELOPER IS COUNTING ON THE NEIGHBORHOODS TIRING IN THEIR OPPOSITION AND NOT
EXPRESSING THEIR OPPOSITION. IT IS CRITICAL THAT EVERYONE WRITE, CALL AND ATTEND AS SET
RTH ABOVE. -IF YOU DEPEND ON SOMEONE ELSE T0 DO IT, THERE WON'T BE A SUFFTCIENT NUMBER
TO GET IT DONE AND WE WILL ONLY HAVE OURSELVES TO BLAME.
In making your objections, whether in writing or verbally, and whe;_ictendlng the
City Commission meeting on September 24, 1985, you should be aware that the following
items are to be considered by the Commissioners in approving or disproving a zone change:
a) The character of the neighborhood;
b) the zoning and uses of properties nearby;

c) the suitability of the subject property for the uses to which it has been
restricted;

d) the extent to which removal of the restrictions will detrimentally affect
nearby property;

e) the length of time the subject property has remained vacant as zoned;

f) the relative gain to the public health, safety and welfare by the destruction
of the value of plaintiff's property as compared to the hardship imposed upon
the individual landowner;

g) the conformance of the requested change to the adopted or recognized master
plan being utilized by the city;

h) impact of the proposed development on community facilities;
i) previously adopted zoning policies of the M.A.P.C. and Governing Body;
j) opposition or support of neighborhood residents; and
k) a consideration of the recommendations of professional staff,
YOUR HELP NOW. WRITE OR CALL THE COMMISSIONERS AND ATTEND THE

WE NEED
SEPTEMBER 24, 1985, CITY COMMISSION MEETING. MAKE YOUR OPPOSITION KNOWN NOW. AFTER THE
24TH OF SEPTEMBER, IT MAY BE TOO IATE!




OCT 02 1845

b e

a

September 19, 1985

Commissioner Tony Casado
City Hall

455 North Main

Wichita, KS 67202

Dear Commissioner Casado:

The Community Unit Plan for Fairfield development is due to come before
you next week. There appear to be several widely divergent opinions in
the neighborhood regarding this proposal and it seems certain they are
?oing to remain that way. We support the proposed plan with the
nclusion of parcel seven as shown in the Fairfield Development Plan and
urge you to vote its approval.

Yery, truly yours,

U V2

Robert B. Peugh .

e onghe

Jéine Peugh

Residents of
1058 Gretchen Lane
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1hl1 North Rock Road, #2302
Wichita, Kansas 67206
September 19, 1985

MAYOR'S OFFI~™
RECE..

Mr. Tony Casado : SEP20 1385
L55 North Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202 Uuumhs!un/ng,auu

Dear Tony:

Once again I am writing to protest the zoning change proposed
for the area of 13th and Rock Road, the Fairfield Development Plan.

If such need for this plan could be shown, perhaps it would be
acceptables But in no way whatscever can there be a logical reason
for such a development, either for commercial reasons, or for
housing. The density proposed is far beyond that of the surrounding
areas, and will certainly lower the value of that adjacent area.

Wichita now has more housing than can possibly be occupied in the
near future, and the city is glutted with small shopping areas.
The whole adjacent area to this Fairfield Plan will be downgraded
by such additions as proposed, adding another pocket of depressed
neighborhood.

When outside developers come into the city with propesals which
are for their good only, it is time to curtail their activities.
let us look to what will be good for our neighborhoods and our
city as a whole,rather than what might mean a quick gain for the
developer.

1 sincerely ask that you look to this matter with utmost care.
Yours v ry truly,

Grace B, Siefkes

/{‘“Ja;# '
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Jon M. Callen
7700 E. 13th - #23
Wichita, Kansas 67206

September 19, 1985

Mr. Tony Casado

City Commissioner
455 North Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Casado:

I live at 7700 east 13th in Raintree Village and I am writing to you again to voice
my opposition to the proposed zoning change on the former Hartmoor Farm and ask that
you vote against the change. 3 '

The Hartmoor Farm is currently zoned 'AA' - One Family Dwellings except for a 600' x
600' tract zoned LC-Light Commercial on the southwest corner of 13th and Rock Road.

Those zoning classifications have been in effect for several years. Many of us new

‘ to the neighborhood (1.1 years in my case) considered that before making our invest-
ments in our homes. Now those zoning classifications are under threat of gross re-

definition.

I've heard it argued that. for what the developer paid for the farm, tley should be
given every opportunity to make a nice piofit for the risk they took. As a business-—
man employed by an independent oil company, I certainly understand risk. However,

it should be recognized that each homeowner surrounding the property also took a
risk. While each home cannot compsre with the investment made by Kansas General
Properties, collectively they are a much larger investment than KGP's. Therefore,

I ask that you carefully weigh the arguments by both sides equally in your consid-
eration.

My irritation with the proposed development plan for the Hartmoor Farm is that they
intend to throw a menagerie of developments in that quarter-section which is out of
character with their surrounding neighborhood. (See enclosed photographs) Kansas
General Properties have proposed single-family residences on large lots along the
south and west so that he can borrow density and stack it on the north and the east.
Raintree Village and the Heritage are north of this proposed development. We home-
owners on the north are being asked to cheerily accept high density apartments and
a large shopping center as a neighbor.

The only point of access to Raintree Village is on 13th Street opposite the west
line of the proposed shopping center. The newly recontructed 13th street will have
to be widened to accomodate the traffic generated by the shopping center. That
adds one more lane of traffic to fight when attempting to make left turns out of
our neighborhood. With our portion of east Wichita continuing to grow, it will

be difficult enough to get in and out of our neighborhood without cluttering our
corner of 13th and Rock Road with high intensity traffic generators.

o
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Following an extensive study of development plans along Rock Road, Robert Young,
Principal Planner, made a report to Mr. Lakin in 1974 concerning the effects of
such development along Rock Road. In the summary of their lengthy and well
studied report, Mr. Young states: i

"Those areas presently unplatted along Rock Road, namely the quarter
section on the west side south of 13th street..., should develop at
as low an intensity as possible."

The report led to the adoption of the City of Wichita Public Policy No. 19

which stated that high intensity development along Rock Road should be discouraged.
The developer ignored this policy in drawing up his plans, and the MAPC ignored the
policy in giving their approval to the developer's plans. I ask that you carefully
consider this policy before voting on the proposed zoning change.

: The MAPC passed a motion to recommend that Public Policy No. 19 be abolished because

i e it was being ignored. Further, the staff supported the recommendation. However,
L e _ much thought and care went into the 1974 report. No update of this report has been

: : formally done to review the effects of traffic on Rock Read because of development
plans now being considered. The Tallgrass Development's success is only going to
add pressure to the development of northeast Wichita. The NE circumferential and
a new Turnpike interchange on 21st street don't help either. Rock Road will carry
large volumes of traffic with accompanying flow through traffic being squeezed
onto 13th and 21st streets. A =

If you are still reading with me at this point, I wish to make one additional point.
‘The developer has been busy portraying us unreasonable hot heads, claiming they have
gone out of their way to make concessions with the neighbors to mske us happy. While
it is true that the developer has made many revisions in his plans, (often changing
them at public hearings to throw us off guard), the real issue is not landscaping,
or number of streets entering 13th street, or walls around the development, The
issue to be argued is whether or not the proposed new development is compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood. The neighborhoods don't believe the development is
compatible and want their democratic privilege of opposing the developer to be
recognized for what it is. We are not a bunch of "nose-in-the-air" naysayers fight-
ing progress for the sake of fighting, That is not our-intent.

- B I ask that you respect the character of the neighborhood and protect my investment
b in my property by voting against the proposed zo' ., changes on the Hartmoor Fovm.

IMC/sy
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RECEIVED

SEP 181985 %
®All City Commissioners Recelved® 7700 E. 13th, No. 37
7o & Wichita, Kansas 67206
September 16, 1985

Mr. Tony Casado EWE@

City Commissioner | g
455 North Main - 1 105
Wichita, Kansas 67202

! DIVISION
Dear Commissioner Casado:

I am writing to express my protestation of the Pairfield
Development Plan, Zoning Case Z-2701. In my opinion, the plan
scheduled to go before you on September 24th remains unchanged
from the original application as to density and commercial areas.

In my opinion, the plan should be rejected for the
following reasons:

(a) The proposal drastically changes the character
2 of the neighborhood which is residential in
nature with limited multi-family residences.

(b) The nearby property will be adversely affected
by the high density residential housing and
commercial property combination.

(c) The requested change appears to put the property
in conflict with the City's current master plan.

For these and other reasons, I urge you to reject the
proposal and require the property to be developed within the
existing zoning guidelines,

Very truly yours,

Wil R W=

William R. Whitmer
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MAYOR'S OFFICE

Tony Casado, City m@iaioncr RECEIVED

City Hall

455 North Main SR SEP16 1985
Wichita, KS 67202 sk Commissioners Recelvad®

Dear Mr. Casado,

We would like to express our views on the proposed rezoning of the
Hartmoor Farm property on the southwest corner of 13th and Rock Road.
Firsi, at the July 23rd City Commission meeting, it was recommended that
Kansas General Properties meet with the residents of the area to work out
the objections raised to the proposed development. A meeting was
scheduled. However, the meeting was after the developer had filed a
revised plan. This is an indication of the integrity of the developer.

Second, since mid-August, the deveioper has displayed a sign on the
property stating that the proposed "BB" site was zoned as office space.
Again, this is 2 display of the integrity of the developer.

Third, there is a large amount of commerciai and office development already
existing or under construction in the northeast area of Wichita. No need for
additional commercial or office development has been demonstrated. To
quote an area resident "The east side of Wichita has become a concrete
jungle. with pockets of beautiful homes,".

Fourth, the density of the proposed apartment and townhouse sites is totally
out of line with the density of the area. A beautiful park has been under
development on 13th Street in front of Coleman Junior High School. The
increased traffic flow will both lessen the use of this city facility, and make
access to it more dangerous. This area of the city is one of the last
non-commercialized, non-overly dense areas. The quality of life in Wichita
should be preserved.

Finally, the City Commission in office on August 2!, 1978, recommended that
“the city hold the line on additional large-scale commercial, office and
high-density residential zoning on Rock Road between 37th North and 31st
South, and encourage very low-density development on the remaining
large unplatted residentially zoned properties”. Looking at the
development along Rock Road within this area, we feel that this
recommendation is more valid now than ever. We urge you to vole against
the proposed Fairfield rezoning request on September 24th.

Sincerely,

P s
Ronald ). and Cathy Jo Menousek
7700 E. 13th, #112 Raintree
Wichita, Ks 67206  686-7796

o S s i g

e




S, O A P

MAYOR'S OFFICE
RECEIVED

SEP19 1985 /202 GpeETinew Lw.

Wrewra Ks GT206
18 Seprsvisen. 1185

Denn Comuissioan €As4do,

WE tnrre toveanwids A 2owmwe MATER

bmrer e Come  ferons You weyr Wesa/w/ QY Sepr

o HoMe s on THE woIr EdsE OF THE
Proposed A Frees DEYEopmay A /3 gns Pecr by
WE ONGE DA You APPROVE e Twne Prsposes
lopmounly VAT  praus Fn Kerr Commenesrac,
bustnss, #xa  MULTIPLE  FamiY Hhusioc , o) Sokbiron)
mar e deoraopor  Svemir A4 32 v ot
Swees  Famicy Low bewstly Hyusiot (#ohox .3 tomes
Pen #ene) om THE REMAWWE PAILEL F Ay,
THESE fomMes L BE ctun EcosE ﬂas.amms.

ALTHOVGH WE HavE Lesinvafions ABour MHE
ADdITI000AC COMMENLIAL LEVECPmENS | THE  Dows:
OF e Prefoser MULTIFLE  Famucy Abu:ma Ars
THE (WCRENSED TRAEFIE /v pug Aney | WE do
Fer Thar THE Jevaopen  das 4 @uﬂr.ﬂy Pean,
Ans  Skouts Aor Be  Ramiar  daaves By

VNRERSONABLE  PRoTEST FROM  THE N E76HEoLHOOD.

youﬂj 77 Mby’

OTEPHAD Ars Aun SiRscit

N R ONEEN S




P
Wi
f 1500 AIRPORT ROAD. MID-CONTINENT AIRPORT ® WICHITA. KANSAS 67209

(318) 842-3288 SITA ICT RSAN TELEX.417 499 RYAN AVIA WIC

DOUGLAS R. JACKSON

Exscutrvs Vice Prasscient e

‘#nd Chist Opdrating Officer MA\'UR‘S CFFi
RECEIVED
SEP!9 1985

A ity Cemuissizng

B & L=

e

September 18, 1985

Mr. Tony Casado

City Commissioner

‘The City of Wichita
City Hall

455 Horth Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Hartmoor Parm Development (Fairfield Zoning Case 2-2701)
Dear Commissioner Casado:

1 am most distressed to hear that the M.A.P.C. has sent two revised
Community Unit Plans of the Hartmoor Farm Development for your review.
All significant neighboorhood representatives recommendations were
pushed aside. The plan now includes the totally inane number of

927 residences in this area, in addition to 26.4 acres of light
commercial and business zoning.

This is my third letter to you strongly urging you to oppose these
zoning changes and the accompanying CUP's.

Our whole neighborhood is strongly united against the addition
of a large area where 16.% residences per acre is proposed, versus
our currently existing 3 units per acre. 2

Most all of us purchased our properties based upon the high quality
of the area, and that the existing master plan being utilized by
the city calls for only six acres of light commercial, along with
the balance on AA zoning.

Mot only are all of our property values going to plummet

(take a look at what happened in the Sundance-Chelsea area of
21st and Rock Road), we're going to have to live with the
substantial increase in traffic, crime, and population demsity.

The worst part is that none of you seem to listen to us, the

existing owners, as to the effects on us. We're already here,
and we'll have to somehow live with the effects.

1 knew in my personal case, and from what I hear from all of

Eﬂ »y neighbors, you'll have cne collective bunch of angry
i i Northeast residents if this atrocity is allowed to continue

any further.

SEP 231985
METROPOLITAN PLANNING

Wichita, Kansas 67206
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GT SALES & MANUFACTURING INC.

2202 S. WEST ST. ® WICHITA, KANSAS 67213 ® 316-943-2171

September 17, 1985

Tony Casado
City Commissioner
455 No. Main
Wichita, KS 67202

Dear Tony:

I am writing to you for a second time in a relatively short
eriod of time concerning the zoning controversy. for Hartmoor
gam i.e, zoning case Z-2701, I remain totally opposed to the
rezoning and I am now also guestioning the manuvers and proce-

dures being used to re-introduce the proposals!

There are a host of Teasons to deny the current requests for
re-zoning. My earlier letter outlined some of them and I am
certain that you have been exposed tc many, many other reasons
to deny -re-zoning. Some mention has been made about the $6,000,000

that the developer has at risk - that is a tidy sum in total, but

it does not even begin to approach the valve of su nding pro-
perty owners whom I insist should be your princic al concernl

Further, I am very puzzeled and quite frankly annoyed that this
question is before you again, so soon,with nc meaningful changes?
It was my understanding that the original reguest was sent back
with the stioulation that the '"neighborhood" and the developer
work toward a mutually accentable plan. That has definitely not
occurred, the developer is playing games with various avenues
open to him, and you and your fellow commissioners should refuse
to consider future requests unless a healthy amount of "good
faith" is shown by the developer.

Sincerely,

ik,

N.M, Onofrio,Jr,
President

wore  NECEIVE])
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September 17, 1985 @ MAYOR'S OFFICE
RECEIVED i

Mr. Tony Casado sep
City Commissioner i 191985 i
455 North Main

Wichita, Ks. 67202

Dear Commissioner Casado:

I am writing in regard to the Hartmoor Farm rezoning case and the
accompanying Falrfleld CUP. As you know, the City Commission returned
the plan to the MAPC because of neighborhood opposition with the
stipulation that the developer and neighborhood be given a chanc~ to
work toward a mutually acceptable plan. Instead of negotiating, the
developer filed two amended CUP's which failed to address the major
objections of the neighborhood.

The major objections include: (1) the expanded light commerclal and
office areas are beyond what can or should be placed in the overall
nelghborhood; (2) the building of app. 541 apartments; and finally,

(4) the overall density of 16.9 units per acre as compared to the
neighborhood's overall density of 3 unlts per acre.

From a personal standpoint I wonder if the MAPC or City Commission
has undertaken an economic cost/benefit study to determine the effect of
the proposed construction. What will increased commercial competition
do the already overcommercialized areas surrounding us in every
direction? To what degree will crime increase in my neighborhood as a
result of the 541 apartments? What will happen to the value of my
property as well as other property owners in the neighborhood? These
are just several of the questions that come to mind. Can they be
answered with some degree of accuracy at this peoint in time?

From first hand experience I know the problems that exist with
apartment complexes. Robberlies are extremely high in apartment areas
and tend to spread to the surrounding homes. This not only increases
the chance for loss as a nearby homeowner, but decreases my property
value as well.

A final point concerns the increased traffic flow that this plan
will create. As you well know, the traffic in and around 13th and Rock
Road is heavy. With the proposed density of 16.9 units per acre it can
only increase to an unbearable level. How will this affect my childern
as well as other childern in the neighborhood as they walk to school,
play, etc.? How will it affect our lives as we drive to and from our
daily activities?

I purchased a home in this neighborhood because it was qulite, away
from high density areas, low in traffic congestion, and near good
schools. If this plan comes to pass this situation will no longer be
the case.

For these reasons I urge you to vote no to the proposed Fairfield
Development Plan. Please let us see the development of the Hartmoor
Farm acreage proceed under the existing zoning guidelines. You need

.only look at the Sundance-Chelsea area (2lst & Rock Road) to see what a
yes vote would result in.

sincerely, RE@EH’ME@

Thomas J. Funk SEP 231985

3 ] METROPQL"'
Thomas J. Funk : ROUTE D.*AN PLANNING
6907 Timberon Ln. [—] e S
Wichita, KS 67206 —— i
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SEP18 1985

Mr, Tony Casado, City Commissioner
455 North Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Case 2-2701
Fairfield CUP

Dear Tony:

On September 24, 1985 the City Commission is to consider the Fairfield
Development Plan and I would like to see the Commission deny this case.

I 1ive at 588 Broadmoor Ct., just south of the referenced area, and
believe that the plan, as proposed, will have a negative effect on our
neighborhood. It is my feeling that their plan proposes too high density
for the area in attempting to develop 541 apartments, 199 units in fown-

. house development and 927 "residences". Add to this another shopping
center in the area, which would then constitute some sort of shopping
center on every intersection on Central, Thirteenth and 2lst Street on
both Woodlawn and Rosk Road.

. The present owners purchased the property knowing the existing zoning and
that a large part of the property value lies in what is around the property.

I would urge you to vote against their application.

Yours ve truly,
Jack L. Yinggr
588 Broadmoqr Ct.

Wichita, Kansas 67206

SEP 19 1985
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September 18, 1985 SEP 18 1985

oos OOR____
DAgenda ____ JE____
0O File

City Commissioners

cfo City Clerk

City of Wichita

Wichita, Kansas

Gentlemen:
SUBJECT: 2-2701, DP=144; Z-2711, DP-146

Policy Statement #10 indicates that "the conformance of the requested (zone)
change to the adopted eFirecognized master plan being utilized by the City"
is to be considered when approving or denying applications for zone changes,

Guidelines outlinabelow contained in the City of Wichita's Comprehensive
Plan for Land Use wounld appear to conflict with the subject CUP's and associated
zone change requests, Pages indicated pertain to the LAND USE TECHNICAL REPORT,
YEAR 2000, i

General Development Guide

Residential & Commercial, p. 31

Part I: Goald and Objectives

Residential, p. 9, Objectives 1, 4 & 5
Commercial, p. 10, Objectives 1 & 4
Streets & Highways, p, 15, Objectives 7 & 8
Housing, p. 26-27, Objective 8

Part II: Methodolopy
Schools, p. 130, Item XV,B

Commercial, p, 130-131, Item B (NOTE SPECIFICALLY 5a)

Kansas Statute 12-704 reads that an annual review is to be made to determine
if any portion of the Comprehensive Plan has become obsolete. It is my under-
standing that there has been no updating of the above guidelines and that they
are therefore applicable.

Veryttvuly yours,

(Mrs.) Patricia Cook
1050 Gretchen
Wichita, KS 67206

Ipc
Attachments: Above-referenced pages
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origin-destination zones (prepared in December, 1977) can also be used to
determirc the timing of future development. 0

The Land Use Technical Report - Part Il discusses the type, amount, and
location of future land uses in the Wichita urbanizing area. This section of
the Development Guide will concentrate on setting forth general policy
recommendations aimed at achieving the quantity and distribution of future
growth. It must be noted that the traditional implementation tools of a
1and use plan (zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, capital improve-
ment programs) currently exist. The recommendations contained herein should
be applied to the use of the existing implementation procedures.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Residential

1. Utilize the Genera velopment Scheme map and the residen-

tial locational criferia as a guide in making decisions on
future residentiai development proposals.

1t is recommended that a mopitoring.procedure for assessing
the location and amount of new low, medium, and high density
residential development be instituted to measure the annual
progress being made toward the fulfillment of the criteria
contained in Residential Land Use Objective 4. This should
be coordinated with the evaluation criteriz set forth in

the technical paper entitled "Monitoring and Evaluation
Program for the Wichita-Sedgwick County Land Use Plan".’

Commercial

ize the feneral Development Scheme map and the commer-
cial-locational criteria as a guide in making decisions on
the quantity and distribution of future commercial develop-
ment.

1t is recommended that future zoning changes that would re-
sult in strip commercial zoning in the existing urbanized
area be held to a minimum. Strip commercial zoning exists
on many of the major arterials now and serious considera-
tion should be given before further "strip zoning" those
streets, or segments of streets, where viable residential
neighborhoods exist. As in the past, policy guides should
be prepared and utilized for those arterials where additional
strip commercial pressure exists.

It’ is recommended that, in those areas designated for future
urbanization, commercial development be concentrated at the
intersection of major arterials (utilizing the Development
Scheme map as a guide) and no strip commercial development
be initiated.
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RESIDZHTIAL LAND USE

—_—

Ensure @ wide range of choices in residential 1living arrangements through
tne promotion and protection of lands of cuitable characteristics and en-
vironmental quality throughout the Wichita-Sedgwick County area.

Objectives: :

1. Minimize urban sprawl through tne encouragment of residential develop-
ment in tnose areas within 2/3 mile of a neighborhood or community
park, witnin an average one (1) mile radius of elementary schools,
witnin 1/4 mile of major arteriais and public transit, and on tooo-
grapny not subject to the 100 vear Flood, severe so0il limitations for
aweliings and/or poor drainage conditions. 2

1g-zte residentizl development in such a manner as 1iC minimize exposure
zir an¢ noise ooliuzion in sczordance with tne stengards set forzn
« +ne Kansas Deoariment of Hezlzh and Znviornmenti.

urage the reaesveiopment of tnese vagigentiz] neignbornocos ex
irz more than 3T osreent blign: .not structuré sounc or
feasibie to repeir) with tnat lanc use mos: suitec to tne
srizeria.

zncourage the construction of £5,305 dwelling units in the county 0
pe apportioned 2ti :

a9 e. 5% in the center city,
/9. b. 3% within a 1/2 mile corricor along mejor arterials,
c. 48% throughout the remainger of Wichita, and
7/ d.  13% in other cities within Sedawick County
ui‘h_r;gsggct'ive ayerage net densitil s of 29, 19, &, and 4
dwejling units per acre. & i

Encourage the incorporation of common passive cpen space within 200
feet of all multi-family residential units by ensuring a maximum 1ot
coverage of 40 percent for garden apartments and 50 percent for high-
rise apartments.

IAL LAND USE

provide sufficient and convenient locations for well designed compatible
commerzial development which will assure a complete range of goods and ser-

vices for the entire Sedgwick County area.




objectives:

R i s W R o

Encourage the provision and concentration of commercial development,

_rather than.strip development; in those areas containing: W}

a. @3¢ mile, 4,000 minimum population service radius for b

I neighborneod commercial activity; ¥

p. a2 mile, 35,000 minimum population service radius for

. metropolitan commercial activity and =i T ST

c. a4 mile, 150,000 minimum population ser jce radius for
g_e'iona commercial activitys ‘- TRurnis 2el

with respective gross square footage of 53, 25 and 20 square

feet per person.

.Encnurage the future location of metropolitan and regional commercial

development within 1/4 mile access of major arterials and public tran-

sit.

Encourage the aoplication of adaptive uses 0 vacated, structurally

sound commarcial buildings. -

Encourage the esfective use of location, design end landscaning

of commercizi areas ts screen and buffer ignborhoods from 1ighis,

signs, traffic noise and sollution, anc oiner factors incompatible

or conflicting with acjacent land uses.

INDUSTRIAL |

Anbbsinane =7 = ===

Goal:
use which will Fy1£i11 economic dayeicpment

provide ample jand for industrial
£ the environment and sur-

goals and which is compatible with all aspects ©
rounding land uses.

Objectives:

1. Ensure pockets of concentrated future industrial development in
areas of Sedgwick County adjacent to existing sound jndustrial
development, within 1/4 mile access of major roads and/or adjacent
to rail lines and/or in proximity to air transporatation services.

Encourage the redevelopment and industrial reuse of existing de-
teriorated industrial areas where greater than 20 percent of the
structures are blighted (not structurally sound and/or economi=
cally feasible to repair) and the are2 is locetionally suited for
this type of development ( as defined in Objective 1). j

Encourage future industrial growth to consist of an additional
2,070 net acres of extensive and intensive manufacturing with a
density range of -57 employees per net industrial acre.

10
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STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

2AReE s o —

Goal:

Ensure safe vehicular access from all points within Sedgwick County to con-
centrated areas of activity, maximize the separation of pedestrian and both
motorized and non-motorized vehicular flow and minimize congestion through-
out the metropolitan urban area.

Objectives:

—_—

" 1. Reduce congestion on 90 percent of the arterial system during peak
hours through the minimum design to level C operational standards.

Develop 2 functional street network composed of freeways, expressways
and other arterials which convey 75 percent of the total vericular miles
traveled in the county. :

Utilize programmed improvements of streets, highways and bridge networks
to guide future development in those areas defined as minimizing urban
sprawl (see Residential Objective 1).

Provide a balanced transportation system through the interfacing of
ctreets and highways with other transportation modes such that 2@ maximum
of o5 percent of the total trips are by automobile and 2 minimum of 5
perceni by public/private transit.

Improve the aesthetic considerations of streets and highways to minimize
visual conflict with surrounding land uses in accordance with the poli-
cies set forth by the Federal Highway Administration and to ensure that
air and noise levels are maintained at the standards set forth by the
Kansas Department of Health and Environment.

Maximize safety consideration through the design of transportation faci-
lities at the intersections of major arterials which will reduce the
average annual number of accidents per million vehicles to two (2}.

Maximize:, pedestriam;safety ‘through. the: separation. of. pedestrian and
vehicu*nHJow-at—street-crossings having an- average- daily-vehicular
tnfﬁc-wuntvgrententhamaozﬂﬂﬂ.

. "V

*ﬁf ﬁ.)( Encourage the use of bicycles as both a mode of transportation and a

3 ,r) form of recreation by developint separate bikeway facilities aimed at

s o 1linking employment and recreation centers and by designing streets and
/highways to safely accommodate bicyele traffic.

e e
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HOUSING

Encourage the development and conservation of housing which meets the needs
of all segments of the Wichita-Sedgwick County population and which incorpo-
rates adequate living space, environmental amenities and maximum quality and
variety in housing types.

Objectives:

1. Emphasize public-private sector coordination as the necessary vehicle to
improve the delivery of adequate housing (for both the rehabilitation of
existing structures and new construction) to all segments of the popula-
tion. d

tress coordination of government housing activities at the federal,
s+ate, and local levels in order to maximize efficiency and effective-
ness of government pregram while emphasizing ceordination among all city
and county agencies responsible for housing or housing-related activities.

rssure that all residents of Wic ita-Sedgwick County have access to ade-
quate housing which meets the standards set forth by uniform codes within
Sedgwick County. .

provide a more socially and aesthetically pleasing environment for oczu-
pants of futurc publicly subsidized housing through the selection of sites
tnat are within:

a. 174 mile of local shopping,

b. 1/3 mile of a neighborhood and/or community park,
c. 1/4 mile of public transit,

d. 1/2 mile of a major employment center, and

e. 1 mile of all schools.

Concentrate on the needs of the Tow and moderate income groups which are
less able to secure adequate housing in the private market whiie ensur-
ing varjety in housing type and lecation for minority and low income
households throughout Sedgwick County in order to prevent housing dis-
crimination.

Promote favorable conditions for both new construction and rehabilitation
through the provision of uniform, but flexible codes, ordinances, and
regulations throughout Sedgwick County.

Ensure safe, healthful, and blight-free residences and neighborhoods by
maintaining a public/private investment strategy which enccurages the
maintenance and rehabilitation, of both owner and renter occupied housing
stock, in those neighborhoods where & minimum of 70 percent of the total
dwelling units are structurally sound and economically feasible to repair,
at a rate of 556 units per year over the next 25 years.

)( 8. Encourage the construction of 69,305 dwelling units in Sedgwick County




(60,500 in Wichita) of which the housing types should be distributed in
the following manner to meet the market demands of future residents over
the next 25 years.

51-55% -~ Single family
2-6 % - Two-Four family
31-35% - Multi-family
8-12% - Mobile homes.

L i T o S g O g e

OMIC DEVELOPMENT
Goal:

Achieve a balanced and stable economic base in which all segments of the Sedg-
wick County economy can grow, and thus offer optimum opportunity for all resi-
dents to share in the resultant benefits produced.

Objecti ves:

1. Encourage economic growth in Wichita-Sedgwick County by seeking desir-
able economic enterprises with emohasis on:

a. Those with strong employment and income multipliers,

b. Those which can relieve the tight market for the margi-
nally skilled, 1 :

¢. Those most compatible with the environment, and

d. Energy efficient industry or commerce.

Eliminate all job discrimination by both private and public emp‘léyer's
on the ‘basis of race, color, creed, sex and/or age.

Encourage and act to achieve and maintain an economy where the unemploy- :
ment level remains below 5 percent.

Develop those programs aimed at aiding individuals in earning 2 minimum
income as defined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics as well as to
assure manpower for the professions, commerce and industry sufficient to
meet their respective production needs.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Goal:

Encourage the development and preservation of those structures, sites, and
areas which are deemed to be architecturally and/or historically significant.

Objectives:

1. Provide protection for sites, structures and areas of historical and

27
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neighborhood park. .
2. Encourage the provi
every 1000 persons.

sion of two acres of neighborhood park for

e il 7 st
T g

)(xv. Schools (within the Wichita Study Area)

A. Source )
7 1. Data collected for the proposad School Facilities Plan usp 259
Wichita, W-SCMAPD, 1971.
2. Ugl:?) 2759 Enrollment, pepartment of Pupil Accounting, January,
UsD #259 School Building Inventory and Related Information,
Services Division, August,

3. 42
School Plant Planning and Operation
1975.

ment within 3/4 mile of an
of a junior high school
ure de-

£ B Definition and Criteria

1. Encourage future Tes
and within one mile

,,u-’),-) elementary school,
@nrbs}.r"}-/) or high school with adequate capacity to accomodate fut
U velopment.
4

within the Wichita seudy Area)

jdential develop

xVI. Fire Facilities {

A. Source
1. Fire Department, City of Wichita. .

2. Sedgwick County Fire District.

g. Definition and Criteria
1. Encourage future development within a four minute response

time of a fire <tation in Wichita.

? - 5 XVII.Employment Centers (within the Wichita Study Area)

A. Source
1. Map of Major Employment

: Centers, W-SCMAPD, 1976.
S p. Definition and Criteria

: ; 3 1. Major employment center - employers of 100 or more employees.
; 2. Encourage future residential davelopment within one mile of

major employment centers.
3. Encourage future commercial development within % mile of major

employment centers.

XVIIL. Commercial

7o A. Source
1. Planning Desian Criteria, De Chiara, 1969.
2. The Communi Builders Handbook, Urban Land Institute, 1968.
3. Real Estate Information System, 1973.

L e z B. pefinition-and criteria
1. J.go_:aj—,n’.‘.qrrmercia'l - sal
i a four acre minimum site,

services on
20 stores with the leading tenant 3 supe

e of convenience goods and personal
containing a maximum of

rmarket or drug store.




iz € &l = preen FibE onel. teay

100 c2nter, but aiso sale of shopping geods on a 1. acre

“minimum site, containing a minimun of 15 stores with the
leading tenant a variety or small department store.
Regional Commercial - some functions of the metropolitan
center but also sale of general merchandise, apparel and
furniture on a 40 acre minimum site containing a minimum
of 40 stores with the leading tenant one or more large,
major department stores.
Encourage future residential development within % mile
Rf Tocal commercial centers (within the Wichita Study
rea). !
Encourage future metropolitan commercial centers to locate
within a two mile service radius containing 35,000 people
and future regional commercial centers to locate within
a four mile radius containing 130,000 people.

; ,----3» a. No duplication of metropolitan or regional commarcial /
- centers within the respective radii. .

Rewr articdef nuri/

Transit (within the Wichita Study Area)

A. Source
1. Transit Development Plan, Barton, Aichman Associates, Inc., 1973,

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Encourage future development within & mile of transit routes.

Zoning

A. Source
1. Zoning Map, W-SCMAPD, as amended, 1975.

B. Definition and Criteria
16 Encourage future development to locate in areas with similiar
zoning classifications when suitable for more than one lgnd use.

. Land Use

A. Source
1. Real Estate Information System, 1973
2. Land Use Map, W-SCHAPD, 1973.

B. Definition and Criteria
1. Compatible land uses: £

RESIDENTIAL X COMMERCIAL . INDUSTRIAL

Kesidential Retail

Parks/Open Space Services Wholesale/Commercial

Public/Semi-Public Wholesale ansportation
Communications
Utilities

+ 2, Encourage future development to locate in areas compatible with
surrounding 1

5
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DESIGN DIVISION
® INVESTMENT / COMMERCIAL REALE

MAYOR'S OFFICE
September 17, 1985 RECEIVED
SEP18 1985
Al eccs

Mr. Anthony Casado
455 N. Main, First Floor
Wichita, KS 67202

Re: Fairfield Development, 13th and Rock Road (Hartman Farm)

Dear Commissioner Casado:

Prior to the City cwiuaaioa meeting on September 24, we wanted to give you a final
status report regarding our development plan. The following is a summary of what has
been done. -

Annexation. You approved the annexation on a 50 vote in April. Im our request
for annexatiom, we stated that the intended use would be single family, townhouses,
apartments, office, and commercial. Immediately following the annexation, we filed a
CUP which included these uses. Incidentally, at the time of annexation, we voluntar—

ily agreed to pay our share of the cost of the 13th Street improvement, ever ~inough
this petition was filed prior to our purchase of the property.

Planning Commission. On June 27 and again on August 22, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission approved our plan. In both cases, the vote was unanimous.

Meetings with Neighbors. Because of concerns that were voiced at the CPO meeting,
Planning Commission, and the City Commission, we held meetings with different groups
in the neighborhood. We had these meetings on June 10 (two meetings), June 11,
June 12, July 30, August 2, August 6, and September 9. The first meetings were held

an advance preview of the plan before any public hearings were held and the other
meetings were held after the City Commission sent the plan back to the Planning
Commission on July 23.

Changes to the Original Plan. In the evolution of this plan, we have wmade approxi-
mately 20 changes which responded to concerns of the neighbors. In reaching this
point in ihe development process we have, in all honesty and candor, tried our very
best to cooperate with the ad joining neighbors and to respond to thelr concerns. As
the developer of the property, we feel that the overall development plan is critical
.to the success of the development. We have hired professional planners here in
Wichita who have worked with the City Staff to arrive at this plan in order to have
land parcels that are not offensive to the neighborhood and yet are attractive to
individual builders.

1650 Georgetown, Suite 250, Wichita, Kansas 67218, (316) 681-2171
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Several members of the CPO Council and the Planning Commission have stated that they
felt the developer had made far more concessions than most developers do with similar
plans, and some also stated that we have evolved an excellent plan which should
benefit the entire neighborhood. :

Neighbors. In recent weeks, we have seen a ground swell of support for our plan. We
have found that many of those in the neighborhood were not in agreement with the pro-—
testors’ comments or actions. When they found out what was happening, they circu=
lated petitions in favor of the plan, which will become evident at the City Commis-—
sion meeting.

Parking. A concern was expressed about adequate parking in the rental units.
Enclosed are excerpts from a Parking Generalization Report, prepared by the Institute
of Transportation Engineers. The study indicates that our proposed parking will
exceed the recommended number. Specifically, Parcels 1 and 4 in the residential CUP
will have 2.0 spaces per unit and Parcels 2 and 3 will have l.7.

Map of Commercial Areas. The area residents prepared a commercialization map on
August 5 which contained some glaring errors. Enclosed is a copy of that map and a
corrected map which shows the actual commercial zoning in that area.

We sincerely believe that the proposed development will be good for the neighborhood.
The values of their property will be increased by what we believe is a very well-
concelved and appropriate development plane Perhaps even more importantly, we feel
the City as a whole will be benefitted. This proposed development will provide new
and exciting retail shopping, lovely and appropriate residences (both owner and non—
owner occupied), many job opportunities, revenue for the City, and revenue for the
private businesses located here. This is a unique, special parcel of ground. It
needs to be developed thoughtfully and tastefully. We believe that we have given
this project the thought and professional attenti it deserves. Its implementation
will benefit, not detract from, the existing neighborhood and the City residents.

Both the professional planning staff and the Planning Commission agree, having unani-
mously favored and voted for the overall plans approval. For your information we
have filed a third CUP request relating to the single-family residences on Parcel 7.
We will ask for its approval if favorable action is taken on the residential and
commercial CUPs and requests for zoning.

We respectfully request your support for the approval of our plan on September 24.

Very truly yours,
KANSAS GENERAL PROPERTIES, INC.

E B lren,

‘William E. Morinm
Vice President/General Manager

WEM:car

cc Dick Ewy, Foulston-Siefkin
Dick Linn & Gary Wiley--Professional Engineering Consultants




Land Use/Building Type MF Residential - _Condominium_

Independertt Variable-Occupied Parking Spaces Per

I
Weekday
Parking Rates 0.20-1.67
Saturday
Parking Rates

Dwelling Unit

Sunday
Parking Rates

Reported Peak Parking
Time Period

Source Numbers
ITE Techmical Committee 5-BB-Parking Generation
Date: Jan. 1985

ITE Parking Generanon Report




SUMMARY OF PARKING GENERATION RATES

MF Residential - Low-md-nisg__gga,_r_:_ugé 220

Land Use/Building Type

iable-Occupied Parking Per Dwelliing Unit

Satufday
Parking Rates

Reported Peak Parking
Time Period

TE Technical Commitee 5-88-Parking Generation
Date: Jan. 1985

ITE Parking Generation Report
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T ‘ MAYOR'S OFFICE |
RECEIVE() |
SEP 06.1935 Wayne L. Brinegar SEP5 1985

7700 East 13th Street, #12
METROPOLITAN P&N’“NG Raintree Village

P

ROUTE [ H:Lr.hita.‘ Kansas 67206
a 2 September 4, 1985

R. C. Brown, Mayor
City of Wichita
City Hall

455 North Main
Wichita, KS 67202

RE: DP-144 (Amended), Z-2701 (Amended)
Fairfield Commercial C.U.P.
—and-
DP-146, Z-2711
Fairfield (Multi-Family) Residential C.U.P.

Dear Mayor Brown:

On September 17, 1985, you will again be hearing a request by Kansas
General Properties, Inc., for zoning changes for the property formerly known as
"Hartman Farm", an approximate 161 acre tract located adjacent to 13th Street

- and Rock Road. The present two applications are for a change from "AA" single
family to "LC" and "BB" and to "R-6" and cover less than one-half (1/2) of the
161 acres in the "Hartman" tract. %

On July 23, 1985, the City Commission heard an application by Kansas
General Properties, Inc., for a single C.U.P. (D.P.-144, Z-2701) covering the
entire 161 acres. This application was referred back to the M.A.P.C. for
consideration by a 5-0 vote of the Commissioners and with instructions to Kansas
General Properties, Inc., that they get together with the ad jacent property
owners and attempt to work out a compromise concerning the proposed project.
Immediately after Commission action was finalized on July 23, the developer
contacted some of those in attendance and proposed a meeting with neighborhood
representatives to be held seven days later on July 30th., None of “he owners of
Kansas General Properties, Inc., attended the July 30 meeting but were
reprecented by an attorney and project engineers, Little was accomplished at
this meeting and at its close the attorney informed the area resident represen—
tatives that the original C.U.P. had already been withdrawn and two (2) new
C.U.P.'s had been filed. This withdrawal of the previous C.U.P. and the filing
of new C.UP.'s had taker place within 3 days after the Commissioners had voted
to request negotiations by the parties and prior to the meeting with the neigh-
borhood representatives.

The filing of the two new C.U.P.'s showed, in my opinion, that the
developer never intended to negotiate in good faith with the neighborhood.
Also, by changing from a single C.U.P. to the two now on file and by excluding
from & C.UP. an approximate 88 acres of the "Hartman" tract proposed to be
platted for single family homes (Parcel #7 in the original C.U.P.), Kansas
General Properties, Inc., has probably eliminated the official public protest
petition gince they own the majority of the land offsetting the tracts proposed
for rezoning under the refiled C.U.P.'s.




Page Two
September 4, 1985

Other than for the exclusion of Parcel #7 and meking of a separate
"commercial" C.U.P. and a "residential® (multi-family) C.U.P., the proposed
development is basically identical to that which left the Commission on July
23rd.

Although there are some good points to the original C.U.P, proposed by
Kansas General Propertie:, Inc., there are still enough unresolved issues with
the neighborhood that the plan could be improved for the overall benefit of the
development, the area, and the city. I take exception to a comment by one of
the M.A.P.C. members at its August 22nd meeting that if the neighborhood didn't
accept the proposed C.U.P.'s (with its 541 apartment units and 199 townhouse
units plus associated facilities on 46.2 acres) then what we deserved was eleven
hundred (1,100) $35,000 tract houses.

I have been told that Kansas General Properties, Inc., is now pushing to
get the Fairfield Commercial C.U.P. (covering 26.4 acres) approved so that they
can proceed with closing on sale of this portion to a developer, It is also
reported that such a sale would about clear Kansas General Properties, Inc., of
their land cost in the entire 161 acres. They have stated that if they can get
the commercial C.U.P. approved then they wouldn't be as concerned and that if

,the multi-family residential C.U.P. is denied that they will just wait the
required time and reapply. I guess that it helps to have an out-of-town bank
whe will do 100Z firuncing on the assurance of zone changes.

- It would appear that Kansas General Properties, Inc., has concluded that
the zoning issue for the Fairfield Commercial C.U.P. has already been determined
as they have installed a sign advertising "Office Zoning" on the subject land
(see enclosed picture). This sign was put up over a week ago and is situated
along the west side of Rock Road about 800' south of 13th Street which location
would be on land presently-zoned single family residential.

Regardless of the outcome of this issue, I want to thank you for all of the
time you have had to spend on the matter and your thoughtful considerations that
will go into its final disposition. I know that the other 400-500 neighborhood
residents who signed the protest petition against the commercial and multi—
family residential C.U.P.'s also Join me in such appreciation, If I can be of
assistance or answer questions, then please let me know.

Sincerely, :
Wayne L. Brinegar

682-7155 (Residence)
266!}-4301 (Office)
!
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August 6, 1985

DO e T s s s g

Mr K. Chisholm
Thita-Sedgwick County MAPC Office

455 N, Main
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Fairfield Development
Zoning and CUP Request
13th and Rock Road

Dear Commissioner Chisholm,

Please find enclosed for your information and use two letters addressed

to Mr. Morin of Kansas Ggneral Properties. The first dated July 27
was sent as a list of e%ral recommendations by the meighborhood

residents group prior to jur first meeting with him on 7-30-85.
You have as we understand’received a copy of his reply to this letter
which was given to us at our subsequent meeting of August 2nd.

Also enclosed is our latest response to Mr. Morin, dated August 5,
regarding this situation.

Thankyou for your time . d consideration.

Sincerely, ! G
I 2

Stephen L. Lewallen

ECEIVE])
AUG 081935
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE B




July 27, 1985

William E. Morin

General Manager/Broker

Kansas General Properties, Inc.
1650 Georgetown, Suite 250
Wichita, Kansas 67218

Dear Neighbor:

Representatives of the majority of the areas bordering your property
participated in a two and a half hour meeting this morning. The purpose
of this meeting was to develope a recommendation which would allow us to
live in harmony with the future residents of your property.

We are happy to report that the group was able to agree on recommendations
which we feel are fair to both parties and if included in a new CUP, we
would support.

We hope to hand deliver this to your office no later than noon Monday to
allow you and your people a chance to discuss our recommended changes and
include them in a new CUP for Tuesday night's meeting.

In regard to the meeting Tuesday night, each of our areas has a spokesperson
(in two cases two) who will represent their areas in the meeting with you,
They and their areas are as follows:

AREA REPRESENTATIVE (S)

The Heritage Mel Witrogen

Lawrence Lane Pat Cook and Mary Ann Rix
Raintree Wayne Brine..r

South Side Tom Bornige:

West Side *Steve Lewallen, John Nodgaard

*While the meeting is open to all homeowners, Steve will act as
chairman and those listed above will be able to speak for their
respective areas,

We agree that the CUP concept is the way to go and have used your most
recent edition (enclosed with your letter of July 24) as the foundation
of our recommendation.

The changes needed are as follows:

1. With the exceptions of Parcels 3 and 4 the balance of the area be

developed for owner occupied residences only and that only parcels

2, 5 and 6 be multi-family h parcels 1 and 7 as single family.

That a plat such as the one attached be adopted. This would allow
existing homeowners to abutt properties zoned like theirs. (i.e.
Oneida through to Rock Road with single fami y on both sides.).

© i N .
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An 8 foot wall like the one surrounding the Wichita Country Club be
constructed around the entire street sides (13th and Rock Road) of
the Plat with the exception of Parcels 3 and 4, where the wall would
be 4 feet above street grade. (See attached Plat plan). As you have
indicated this will be a very prestigious residential area, we feel
that a wall such as the one constructed around the Country Club and
Tall Grass would enhance and increase the value of your property.

That in Parcel 3 no free standing buildings other than the one main
structure be allowed and that all lighting be designed to light only
this area. You stated that this would be the case in the meeting
with representatives of the Heritage and we feel that outlying
structures would only cheapen the area.

That two permanent signs in parcel 3 (one on 13th and one on Rock
Road) stating the name of the center only be allowed and that all
other signs in all parcels be of a permanent type and attached to
either buildings or walls.

This concludes our recommendations and we sincerely look forward to meeting
with you and your people Tuesday evening.

Prepared by,

Mike Burlingame
President, The Heritage Home-
owners Association

cc: All Interested Parties
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August 5, 1985

Mr, William E. Morin

General Manager/Broker

Kansas General Properties, Inc.
1650 Georgetown, Suite 250
Wichita, Kansas 67218

Dear Mr. Morin,

We have now concluded two meetings between your representatives and those

of the neighbors of your proposed Fairfield Development. In the hope that

we might find ways of resolving your need for profit with our need to
preserve the value and tranquility of our neighborhoods, we have offered
suggestions and have now received your response, in your letter of August 2nd
and our joint meeting of the same date. We have been greatly disappointed

in both.

You have rejected virtually all of our requests for preservation of the
integrity of the neighborhoed, while insisting that you have made some
nineteen voluntary "changes" in response to our requests. Those changes
were made largely at your instance or in response to a specific neighborhood
concern, and not out of a regard for the neighborhood as a whole, a
neighborhood whose concerns remain:

1) Opposition to a zoning change, (in the latest case R6), to
permit so-called garden apartments. The history of such
developments has been poor in the area; a record of poor
maintenance, eventual foreign ownership, multiple-occupancies
by non-family groups, site deterioration, and decreased security,

We ask for owner-occupied residences only in the development.
The record of deterioration of maintenance and livability which
has accompanied changes in ownership in other rental properties
in the area makes it imperative that the project maintain its
integrity in this regard.

We have asked for single-family dwellings in Parcel 6 on either
side of an extension of Oneida from east to west, allowing access
to the Fairfield property from that street and removal of the
higher-density Fairfield townhomes from abutting the valuable
single-family homes to the south. Additionally, without this

we fail to see the sellability of the purported pocket of
expensive single family homes west of Parcels 5 and 6 (original
CUP). This situation, left unaddressed would leave open the
possibility of requests for more multi-family later, a very

real likelihood if single family lots could not be sold due to

a single limited access through commercial and multi-family zones.

R gl b il i




August 5, 1985
Page 2

4) We once had an agreement from the developper that the commercial
parcel would have one structure only; and now you say you require
three, having assured us that there will be no supermarket, service
station, or drive-through restaurants. The latter assurance falls
on deaf ears when the former has already been withdrawn,

We reject the averaging-out of residential density over the entire
project, including single-family and commercial parcels, to bring
about a fictitious density figure. While this is acceptable under
the CUP concept, it nevertheless will create inordinate density

in the proposed garden apartment parcels and make for the problems
discussed in No. 1 above.

A new major concern has now presented itself as a result of the
developer's removal of the single family areas from the original
CUP plan. We now have mo guarantee whatsoever that this area

wil' be plat.cd as originally presented or any other considerations
for that matter iu order to protect the surrounding homeowners.

With regard to the mineteen "changes" which the developer says he has made,
the residents must point out that the only true concession to the neighbors
was No. 10, to exclude both supermarkets and service stations from the
commercial site. The reduction in square-fo.tage (No. 11) was not requested,
and probably was a business decision. Virtually all of the changes were
common-sense decisions for ease of access (Mos. and 9) or for moderation
of a nuisance (Nos. 5, 17, and 18) or were made to accommodate City
requirements (No. ?). Those changes made to reduce density are inadequate,
inasmuch as they do not address the problems of over-density in given areas
and of home ownership. Changes which involve cul-de-sacing and a screening
wall on the south do not satisfy the neighborhood concerns which prompted
them, and are only partial or band-aid measures. The developer's agreement
to prohibit restaurants with drive-in or drive-up window service on Parcel
3 (No. 19) is the only one to result from our first meeting, July 26; it is
appreciated, but it is also singular.

The developer's decision to withdraw the challenged CUP and to substitute
a plan which separates the commercial from the residential and takes the
single family areas completely out, thereby nullifying the legal protest
petitions, almost has to be viewed askance. But since he has done it, let
us discuss the proposed commercial development.

A number of us who are serving on the neighbors' committee have, from the
beginning, accepted as a business necessity for the owners, the commercial
development of the 13th and Rock Road corner. We know full well that those
who oppose the shopping area as unnecessary and a nuisance-maker in traffic
and uglification of the area ars correct, but we, as business persons
ourselves, decided to try to work with the developer to meliorate its harm

to the neighborhood, rather than oppose it, But it is, in truth, indefensible.

s
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. August 5, 1985 °
Page 3

The shopping center will increase already heavy traffic patterns in the area.
It will draw business away from existing centers, of which there is already
at least one on every cormer of every section in the continuous six=-square
mile area, between Rock Road and Oliver, and 2lst and Kellogg.

The attached map clearly reveals the over-commercialization of Wichita's
East Side. The fact that land is expensive in East Wichita hardly justifies
its rape by those who would recover inflated prices paid for its acquisition.
We ask you, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, and the Wichita City
Commission to think about that sad fact. The East Side of Wichita has

become a concrete jungle with pockets of beautiful homes,

It is too late to save the East Side -- the damage is done and one more
shopping center may not do that much additional harm; there are, after all,
no more section corners left for development. Of much greater importance,
is the density of population and traffic which the Fairfield project
threatens. The developer's traffic projections notwithstanding, common
sense dictates an intolerable amount of traffic resulting from the proposed
high-density housing and commercial development at 13 and Rock Road. A mere
look at present heavy traffic on Woodlawn between Kellogg and 21st, where

y one shopping center of size -- Brittany -- will demonstrate
that Rock Road, with Towne East, Morris Town, Mill Creek, the new Tallgrass
Center, and now Fairfield, will become wildly congested.

The developer's traffic study fails to look at Woodlawn's congestion, but
without a formal study one can see that the congestion must come from
something other than the one lnajor shopping center; and that the source of
congestion must be the dense housing population along the route, especially
to the north. How much worse must Rock Road become, then, with infinitely
greater commercial development, heavy housing already, and the projected
density of some 900 additional housing units, a 228,000 square=-foot shopping
center and 150,000 square-foot business area at Fairfield.

As business and professional persons ourselves, we are sympathetic to the
developer's need for a return on his investment; but we feel that must be
his problem to resolve and that it does not need to be resolved to the
detriment of the neighborhood. The developer surely can make a profit,

even at the inflated price of his land, without sacrificing the neighborhood
to his needs. And we are afraid that that is what we are being asked to do.
The bottom line still is that the developer has made no real concessions to
the maximization of his profits in the propsed Fairfield Develcpment,

Sincerely, ! \

—
Mjke Burlingame Stephen L., Lewallen

esident, The Heritage Home- Chairperson, Participating
owners Association Area Residents
Enc,

cc City Commissioners
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
Metropolitan Area Planning Department
CPO Members
Professional Engineering Consultants -- Dick Lint. and Gary Wiley
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August 5, 1985

Mr. William E. Morin

General Manager/Broker

Kansas General Properties, Inc.
1650 Georgetown, Suite 250
Wichita, Kansas 67218

Dear Mr. Morin,

We have now concluded two meetings between your representatives and those
of the neighbors of your proposed Fairfield Development. In the hope that
we might find ways of resolving your need for profit with our need to
preserve the value and tranquility of our neighborhoods, we have offered
suggestions and have now received your response, in your letter of August
and our joint meeting of the same date. We have been greatly disappointed
in both.

You have rejected virtually all of our requests for preservation of the
integrity of the neighborhood, while insisting that you have made some
nineteen voluntaiy "changes" in response to our requests. Those changes
were made largely at your instance or in response to a specific neighborhood
concern, and not out of a regard for the neighborhood as a whole, a
neighborhood whose concerns remain:

1) Opposition to a zoning change, (in the latest case R6), to
permit so-called garden apartments. The history of such
developments has been poor in the area; a record of poor
maintenance, eventual foreign ownership, multiple-occupancies
by non-family groups, site deterioration, and decreased securi

We ask for owner-occupied residences only in the development.
The record of deterioration of maintenance and livability which
has accompanied changes in ownership in other rental properties
in the area makes it imperative that the project maintain its
integrity in this regard.

We have asked for single-family dwellings in Parcel 6 on either
side of an extension of Oneida from east to west, allowing access
to the Fairfield property from that street and removal of the
higher-density Fairfield townhomes from abutting the valuable
single-family homes to the south. Additionally, withoéut this

we fail to see the sellability of the purported pocket of
expensive single family homes west of Parcels 5 and 6 (original
CUP). This situation, left unaddressed would leave open the
possibility of requests for more multi-family later, a very

real likelihood if single family lots could not be sold due to

a single limited access through commercial and multi-family zones.
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Page 2

4) We once had an agreement from the developper that the commercial

' - parcel would have one structure only; and now you say you Tequire
three, having assured us that there will be no supermarket, service
station, or drive-through restaurants. The latter assurance falls
on deaf ears when the former has already been withdrawn.

We reject the averaging-out of residential density over the entire
project, including single-family and commercial parcels, to bring
about a fictitious density figure, While this is acceptable under
the CUP concept, it nevertheless will create inordinate density

in the proposed gardem apartment parcels and make for the problems
discussed in No. 1 above.

A new major concern has now presented itself as a result of the
developer's removal of the single family areas from the original
CUP plan. We now have no guarantee whatsoever that thi¥“area

will be platted as originally presented or any other considerations
for that matter in order to protect the surrounding homeowners.

With regard to the nineteen '"changes” which the developer says he has made,
the residents must point out that the only true concession to the neighbors
was No. 10, to exclude both supermarkcts and service stations from the
commercial site, The reduction in square-footage (No. 11) was not requested,
and probably was a business decision. Virtually all of the changes were
common-sense decisions for ease of access (Nos, 8 and 9) or for moderation
of a nuisance (Nos. 5, 17, and 18) or were made to accommodate City
requirements (No, 2). Those changes made to reduce density are inadequate,
inasmuch as they do not address the problems of over-density in given areas
and of home ownership. Changes which involve cul-de-sacing and a screening
wall on the south do mot satisfy the neighborhood concerns which prompted
them, and are only partial or band-aid measures, The developer's agreement
to prohibit restaurants with drive-in or drive-up window service on Parcel
3 (No. 19) is the only one to result from our first meeting, July 26; it is
appreciated, but it is also singular.

The developer's decision to withdraw the challenged CUP and to substitute
a plan which separates the commercial from the residential and takes the
single family areas completely out, thereby nullifying the legal protest
petitions, almost has to be viewed askance. But since he has done it, let
us discuss the proposed commercial development.

A number of us who are serving on the meighbors' committee have, from the
beginning, accepted as a business necessity for the owners, the commercial
development of the 13th and Rock Road corner. We know full well that those
who oppose the shopping area as unnecessary and a nuisance-maker in traffic
and uglification of the area are correct, but we, as business persons
ourselves, decided to try to work with the develope- to meliorate its harm

to the neighborhood, rather than oppose it. But it is, in truth, indefensible.




‘August 5, 1985 @
Page 3

The shopping center will increase already heavy traffic patterns in the area.
It will draw business away from existing centers, of which there is already
at least one on every corner of every section in the continuous six-square
mile area, between Rock Road and Oliver, and 2lst and Kellogg.

The attached map clearly reveals the over-commercialization of Wichita's
East Side, The fact that land is expensive in East Wichita hardly justifies
its rape by those who would recover inflated prices paid for its acquisition.
We ask you, the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, and the Wichita City
Commission to think about that sad fact. The East Side of Wichita has
become a concrete jungle with pockets of beautiful homes.

It is too late to save the East Side the damage is done and one more
shopping center may not do that much additional harm; there are, after all,
no more section corners left for development. Of much greater importance,
is the density of population and traffic which the Fairfield project
threatens. The developer's traffic projections notwithstanding, common
sense dictates an intolerable amount of traffic resulting from the proposed
high-density housing and commercial development at 13 and Rock Road: A mere
look at present heavy traffic on Woodlawn between Kellogg and 2lst, where
there is only one shopping center of size -= Brittany -- will demonstrate
that Rock Road, with Towne East, Morris Town, Mill Creek, the new Tallgrass
Center, and now Fairfield, will become wildly congested.

The developer's traffic study fails to look at Woodlawn's congestion, but
without a formal study one can see that the congestion must come from
something other than the one major shopping center; and that the source of
congestion must be the dense housing population along the route, especially
to the north. How much worse must Rock Road become, then, with infinitely
greater commercial development, heavy housing already, and the projected
density of some 900 additional housing units, a 228,000 square-foot shopping
center and 150,000 square-foot business area at Fairfield.

As business and professional persons ourselves, we are sympathetic to the
developer's need for a return on his investment; but we feel that must be
his problem to resolve and that it does not need to be resolved to the
detriment of the neighborhood, The developer surely can make a profit,

even at the inflated price of his land, without sacrificing the neighborhood
to his needs. And we are afraid that that is what we are being asked to do.
The bottom lime still is that the developer has made no real concessions to
the maximization of his profits in the propsed Fairfield Development.

A, ol Leuly

Mike Burlifigame > Stephen L. Lewallen
President, The H age Home- Chairperson, Participating
owners Association Area Residents

Enc,

ce City Commissioners
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
Metropolitan Area Planning Department
CPO Members
Professional Engineering Consultants -- Dick Linn and Gary Wiley
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Great Plains\Ven uresInc.

3526 N. Oliver = Wichita, Kansas 67220  (316) 684-1540

August 2, 1985

Mr. Elmer 5. Peters
7667 E. 45th Street N
Wichita, Kansas

Dear Mr. Peters:

The City Commission has returned the Hartman Farm CUP to the MAPC to
see if a compromise position can be reached. Kansas General Prop-
erties has undercut meaningful negotiation by withdrawing the
original CUP and refiling new CUP's.

This refiling is an obvious attempt to circumvent neighboring
objections to the density problem. This should also concern the
MACP because it is in contradiction to the desires of the City
Commission to try to resolve differences.

Great Plains Ventures, Inc. is a developer and manufacturing company
in Wichita. We have obtained zoning changes, replats, etc. without
any objections from the neighbors - near or far - in going from AA
to Light Industrial zoning. It can be dome and should be done by
cooperation with neighbors, screening, and utilizing the property
for its best usage. We did it - Kansas Geneneral Properties can and
should also.

Fairfield CUP should be zoned and platted like its neighbors - all
AA and LC with perhaps a reasonable BB parcel.

iin.cerelil,{é.gc

nneth Rix
Vice President

KR:cb
cc:Robert Lakin
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IMPORTANT

o,
THE DEVELOPER HAS JUST FILED NEW PLANS WHICH MIGHT NuLp=.
OUR LEGAL PRCTEST PETITIONS!!!

HEAR A MK AR AR RN AR NN NN RN IR IR R E RN AR KK IAKR KRR N kg g

A CPO MEETING HAS BEEN CALLED FOR

.
R
«,‘3\“ AUGUST 6, 7:30 p.m.

PINE VALLEY CHRISTIAN CHURCH
5620 EAST 21ST

.llili‘****ﬂH*#l*“*ﬂ*lll**ii{*!*ii*l*ﬁ*ﬂ******Iﬁﬂ*lﬁﬁl*ﬁiiﬂlill

HANGES ESTABLISH -

1. A COMMERCIAL CUP (DP-144, Z-2701)

e paves);for Famndse 1ah
servic t food services.
gml ficar area hn been uwuu o 21!.!::: muan feet, The
second pai is for office uses with a maximum gross floor area of 153,000
sauare fnl. Maximum number of buildings. for each parcel is thres. Building
salbacks, screening requirensnts, parking ratlos, access controls and other
Intormation ealating tn Toture development Is shewn on

2. A MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL CUP (DP-146, Z-2711)

# Davaiopment Plan pronotes four percelt for residanta
parcel on 13th Street, containing |
: nul- of 133 1 \sanhouses (1o b tonea Tha 11.2-scre par
for -'—xim- of 2

in
Salscent o e north Ta fot 3 dsimm af 107
The total number of
5 in this Development Pla not exceed 740. Al parcels are
permited conmunity faclities stsocisted with the awsllings. Building
setbacks, sereening requirements, parking ratlos, access conlrols and cther
Information ting ta future development is

3. THE EXCLUSION OF SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL FROM THE CUP

‘Ill!‘ﬁl“**Ih**ﬂliﬁNﬂ““!ﬁ*!OlI-*I**l#*H*ﬂ*HI******II!!*I&**'I!i‘f

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)
will consider these amended applications

Thursday, August 22
1:30 p.m.
Clty Commisslon Meeting Room
First Floor of City Hall

455 North Main

ﬂ*“*I‘*l"l#lI-*Iﬂ*‘*l'*l*I*II!GII**%lIEII*#‘***i***l*l*****i!i*l!’
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YOUR PARTICIPATION IS NEEDED TO PROTEST

THE REZONING OF THE HARTMOOR FARM!

DID YOU KNOW: The developer intends to build

L. A shopping center at l3th & Rock up to 1 1/2 times the size of
Brittany Center! :

2. An Office Complex comparable to 3 times the existing Brittany
office Building!

832 Apartment Rentals (Equal to 3 times Horizons East)...
34 acres with 24 units/acre!

64 Townhouses
187 Single family homes

DO YOU AGREE that this will over-develop an area that is basically single

family residential. Do we need another shopping center and almost 900
apartment units on this property?

YOUR PROTEST PETITIONS HAVE BEEN FILED..
NOW YOU SHOULD.....

WRITE Your city commissioners before the July 23 commission meeting.
Mention any objections you may have.... increased traffic, too
high density, unnecessary commercialization, property
devaluation, adverse effect on the character of surrounding
properties....

Each city commissioner to let them know how you feel.

The City Commission Meeting July 23. City Commission meeting
room, City Hall, 455 N. Main. (Call the City Commission Office
Friday, July 19, to determine placement on the Agenda, 268-4331).

City Commissioners are

Robert Brown (B) 268-4331
Tony Casado (B) 262-5491 (H) 682-4840
Robert Knight (B) 262-4411
Sheldon Kamen  (B) 262-1475 (H) 685-2487
Gary Bell (B) 942-9353 (H) 838-0303

Mailing Adress: City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, KS 67202

WE CANNOT OVER-EMPHASIZE THE IMPORTANCE OF YOUR LETTERS, CALLS AND
ATTENDANCE AT THIS MEETING:




.,
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LAW OFFICES OF
ARN, MULLINS, UNRUH, KUHN & WILSON

330 R. H. BAAvEY BUILDING — 300 WEST DouaLAs
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-2978
ARTA CODE 1316 267-8387

ROOER K. wiLBON
JOMN E. NODGAARD
INRUMN, JR.

. coLtien : July 16, 1985

Honorable Robert C. Brown, Mayor
City of Wichita

Wichita City Commission Office
First Floor - City Office Building
455 North Main

Wichita, Ransas 67202

Re: Fairfield Residential and Commercial
Community Unit Plan
- Case No. OP-144 2z-2701

Dear Mayor Brown: &

I write this letter as the homeowner of Lot 1, Block 6, Pine
Valley Sixth Addition, which is in an adjacent addition to the
above described zoning case to be heard by the City Commission on
July 23, 1985. As you may or may not be aware, a considerable
number of the homeowners surrounding this proposed Community Unit
Plan have filed protest petitions in anticipation of this matter
being heard by the Commission.

The homeowners are not unaware of the procedure limiting
speakers before the Commission to "new evidence" in the matter of
a zoning application change. However, since there are a number
of people in these various residential areas who wish to address

. the Commission on the issue of the "community unit plan” and in

particular the "density” of this unit, we would respectfully
request the Commission allow spokesmen from the'various residen-
tial areas surrounding this planned unit to express their con-
cerns at the July 23, 1985 hearin

hn C. Nodgaard
of ARN, MULLINS, KUHN & WILSON

JCN/bg
cc: Honorable Commissioners

Gary Bell

Sheldon Kamen =

Robert G. ERnight

Tony Casado 8

Robert Finch, Interim City Manager

Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director

Jack Galbraith, Assistant Planning Director




Mr. Robert Bruun. Mayor
45% N Main
idtita, Ks 67202

Re: Case # DP-144
Dear Mayor Brown,

The details of referenced C. U. P. and zone changes requested at 13tk
and Rock Road - known locally as Hartman Farm - are before you for
consideration. The CPO did not approve, the MAPC did. Differences
obviously exist. Density for this area, both business and residential,
concern all local residents, my. ..r included.

The L. C. area will double if this change is approved. The City Planning
Dept. will show you the area adjacent to this land. What they will not
show you is the developement within a two (2) mile radius of this land.
Should you consider this larger area? I firmly believe it should be
included to provide a cnntinu!.ty in the planning or developement as our
City expands.

The attached "do it yourself" map is provided for your info. Areas
marked have not been verified thru City records for specific zoning.
They do represent visible occupancies of business, multiple family
Apartments or industrial occupancies. There are, now in place, SEVEN
(7) major shopping centers within this two (2) mibe radius of Rock Road
and 13th intersection. The number of other business locations are to
numerous to count within this area. I believe you must address the
responsibilities, as Commissioner, to these investors as well as the
residents within the legal notification limit.

My schedule does not permit me to attend your meeting July 23rd where
you will consider this change request. I would like to do so. Mr. Bill
Morin and his staff have done an excellent job with the proposal. They
have, within the framework of this proposal, made modifications to
address concerns stated in prior meetings. The density of both business
and residental remain un-changed. These attempts to be a geod neighbor
are both respected and appreciated. However, this does not make the
plan the only acceptable one available. y

You have a decession to make. The economics of land developement are
real. Real for this request. Equally real for those previnusly approved.
THANK YOU for your consideration.

No reply is necessary. Thanks again for your time.

R. C. Duncan
Mr. Tony Casado 7700 E. 13th, Unit 4
Mr Bob Knight . Wichita, Ks 67206
Mr. Shelden Kamen i E
Mr. Gary Bell




July 16, 1985

ur. Robert Brown, Mayor
wWichita City Commission
455 North Main
wichita, K:asas 67202

Re: Proposed Fairfield C.U.P.
Rock Road and 13th Street

Dear Mr. Brown:
1 am writing to you to inform you of my desire to protest the Fairfield
Community Unit Plan as it is currently proposed.

I reside at 7700 E. 13th, #23, in Raintree Village which lies immediately
north of the proposed development. As the C.U.P. is currently proposed,

my single family housing development will be neighbors to a high density

apartment complex in parcels 1 and 2 of the plan.

Raintree Village is platted for a density of 6 units per acre. The
Heritage housing community on the northwest corner of 13th and Rock Road
is platted for a density of 8.4 units per acre. Within a 1000' radius

of the Fairchild C.U.P., our two developments are among the highest with
Tegard to density of living units. Parcels 1 and 2 of the C.U.P. propose
a-density of 26 units per acre.

It seems unfair that the single family homes on the south and west of the
- Fairfield C.U.P. were "insulated" against high density housing by placing
single family home lots on Parcels 7A & 7B, only to turn around and stack
the apartment complex across the street from our single family homes in
Raintree Village.

In a 1974 report to Mr. Lakin from Robert L. Young, Principal Planner
concerning Rock Road, several statements regarding recommended develop-
ment of property along Rock Road were made. In the summary of their
report on Page 2, Mr. Young's report states: &

2 e areas presently unplatted along Rock Road,
el art cf | o
of 13th Strazet, the half section on the east side
between 13th and 21st . . . , should develop at

as low an intensity as possible."

1f the Northeast circumferential becomes reality and comnects with
Rock Road, and substantial industrial development should take place,
‘Rock Road traffic will undoubtedly increase substantially. Using

g g o e
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Dear Mr. Lakin,

Recently Kansas General Properties bought the Hartman property off
13th and Rock Road.

The proposed development has caused several problems for myself and
ny neighbors. First 1s the street named Oneida which will be placed directly
behind our back yards. This street seems to be a main road for the 86 new
residence, plus the possible townhouses. That creates a large amount of
traffic viewing from our back yards, preventing us the privacy we have always
had. With the view of townhomes and multiple residence, the traffic will
destroy our privacy along with the value of our homes.

1, myself would like to see a brick retalning wall built to retain
our privacy and landscaping.

Your consideration would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

SPA Jc%_wﬂ_{z“
L. R. Stewart
7900 Donegal

e %E,@,WE\Q)
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Mr. Robert A. Lakin

Wichita - Sedgwick County
Metropolitan Area Planning Department
City Hall - Tenth Floor

455 North Mein Street

Wichita, Kansas 67202-1688

Dear Mr. Lakin and members of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission;

We received notice that there is to be a
MAFC meeting on June 27, 1985 concerning the Fairfield Residential
and Community Unit Plan. Since we will be unable to attend the mee-
ting, we decide to write and express our opinion,

We are strongly opposed to the opening of a
street directly behind our property, such street to be called Cnei-
da, We d¢ not feel that such a street would be beneficial to the
neighborhood and feel that it could be moved further north,

We hope you take our opinion into serious
consideration and we appreciate your attention on this matter,

Sincerely

: /%

Antonio''and Narilyn (sio

7812 Donegal

Wichita, Kansas 67206
Wichita, June 17, 1985
alo/mao.
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June 21, 1985

Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Secretary
Wichita-Sedgwick County M.A.P.C.
City Hall - 10th Floor

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: The proposed Fairfield CUP
located North of Donegal to
13th Street - f/k/a Hartmoor Farm.

Dear Sir:

We are home owners on the boundry of the proposed Fair-
field CUP referred to above.

This letter is to inform you of our objection o the
prroposed zoning changes and to the proposed street Oneida,
and to the platting of the property in general.

The proposed zoning change directly north of Donegal
places dense condominiums immediately abutting single
family residences and a street immediately adjacent to our
rear property line. This would leave us with a street both
in front of, and immediately to the rear of our home.

One of the principal objectives of zoning is to protect
existing property owners from new developments that create
objectionable noise, destroy privacy, and poorly planned
situations that would reduce property value,

We do not feel that we are being unreasonable to ask
the M.A.P.C. to keep the area that abuts the proposed addi-
tion, single family zoning, allow at lease 100 ft. set back
from our rear property line, and move the proposed street
Oneida further north.

Thank you for your consideration.
Respectfully, yours
DR, BbSS A, P, (;év
SANDRA K. PADGHAM
RAP:skp

cc: MAPC Commissioners
Wichita City Commissioners




RICHARD HARTWELL. P.E. o TELEPHONE:
JAMES A JANTZ. P.E. (316) 262-0125

ASSOCIATES (316) 262-4571
BILL HUSTON
MARK C CRANE
C. MARTIN FORD

HARTWELL-JANTZ ENGINEERING, INC.
400 ELLIS
WICHITA, KANSAS 67211

June 18, 1985

Jack H. Galbraith, Asst. Secretary
City Hall, 10th Floor

455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Asst. Secretary Galbraith:

Recently the Hartman property on the south west corner
of 13th and Rock Road sold to the Kansas General Properties.
We in the adjacent residental area south witnessed the proposed
development plans for the area.

Two items have really upset our families. One is that they
show a new street named Oneida, to be placed adjacent to our back
yards. This street will be a main service to over B6 new resi-
dences plus the possible townhouses in parcel 6. This will
create considerable traffic viewing and hoise to our back yard
privacy. I originally purchased my lot at a premium because of
the Hartman open landscape view, I have developed my landscaping
to complement this view, now a city street can destroy this and
undoubtedly lower the property value. I would also like to
restrict any building lines a minimum of 100 feet from the prop-
erty line to their south.

I see no reason Kansas General Properties cannot move the
street north to between parcel 5 and 6 and any buildings on
parcel 6 be kept no closer than 100 feet from our back lot lines.
Your consideration would be appreciated at the June 27, commis-

ion meeting.
/s{i?rely,

Dick Hartwell
7712 Donegal

EIE@’EWE@
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TELEPHONE:
(316) 262.0125
(316) 262-4571

RICHARD HARTWELL. PE.
JAMES A JANTZ. P.E
ASSOCIATES
BILL HUSTON
MARK C. CRANE
C. MARTIN FORD
HARTWELL-JANTZ ENGINEERING, INC.
400 ELLIS
WICHITA. KANSAS 67211

June 18, 1985

Robert A. Lakin, Stcretary
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
city Hall, 10th Floor

455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Secretary Lakin:
Recently the Hartman property on the south west corner
of 13th and Rock Road sold to the Kansas General Properties.
We in the adjacent residental area south witnessed the proposed

development plans for the area.

Two items have really upset our families,
to be placed adjacent to our bezk
This street will be a main service to cwar 86 new resi-

show a new street named Oneida,
yards.
dences plus the possible townhouses
create considerable traffic viewing

one is that they

in parcel 6. This will
and noise to our back yard
lot at a premium because of

privacy. I originally purchased my
the Hartman open landscape view., I
to complement this view, now a city street can destroy this and
undoubtedly lowe:r the property value. I would also like to
restrict any building lines a minimum of 100 feet from the prog-
erty line to their south.

have developed my landscaping

I see no reason Kansas General Properties cannot move the
street north to between parcei 5 and 6 and any buildings on
parcel 6 be kept no cleser than 100 feet from our back let lines.
Your consideration would be appreciated at the June 2 commis-

ion meeting.

Dick Hartwell
7712 Donegal

si ely,

DH/fep
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DAN J. SKUBITZ JUN 241995
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ATTORNEY AT LAW METROPOLITAN PLANNING

PENN MUTUAL BUILDING RO
1010 N. MAIN STREET, SUITE 2 UTE D
WicHITA, KANSAS 67203 D

MAILING ADDRESS
PosT OFFIcE Box 355
‘WICHITA, KHANSBAR 67201

June 14, 1985

Director of Planning
City of Wichita
Wichita, Kansas

Re:  The proposed Fairfield Addition located North
of Donegal to 13th Street - f/k/a Hartmoor Farm.

Dear Sir:

Due to our absence irom the City, I write this letter
asking that you take an overall look at the proposed street,
%eida, to be wused as a main artery for the above Fairfield

dition.

We object to the location of this street and ask that
it be moved farther north. It appears to us that it would cause
a bottle neck at Rock Road and also a traffic hazard as it is
litérally placed too close to Donegal. We viewed the drawings
and found that the location of residences on Donegal Street was
omitted, thus presenting a misleading overall picture.

It is also our request that a "set-back" of one hundred
(100) feet be allowed from the rear property line of those living
on the north side of Donegal. We request this because of the
number of vehicles one must anticipate from this type of
development, as well as the noise. The trees that are presently

there are not dense enough to adequately serve as a noise barrier.

We ask your cooperation in preserving our neighborhood.

RespEE-/T;ri?'lx yours,

dlb
cc: Planning Commission
Wichita City Commissioners

TELEPHONE

1-316-263-5287
1-316-267-4206

Ll




Augur! 17, 1985

Up l:ront THE WICHITA EAGLE-BEACON A 3z

Revised F airfield Plans Voud Protest

13TH

By Laura Addison
Stalf Writer

Developers of the former Hartmoor Farm
property in east Wichita have come up with
a revised plan to make it easier for them to
igain city approval.

The new splits the devel
into two comn>inity unit plans, excluding 64
acres of land in the south and west part of
the original plan that is zoned for single-
family use.

The change will render invalid the pro-
test petitions filed by adjoining homeowners
that would have required a 4-1 vote by the
City Commission for approval of the devel-
opment.

Proponents of the Fairfield Development,
on the southwest corner of Rock Road and
13th, say the change will give them more
flexibility. Some area residents, who object-
ed to more commercial development and
the population’ density of the original plan,
say it's a way to circumvent their opposi-
tion. '

“The east side of Wichita has become a
concrete jungle, with pockets of beautiful
homes,” said Steye Lewallen, 1042 Law-
rence Court.

THE DEVELOPERS of (he Fairfield
plan, Kansas General Properties Inc., origi-
nally submitted one community unit plan
for the entire 160-acre tract. Despite neigh-
borhood opposition, the plan gained unani-
mous approval of the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission on June 27.

When area residents took their objections
— and protest petitions from owners of 69
percent of the adjacent property — to the
City Commission on July 23, the commis-
sioners returned the case to the MAPC for
reconsideration.

The developers’ revised plan was ex-
plained at a meeting of Citizen Participation
Organization Council I last week, but area
residents weren't satisfied. “We bought a
quality of life there, and that’s been threat-
ened,” said Jean Grissom, 1209 Armour.

CPO-I recommended against the revised

plan as i . The two

community unit plans will be heard by the

MAPC at its Thursday meeting. The MAPC's

recommendation will go to tr: City Com-
mission on Sept. 24.

Under the new plan, one community tnit
plan has been submitted for light commer-
cial and office development in a 26.4-acre
tract nearest the Intersection of Rock Road
and 13th. A new residential plan proposes
apartments and townhouses on a total of 44
acres -south and west of the commercial
area. Sixty-four acres of single-family hous-
ing in the original pian have been omiited,
although they are still in the Fairfield De-
velopment. Because no zoning change has
been proposed for that land, special city
approval is not needed for development
there.

Most of the protest petitions signed by
neighbors are no longer valid because, un-
der the revised plan, most of the land with-
in 200 feet of either plan is owned by the
13th and Rock Land Development Co., of
which Kansas General Properties is the ma-
jority owner, But developers say circum-
venting the neighborhood opposition wasn't
the reason for the change in their plans,

“The planning staff said it is better not to

have residential and commercial in the
-same CUP," said Dick Linn of Professional

L

£

REVISED
FAIRFIELD
PROPOSAL

e
e

]

not

Engineering Consultants, the firm that de-

Single Family Residential - ,
included
community unit‘pians.

in revised

Residents also complained that under the

signed the plans. “It's easier to

ORIGINALLY, THE single plan was sub-
mitted as a comprehensive package. “We
thought it was better to have one document
for review,” said Linn.

After the City Commission voted to return
the plan fo the Planning Commission, sev-
eral changes in the plan were made “to
reflect action already taken,” Linn said.

original y unit plan, the density is
figured as an overall average. They said
that would allow developers to build large
apartment complexes in some areas, as long
as the overall average was not more than
10.4 dwelling units per acre,

“It appears fo us,” said Linn, “that the
main objection the neighborhood has is
multifamily. With separate CUPs, we could
still proceed on the commercial, even if the
resi doesn't pass.” If only one plan is

The that ds pers
were seeking two-family zoning on the 64
acres designated for single-family homes in
the community unit plan, Linn said. They
were afrald that another developer could
buy the land after the zoning change and
build duplexes in that area.

However, planners say that once a com-
munity unit plan is adopted, the land must
be developed as approved.

“They (neighbors) said, ‘Ask for the zon-

want,'" Linn sald, rran

ing you need, so it reflects exactly what you

approved, development on that part can
proceed while waiting the mandatory year
before reapplying for zoning changes on the
residential.

Neighbors' opposition to the original de-
Vvelopment also had centered on the number
of shopping centers already in east and
northeast Wichita.

Patricia Cook, 1050 Gretchen, said that
she would like to see a past cily policy
reviewed by the City Commission and a

//////5”’4!?}}7_' AT

LIGHT -
COMMERCIAL

OFFICE
BUILDINGS

7

)

-

James Denk/Stall Artist

the zoning on the Fairfield Development is
decided. The policy, dated Aug. 21, 1978,
recommends that'the city “hold the line on
additional large-scale commercial, office
ond high density residential zoning” on
Rock Road between 37th North and 3lst
South, “encourage very low-density develop-
ment on the remaining large unplatted resi-
dentially zoned properties” and, “as devel-
opment occurs, continually monitor the
traffic loads to determine the actual
need,,,."

CPO-I member Colleen Johnston asked
Bill Morin, partner and general manager of
Kansas General Properties, if he planned to
maintain ownership and control of the prop-
erty and would, therefore, be able to en-
force the provisions in the plan. She re-
ferred to the case of the Oxford Square
Shopping Center, in which fallure to meet

ROCK ROAD

"specifications of landscaping and fencing

has brought neighbors to the CPO meetings
on several occasions. Morin said that any
purchaser.would be. bound :by the plan -

i
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July 23, 1985 Up Fl“ Ollt THE WICHITA EAGLE-BEACON A 3z
Neighbors Still Fighting Plan for Former Farm

By Laura Addison 13TH it d *'No part of CUP is to

Stafl Writer be built to a density greater than 10 units
Neighbors opposed fo the development \ per acre, but some have three and some

proposed for the former Hartmoor Farm in have 26. One feature of the CUP is that you

east Wichita didn’t sway city planners last \ can override the zoning a bit by providing

month, but they will try again at the Wichita \ specific uses, as long as overall density is

City Commission today.

Residents of the area have been gather-
ing information and protest petitions against
the Fairfield Community Unit Plan for the
property on the southwest corner of 13th
and Rock Road. The Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission unanimously ap-
proved the plan at its June 27 meeting.

Neighbors object to the high population
density of the multifamily residences in-
cluded in the plan, and say they don't want
or need any more commercial and office
‘development in the area. They're also upset
by the quickness of the approval process,
and by the notification they received of the
proposed zoning changes.

Overall density In sections of the plan is
10.4 residences per acre, but could be as
high as 26 units per acre in certain parts of
the development. Residents say the density
is less than four units per acre in the sur-
rounding single-family nelghborhoods.

“I DON'T KNOW what the politics of this
thing Is, but I was really surprised at the
speed with which this thing went through,”
said Steve Lewallen, an architect and area
resident.

Lewallen sald he has represented some
plans before the MAPC in the past and
followed the progress of others. He said that
the time requirement for posting signs
about the pending zoning change on the
property coincided with the parts of Rock
Road and 13th being closed for construc-
tior, making many of the signs inaccessible
to passers-by.

Pelitions sent to City Hall represented
owners of 69 percent of the land within 200
feet of the development, which means the
prornsal will have to get at least a 4-1 vote
if all five members of the commission are
present. Protest petitions with signatures of
owners of more than 20 percent of adjoin-
ing land require a three-fourths majority for
City Commission approval of a plan.

“WE HAVE A STACK of mail, reasonably
high, and we've got a lot of phone calls,”
sald Mayor Bob Brown. “The problem is
when people move in next to an undeve-
loped area, they're gambling with what will
g0 in there.

“‘Oddly enough, I thought the developer
had gone fo great lengths to buffer the
neighborhood, on the south with fine, old,
big trees, on the west with single-family
homes, and with a wall around the proposed
commercial part on the corner.”

Under City Commission policy, the public
may not speak on zoning cases; that hearing
is held before the Planning Commission.
But they may spesk to city commissioners
on a community unit plan,

Since both aspects of the Fairfield project
will be considered on the same agenda
item, ~‘we're going to have a peculiar thing
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Although planning commissioners
have approved the proposal for de-
velopment in this area, neighboring

residents are set to take their pro-
tests to the City Commission today.
Their main target is the plan for the
outlined sections, which are ear-
marked for offices, shops and
multitamily dwellings.

-~

there,” Brown said. "From my philosophi-
cz! approach, the project will put a lot of
people to work, in the area of builders. You
would not anticipate that anything very
shabby would be going in there.”

WHEN THE PROPOSAL came up at the
Citizen Participation Organization Council I
meeting on June ‘25, more than 75 area
residents attended — most of them to op-
pose it. CPO-I voted 7-1 against the plan.

Neighbors tried to sway the planning
commissioners at their meeting two days
later, but the MAPC members voted unani-
mously to approve the plan.

“In my mind, it is one of the best bal-
anced and most carefully planned that I
have seen, from a planner's point of view,"
said Planning Commissioner Maxine Han-
sen, who has often sided with residents in
opposing zoning changes that would alter
the of hoods.
“They worked (ne commercial on the busy
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corner, placed apartments around the com-
mercial to buffer it, then followed with
lovely large lots for what will be very ex-
pensive single-family homes.

“With the price of that property, no one is
going to build tacky, low-standard homes,”
Hansen said, adding that subsequent devel-
opers of the area would be bound by the
specifications of the community unit plan as
it is approved. “When it is a CUP, it is very
binding. They can't change one exit or en-
trance until they come back to us. That's
the beauty of CUP over ordinary zoning. It
provides a mechanism for determining that
the developer will do what he or she has
promised.”

But the neighbors aren't satisfied.

“EVERYONE IS in agreement that
they're upset about the overall density,”
said atiorney Thomas Borniger, who lives
on Donegal immediately south of the

not exceeded.”

‘When the plan started out, “there were a
number of things each neighborhood found
really oppressive,” he said. Some of these
concerns were ftraffic, drainage and safe
routes to nearby schools. For Borniger, it
was the area of proposed condominiums
that would be behind his house.

*“Most of the other people are go.. . to be
buffered by single-family homes,” he said.
“I don't like being singled out that way. I do
have to be fair to the developer. They want-
ed to put a public road back there. It
would've been 40 feet from the back of my
house. So, they've tried to make some ac-
commodations.” He was referring to the
change of the street to a cul-desac and a
50-foot utility and drainage easement, which
would allow a fire lane and emergency
access.

“The bottom line is, there are areas that
need to be improved on the plan,” Borniger
said, “It's just moving through too fast.”

GARY WILEY of Professional Engineer-
ing Consultants, who was project manager
on the Fairfield plan, said he circulated
coples of the plan to various groups before
it was presented at the Planning Commis-
sion meeting.

“I've been in this business since 1956,"
Wiley said, adding that his years of experi-
ence let him anticipate most of the ques-
tions neighbors will have.

At the meeting, Wiley proposed six
clianges in the plan. Traffic and drainage
studies preceded the plan, and he said the
developer intended the single-family homes
to be of comparable worth or better than
neighboring ones. Traffic generated by the
development would not tax the streets, he
said. “It's not a bad plan, it's a damn good
plan,” he concluded.

BUT LEWALLAN and others disagree.
They have distributed a flier with which
Wiley takes issue on several points,

The flier says the shopping center would
be one and a half times the size of Brittany
Center at 21st and Woodlawn; Wiley says
the centers would be of comparable size.
The flier notes that the apartment rentals in
the area would equal three times the Hori-
zons East apartments at 505 N. Rock Road;
‘Wiley says that is true, but that the Fairfield
apartments would be on three times as
much land, so the density would not be
greater.

“We'll have a shopping center on every
corner,” Lewallen said, citing Brittany Cen-
ter, Oxford Square, Morristown, Towne
East, Prairie Village, Normandy, the Alpha-
Beta store going in on 2Ist, and property
that George Ablah plans to develop in Co-
motara. “If Rock Road is to become a ma-
jor arterial, why load up every intersection
with a traffic generator?”
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