
'DR 86-1 - CONSIDERATION OF BCC POLICY #9
St-,mry and Recommendations .IA,e.wak< :c,U

d
C

02

p

COMMITTEE



*M

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 24, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Board of City Commissioners (through Chris Cherches, City
Manager)

FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee - Policy 9

The Ad Hoc Policy Committee appointed by the Board of City Commissioners to
review proposals to amend Policy 9 met twice to discuss matters on procedures
for processing zoning cases. They first reviewed all cases considered in the
last two years to determine the number of cases generally considered
controversial and which were sent back to the Planning Commission for
reconsideration. They reviewed the reasons given for sending three cases
directly to the CPO's in the fall of 1985.

The Committee emphasized that every effort should be made to minimize th·:
processing time to complete cases. They recognized that, because of
statutory requirements, and scheduling problems in that CPO's meet every
three weeks, MAPC every two weeks, and the City Commission considers
planning items every two weeks, there are built in constraints which require
at least 55 days from the date a request is filed until it is considered by the
City Commission. if a case is then deferred or returned to the Planning
Commission or CPO's, it may add another 42 days until the case has final
action.

The members of the committee were unanimous in their position that CPO's
should give reasons for their recommendations on zone cases based on Policy
10, the same list of reasons used by the Planning Commission and City
Commission in considering zone change requasts. They did not consider it
appropriate to recommend that a case be denied because an applicant or agent
was not in attendance.

The Committee also unanimously suggested that the Planning Departinent
furnish the CPO office a "Zoning Case Disposition Report" on the Friday
following a Thursday Planning Commission meeting. Attached is a copy of the
disposition report being furnished to the CPO office. The purpose of this
report is that, in the event an application is amended in any way which might
cause the CPO to change its position, the CPO staff can reschedule the case
before the appropriate council in the 26 days prior to tile case being
considered by the City Commission. The City Commission will then know that
the CPO had an opportunity to reconsider the case on the new evidence so
that the case would not have to be returned to the CPO at a later date.

With regard to Policy 9 as presented to the City Commission by Commissioner
Kamen, the Committee compared tile revisions with the existing Policy 9.
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ZONING CASE DISPOSITION REPORT
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

FEBRUARY 20, 1986

Case No. SCZ-0557

Request: "R" to R"-1"

Location: On the east side of 215th Street West between 21 st
Street North and 29th Street North.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (7-0)

Case No. Z-2654

Request: "B" to "LC" (Amended to "OC" at the MAPC meeting)

Location: At the southeast corner of 13th Street North and
Minnesota.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved "OC" subject to replatting
(7-0)

NOTE: The Planning Commission encouraged that this case be
reconsidered by the CPO since it was amended to "OC". They
also suggested that careful consideration be given to the uses
permitted in "OC".

Case No. Z-2745

Request: "E" to "AA"

Location: North of 37th Street North in an area between Rock
Road and Comotara Street.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (7-0)

Case No. DP-153

Request: HUNTINGTON PLACE COMMERCIAL C.U.P.

Location: On the west side of Maize Road in an area south of
13th Street North.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting {6-01

Case No. Z-2744

Request: "AA" to "LC"

Location: On the west sile of Maize Road iii an area south of
13th Street North.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (6-0)
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Case No. DP-152

Request: HUNTINGTON PLACE RESIDENTIAL C.U.P.

Location: South of 13th Street North in an area West of Maize
Road.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (6-0)

Case No. DP-12(Amendment#7)

Request: KELLOGG MALL C.U.P.

Location: Between Armour Drive and Whittier north of
Willowbrook.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to replatting (7-0)

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner
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DATE: November 7, 1985
Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

January 28, 1985

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall be
based on the written record of the Planning Commission; CPO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the Citl Commission. If desired, the City Commission may inquire
of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with the -Ii-li....ILCity Clerk prior to the close of the City Manager's AgendA. The Board of City
Commissioners may refer ar:' case to the Planning Commission for rehearing.

34
72%

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC, the
Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise
all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they do not
feel they have had a complete hearing or if they should have additional new
information to present, they must submit their statement in writings to the
City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

1
a) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral sheet

  to the Board of City Commissioners. The case will be scheduled 26 days from · 11the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise directed by the Planning
Commission. .0
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(2) b) Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed by
either an applicant or the Planning Commission, this new information will be
presented to the CPO Council so that they may reconsider their original
recommendation within the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the
Board of Ci-y Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it shall be
interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the revision.
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c) Introduction of-new evidence or arguments abcut the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, inthe office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Commission meeting.

Statements of new evidence must specify in detail thc description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAPC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the MAPC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and to the City Commission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing.

(3) City Commission Procedure

a) The City Commission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and
comments of the CPO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the request
to the Mh·C for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Commission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the action.
(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on policy
between the Planning Commission and the governing body.)

e) The City Commission may concur in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 28, 1986

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Plicy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Gatbraith, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee - Policy 9

;Rtsfy
Wanted you to be aware that the above subject appears on the City

Manager's Agenda on March 4, 1986. It appears as item 2 on the agenda and
should be considered shortly after 9 a.m.

Again, I want to thank all of you for your time and efforts in reviewing this
matter.

uw·j

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG/lw

.

71/



r-

0 0

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 11, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9

Attached is a ropy of a draft memorandum that outlines your discussion and
recommendattons on Policy 9. Also attached is a Disposition Report sent to
Stan Scott following a recent Planning Commission meeting. Two such reports
have been forwarded to the CPO office and although we have had no
amendments to cases at the Planning Commission meeting, it will not be
inconvenient to do these reports and will be helpful, at least in an advisory
way, to the CPO office.

Also included is a delineated copy of Commissioner Kamen's Policy 9 with (2)
b, as you recommended.

After you have had an opportunity to review this material, if you have any
suggested changes, please call me at 268-4421. I appreciate all of your
efforts in reviewing this po'icy and believe that your suggestions will operate
smoothly and not cause the prolonging of case consideration. Thank you
very much.

JadIAH. Galbraith
Chie'F Planner

JHG/lw

Attachments(2)

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 11, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

*'@k

TO: Board of City Commissioners (through Chris Cherches, City
Manager)

FROM:«.p Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Commictee - Policy 9

The Ad Hoc Policy Committee appointed by the Board of City Commissioners to
review proposals to amend Policy 9 met twice to discuss matiers on procedures
for processing zoning cases. They first reviewed all cases considered in the
last two years to determine the number of cases generally considered
controversial and which were sent back to the Planning Commission for
reconsideration. They reviewed the reasons given for sending three cases
directly to the CPO's in the fall of 1985.

The Committee emphasized that every effort should be made to minimize the
processing time to complete cases. They recognized that, because of
statutory requirements, and scheduling problems in that CPO's meet every
three weeks, MAPC every two weeks, and the City Commission considers
planning items every two weeks, there are built in constraints which require
at least 55 days from the date a request is filed until it is considered by the ' 'r?4

City Commission. If a case is then deferred or returned to the Planning
Commission or CPO's, it may add another 42 days until the case has final
action.

The members of the committee were unanimous in their position that CPO's
should give reasons for their recommendations on zone cases based on Policy

.·£876 10, the same list of reasons used by the Planning Commission and City
Commission in considering zone change requests. They did not consider it
appropriate to recommend that a case be denied because an applicant or agent
was not in attendance.
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Board of City Commissioners 2 February 11, 1986

The Committee also unanimously suggested that the Planning Department
furnish the CPO office a Zoning Case Disposition Report" on the Friday

fer?. following a Thursday 1nning Commission meeting. Attached is a copy of the
first disposition report fornished to the CPO office. The purpose of this
report is that, in the event an application is amended in any way which might
cause the CPO to change its position, the CPO staff ran reschedule the case
before the appropriate council in the 26 days prior to the case being
considered by the City Commission. The City Commission will then know that
the CPO had an opportunity to reconsider the case on the new evidence so
that the case would not have to be returned to the CPO at a later date.

With regard to Policy 9 as presented to the City Commission by Commissioner
Kamen, the Committee compared the revisions with the existing Policy 9.
There was agreement in all sections except ( 2) 6, which the Committee
recommends be changed as follows:

(22 L> Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be
proposed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, this
new information witt be presented to the CPO Council so that they
may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26 days

©f.prior to the case being scheduled before the Board of City
Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it shall be
interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the
revision.

The Committee hopes that their review and comments will be beneficial in the
City Commission review of Policy 9.

Respectfully submitted for the Committee
members in attendance,

Don Ablah Don Enoch
Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen
Steve Critchfieli Joel Pollack
Alex Dean James C. Wilson
David Dewey
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Board of City Commissioners 3 February 11, 1986

Jack H. Gatbraith
Chief Planner

APPROVAL:

Michael E. Lindebak,
Acting Director of Planning

JHG/lw

Enclosures: Disposition Report
Delineated Copy of Policy 9 as presented by Commissioner

Kamen

OY
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ZONING CASE DISPOSIT!ON REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

t JANUARY 23, 1986

CASES RETURNED BY CITY COMMISSION:

Case No. Z-2729

Request: "LC" to "C" as amended

Location: On the east side of Emporia between 13th and 14th
Streets.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to replatting (6-3)

Case No. 2-2731

Request: "B" to "LC" (Amended to "OC"1

Location: On the west side of Hillside between First and Second

Streets.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved "OC" subject to replatting (9-0}

Case No. Z-2733

Request: "AA" to OC"

Location: At the Southeast corner of Edgemoor and Central.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to replatting (9-0)

NEW CASES:

Case No. Z-2741

Request: "A" to "LC" (Amended to "OC")

Location: At the southeast corner of Terrace and Kellogg.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved "OC" subject to replatting (9-0)

BZA Exception request for a floor covering business to follow.

Case No. Z-2742

Request: "AA" to "BB"

Location: On the west side of Tyler in an area north of Rolling
Hills Drive.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (6-3}

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

11/1/:•
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DATE: Novenber 7, 1985 · Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consi derati on of Rescinds: AP 9

January 28, 1985

Appl ications for changes of zoning or anencMents to the zoning text shal I be
based on the written record of the Planning Corrmission; CPO Councils'
conments, wi.cre aoplicable; and staff recomnendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Cormission. If desired, the City Conmission may inquire
of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shali be in writing and filed with the
City Clerk prior tn the close of the City Manager's Agenda. The Board of City
Comnissioners may refer any case tc the Planning Comnission for rehearing.

Policy Inlplenentation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Cormli ss ion (MARD)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC, the
Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise
al I interested persons that i f after consideration of the case they do not
feel they have had a canplete hearing or if they should have additional new
information to present, they must submit their statement in writing. to the
City Clerk.

ta l- L €.
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(2) After the Public Hearing

Efp

1././ 12*E

a) Minutes and the reconmendation of the Planning Conmission and MAR) staff, .Iwith conments from the GO Council, wi 11 acconpany the zoning referral sheet 74=to the Board of City Qnmissioners. The case will be scheduled 26 days from
104%the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise di rected by the Planning

Conmi ss i on.

bi--Att-zentng-prejeets-w++4-be-returned-fe-the-respeetive-€80-€etinett-wl,eM
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timc period o f twcnt·y· ii- (26) do·yo. If U., l;- p- h,J h 1 37-+t
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b) Should a more restrictive classi fication or a reduced area be proposed by
either an applicant or the Planning Colission, this new information will be
presented to the CPU Council so that they may reconsider their original
reconmendation within the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the
Board of City Crmnissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it shall be

-         interpreted that the CPO Counci I has no recorrmendation on the revision.
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c} Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Conmission meeting.

Statements of new evidence must speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAPC public hearing {examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the NAPC shall not be
cons idered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and to the Citv Con·mission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure invo [ved. Procedura I def ic i enc ies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an inconplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing.

(3) City Gorrmi ss ion Procedure

a) The City Carmission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAPC, and
comnents of the GO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Conmission shall
determine whether or not the ev idence i s such to warrant return ing the request
to the ?AFC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be cal led upon by
the City Cormission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.
d) The City Calmission may reverse the recorrmendation of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area Planning%.flot· Conmission for its reconsideration", stating the reasons for the action.
(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on policy
between the Planning Corrmission and the governing body. )

e) The City Comnission may concur in the reconmendation of the Planning
Corrmission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

g
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ZONING CASE DISPOSITION REPORT

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

JANUARY 23, 1986

CASES RETURNED BY CITY COMMISSION:

Case No. Z-2729

Request: "LC" to "C" as amended

Location: On the east side of Emporia between 13th and 14th
Streets.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to replatting {6-3)

Case No. Z-2731

"B" to "1-C" (Arner·Icieci to "OC")

4,9 Location: On the west side of Hillside between First and Second

Streets.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved "OC" subject to replatting (9-0)

Case No. Z-2733

Request: "AA" to OC"

Location: At the southeast corner of Edgemoor and Central.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subiect to replatting (9-0)

NEW CASES:

Case No. Z-2741

Request: "A" to "LC" (Amencled to "OC")

Location: At the southeast corner of Terrace and Kellogg.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved "OC" subject to replatting {9-0)

BZA Exception request for a floor covering business to follow.

Case No. Z-2742

Request: "AA" to "BB"

Location: On the west side of Tyler in an area north of Rolling
Hills Drive.

MAPC Recommendation: Approved subject to platting (6-3)

Jack H. Gatbraith

Chief Planner

A
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DATE: Novenber 7,1985 Policy 9
|.61

SLBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Resc i nds: AP 9

January 28, 19?5

I ... 4.

3,7

Appl ications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal I
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmi ss i on; CPO Counc i Is'
conments, where applicable; 2.ld staff reccmnendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Conmission. If desired, the City Comnission may
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clari fication.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Comnissioners may refer any case to the
Plann'ing Conmission for rehearing.

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning CorT,nission (&'APC) -
Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,

-1127; . the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise all interested persons that i f after consideration of the case they p
do not feel they have had a conplete hearing or i f they should have
additional new information to present, they must subnit their statanent in 4,2
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Publ ic Hearing

a) Minutes aid the recannendation of the Planning Cannission and MAP[) staff, --0--..'.4,3

wi th ccmnents from the GO Council, will acccrrpany the zon ing referral -
sheet to the Board of City Comnissioners. The case will be scheduled                -
26 days fran the Planning Cannission meeting unless otherwise 4*fit/11//0//WA

j directed by the Planning Corrmission.
39
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bl All --on;ng ·proiects--wi·41 be re*urned to-the regpeG:tive-CFC)-Council-when
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Fl-

-        adjacent-propepties·/ zontag. CFKD-·Counet I reconsiderati·ons shal 1 Ret exceed- a -- r
time pepiod *f twenty-six (26+ days. 1.-f thi€ tifn,-period is exceeded, it
wi-It be-assumd thal_the. CEO Cownci l cenmnle on-the original-applacatior»
preval I. -

9 63 1
re

.T--33.
1;4#. q,

1=5

&52

,-07- :':"

/lid/li-&.-li 8...b,kf 4.. Kt-%·L'.· 0-.h.:66m
I.' :9- 1..

../.*.A.> *73) -*/-.I.1/,//I.'Ii.6*ZI-1,--,

.

·?*Si'»··,4....*
Ul-£'29,

14

--



c) Introduction 0,av evidence or argunents aboithe ccrrpleteness of the
hearing slial I be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday.Ci ty Ccrrmi ss i on meet ing.

Statements of new evidence nust specify in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at

the NV\FC public hearing (exarples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former argunents before the MAFC shal I not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Corrmission.

Statements as to the canpleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow appl icants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an incanplete
hearing.

(3) City Comnission Procedure

a) The City Cannission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
infonmtion contained in the minutes, recomnendations of the MAPC, and
comnents of the CFOCouncil.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fi led, the Ccomission shall

determine whether ar not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAFC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Cannission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Cannission may reverse the recomnendation of the Planning
Comni ss ion, by "Returning the appl ication to the Metropol itan Area

1 Planning Corrmission for its reconsi deration , stating the reasons for the

i action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Plaining Comnission and the governing body.)

e) The City Corrmission may concur in the recorrmendat ion of the Planning
Omission by taking Such action as suggested on the agenda.



WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Fi

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Gatbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9

N3

€
Ff
6 '4

During the discussion of the above subject at our meeting of January 8, 1986,
you asked for the following enclosed information:

°Board of City Commiss?on minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
Policy 9 which lists those people who spoke at that meeting.

m.
M„mr-: °Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases considered since February 1984. Ill

In addition, you asked that I furnish you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. 1 believe that out of our total case load, the need 13,9-1-for a CPO to reconsider a case, due to some change, will occur so infr·e-
quently that such will not be a burden on either staff time, or an inconven-
ience to a developer. As long as we can accomplish the reconsideration in
the time between MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners (26 days) there 44.

should be no additional time in processing a case.m@·c

PrdW.r

Commissioner Kamen, in his proposal suggests that "significant changes" will 19 . 43.7
mean (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of application
area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any otlier features that may affect adjacent
properties.

At your last meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasons
were too inclusive. An enlargement of an application area cannot occur
without readvertising the case for a public hearing. The Planning Commission
usually does not dwell on the intended use or density, recognizing that the
maximum density permitted in a district and any one, or several, of all the 1 41.1. :
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.

N€¥44*allF·'4;•+Ye··,£ ....
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

-            I would propose the following wording for your consideration: .r

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be pro- 14
posed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, e*08,46 »'
will be madeito present this new information to the CPO Councils
so that they may reconsider their original recommendation within
the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the Board of AL.fe

-           City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it ·wl# be
-             aesemed that the CPO Council cemmeah-e,4-*he-eriginal-applieation #I-*3*

prevait. 18+ 4-44 A 'U KIL - I.l
*&

*3
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Ad tioc Policy Review Committee 2 January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1986
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the Tenth Floor of City Hall.
We will again adjourn at 5:00 p.m. If you will be unable to attend, please
call me at 268-4421.

:1 H. Galbraith
JHG/lw

Enclose -'s

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator

'·iv'%'EGA
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January 13, 1986

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9

' 11*
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Philosorhically, I oppose attempting to add another layer of governmental con-
trol over our citizens.

Philosophically, I support the effort toward greater flow of communication
between our citizens and their decision makers.

The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established for
the worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

The City Commission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.presently
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CPO has no en-
forcement powers.

It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically proven by our own
records of receht CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given the
same set of facts, tend to arrive at the same conclusions.

If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberation, our Ad
Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensus
that will result in a clear, unequivical recommendation to the body which.la appointed us.

I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideas
expressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it.

We have each received information, now, that we did not have prior to our
meeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has
been helpful to ps all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisions
in Policy 9. i12-/i.'w...

-/.....=*FT-

I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing and
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just another
proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have al ready been taking

<Ill "pot-shots" at one by Mayor Brown (Policy 9 as it now stands), one by com-
missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.

RECEIyED
JAN 1 5 1986

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE El
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Fellow Members Ad Hoc Policy- Review Committee - Page two.

At any time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity to
provide "housekeeping" changes, - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtful
suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our
recommendation, subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance of
our professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their current
place in the advisory process is timely, of course.

The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of additional
public hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions.
Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of requiring
amended petitions, - -host with significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered
"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.

fi · •

My proposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition that
follows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.
This provides the courtesy of "feed-back" to those citizens who have given
their time to consideration of the original petition, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relations
without feeling impelled to prepare for another formal re-hearing:' This
putomatic treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decision
to refer back or not to refer back.

Any member of a CPO Council can then, as now, call up any item desi red for
discussion.

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in time and money of those dealing with government, we would
be ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I have
checked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that this pro-
cedure would not overtax the department involved.

;4##6.

To summarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.

Respectfwrly submi tted

-70 -9 g -,urt-4%
Donald K. Enoch
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January 13, 1986

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE -
P Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

Policy 9 m

. Philosophically, I oppose attempting to add another layer of governmental con-
trol over our citizens.

Philosophically, I support the effort toward greater flow of communication
between our citizens and their decision makers.

The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established for
the worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

331,6
40€:

The City Commission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.presently
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CPO has no en-
forcement powers.

It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically proven by our own r-

records of recent CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given the 
same set of facts, tend to arrive at the same conclusions. 

0740- 9% : · '4&-Cih
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If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberation, our Adr Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensus
that will resul t in a clear, unequivical recomendation to the body which
appointed us.

I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideas
expressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it.

We have each received information. nows that we did not have prior to our
-- meeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has

been helpful to us all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisions
in Policy 9.

I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing and
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just another

1· proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have already been taking
"pot-shots" at one by Mayor· Brown (Pol icy 9 as it now stands), one by com-
missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.

RE©*IyEDJAN 1 5 1986

METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
- ROUTE m kdkLEA.14. ili

1 Wh . 'i 4 €< 23¢1:-r:c·2,;ti. · · 7-·Rm7,rriUZ

..

??kl

m 4%,FI?; 7. lah**,4.4

.i ·1

,%

, .74-1 r

-- 'at.t'i
1



i. l Fellow Members Ad Hoc Policy- Review Committee - Page two.

I"& ilillill >i// At any time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity to
provide "housekeeping" changes, - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtful
suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our
recommendation, subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance of
our professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their current
place in the advisory process is timely, of course.

The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of additional
public hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions.
Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of requiring
amended petitions, - those wi th significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered
"significant changes" and who shall deternine that significance.

My prcposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition that
follows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.
This provides the courtesy of "feed-back" to those citizens who have given
their time to consideration of the original petition, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relations
without feeling impelled to prepare for another formal re-hearing:' This
automatic trealnent avoids the risk of a challenge against any decision
to refer back or not to refer back.

A I

t.. i. i Any member of a CFO Council can then, as now, call up any item desired fordiscussion.

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in time and money of those dealing with government, we would
be ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I have -

checked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that this pro- 3%
cedure would not overtax the department involved. .4a
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To summarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.

Respectl>Tly submitted

-70 0* 6%54
Donald K. Enoch
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<> City Comission Policy -
Policy 9

January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

9 "All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning textshall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including

-4.

.9

71fit

staff recomniendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staffs proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
.he City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests :re submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail: -

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents, 1,3%.-

that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a

complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present, they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

1

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will Ry.
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and t-,)'mi
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting #CE'
unless otherwise di rected by the Planning Commission. 1/mic

r?1

r.,k 9.71

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the ,< I , ?4-

hearing shall be filed, in writings in the Office of the City Clerk by .lick' Aill
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting. ---'/9. ·:.I=*

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability -.-:
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e., -:.= -9

theory, traffic counts not previously ava'lable, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal times are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.

City of Wichita, Kansas -
11-009
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r)- City Comnission Policy -C)
Policy 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writings" the City
Clerk will cause copies to be deli vered to the City Commissioners and thePlanning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or lacts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before441. rek•SM.

the Planning Commission. If it is found that' the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

4

fi.:

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning90**79:i·% · Connission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area*134>: t'
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the

94fS,C action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commissions it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

BUN@fy:lail, 11-009
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City of Wichita, Kansas
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director

219.
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DATE: Novenber 7, 1985

0
Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons iderat i on o f Rescinds: AP 9

, . January 28, 1975

2.32292·

.

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission; Cl Councils'
corrments, where applicable; and staff reconmenda t ions. These shall be
forwarded to the City Corrmission. I f desired, the City Comnission may
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners may refer any case to the
Planriing Carmission for rehearing.

Pol icy Inplementation Procedures

(1} Metropolitan Area Planning Conmission (MAPC)

Pcior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,
the Cha i nnan wi 11 announce the procedure for cons ider i ng such reques ts and
advise all interested persons that if after cons ideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a corrpl ete hear i ng or i f they shou Id have
additional new inf6nnation to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

{2) After the Riblic Hearing

......30&*
»

-1 .3/4.

a) Minutes and the recannendation of the Planning Carmission and MAPD staff,
With comnents fran the CPO Council, will acconpany the zoning referral

-         sheet to the Board of City missioners. Thecasewill be scheduled
26 days from the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise

ap...'-I-
directed by the Planning Corrmission.                                       -

.tal_ b) All zoning projects win be returned to the respective CPO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

4 applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAFC). Significant · -·'2 ....•MEE

changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density, ..1.f#&

'* £,Milliwilltraffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a -
time period of twenty-six (26] days. if this time period is exceeded. it =I/''I
will be assuned that the. CFO Council corrments on the original application 8=*i,limili"- Prevail.
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.·· - · c} Introduction of\*Yew evidence or argunents abouN„/ie carpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Ccrrmi ssion meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it wai unavailable at
the N'AFC public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repet i t ive of former argunents before the MA< shall not be
cons idered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Cannission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identi fy
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time. are exanples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an incomplete
hearing.

E

(3 } Ci ty Corrmi ss i on Procedure

a) The City Cannission wall base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recorrmendat ions of the MAPC, and

I Al conments of the GO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fil ed, the Comni ss ion sha 11
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the NiAPC for a rehearing.

c} The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents. maybe called upon by
the City Conmission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission may reverse the reccnmendation of the Planning
Carmission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Comnission for its reconsi deration , stating the reasons for the+t action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy be tween the PI ann i rig Corrm i ss i on and the govern i rig body. }

e) The City Comnission may concur in the recormendat ion of the Planning
Cmmission by taking Such action as suggested on the agenda.

S
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COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS

1 1

JOURNAL 138 DECEMBER 3, 1985 PAGE 299

Chris Cherches In response to comments made by the speakers, the City Manager stated that The
Mike Lindebak Dell would not be assessed for a sewer main as they are served by an existing

sewer and there would be no other charges unless ic be for petitioned improve-
ments. The City Engineer also advised that the existing streets there could be
overlayed, and the neighborhood could request the type of street improvements
that fit their neighborhood, as curb and gutter streets was not the only type
available to them.

Comm. Knight Discussion was had, and Commissioner Knight expressed his opposition to subject
annexation at this time, and felt that the City should meet with the area
residents and possibly a sharing of information could improve the City/area
relationship.

Royce Wallace During the discussion, Mr. Wallace indicated that the area residents needed more concrete evidence of what r.rvices could be expected and when, but he
also felt annexation should await more development of the area.

Comm. Kamen

Comm. Kamen expressed hia support for the annexation but hoped that a better li mapproach could be it.lized in the future.

Mayor Brown Mayor Brown explained his position of support Err the annexation.
B

Motion Brown moved that the public hearing be closed, the annexation proposal
be approved and the annexation ordinance be placed on first reading.

Comm. Eell Commissioner Bell stated that he could not support the motion at this time, as 
he would like to have the opportunity tl obtain more informaticn and background I.
on this subject and the area.

moot Motion was moot, 2 to 2. Bell and Knight - "no." (This matter will be
returned at the next meeting, December 17, for action.)

CC POLICY NO. 9 CITY COMMISSION POLICY 9: CONSIDERATION oF ZONE CHANGE REQUESTS (KAMEN).

Chris Cherches The City Manager stated that this policy review resulted following previous
City Commission action concerning zone change requests being returned to the
MAPIC for reconsideration and also being referred back to the CPO's for their
review when significant changes had occurred.

Ccmm. Kamen Commissioner Kamen reviewed the following policy change which he proposed for
paragraph 2b of Policy 9:

%

'b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council when 0.
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comi,sica (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restricitve zoning; (b) .eduction/eniargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d} increased density,
traffic and resource usage: and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning. CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a

time period of twenty-six {26) davs. If this time period is exceeded, it will
be assumed that the CPO Council cc,mments on the original application orevail."

Con-m. Knight Discussion was had, and Commissioner Knight suggested that possibly a corn.mittee
Comm. Kamin should be appointed to review the policy and the proposed change. to see what

effect such a change would have, and Commissioner Keven indicated nis
concurrence provided a definite time period be established for it to be
returned.

The following perscns spoke in opposition to such a policy chance, as twas

felt ic would impede development. that the current policy was adequate and
allows public input, and that such a change would affect the aushority granted
the Planning Commission; however, most indicated interest in serving if a
review committee was established:

Steve Martens, 125 N. Emporia, Realtor

M. S. Mitchell, Chairman of Develepers Commit-ee of Wichita Area
Homebrilders Association.

James Gardner, Jr., MAPC member
Bob Fox, Landmark Ccmmunities

Ed Roberts, Chamber of Commerce/Econcmic Development Division
Kenneth Kitchen, 5705 E. 17th Street and former Executive Director

Urban Renewal Agency

/4*40«9331
4993
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DiSCUSSIC- Discussion was had regarding the time required for zone case reviews.
;t,

Motion -- Kamen moved that a policy review cormittee be established to review Poli
9 and that two members be selected by each City Commissioner to serve on
committee, that the committee report back co the City Cer:n..issicn within
days, and at the suggestion of C.mmiss:Iner y./.ght, i. was added shas the

9)917appointees be designated at =he =eeting cd Decerver 17, 1935.

//= 1
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COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS

ti JOURNAL 138 DECEMBER 3, 1985 PAGE ]00

Mayor 9rown Mayor Brown read a prepared statement explaining his concel.ts and reasons for
opposing such a policy change, and in support of the current Planning procedures
and a re-review by the Planning Commission only.

Comm. Kamen Discussion was had relative to the policy review, and Commissioner Kamen
stated that as he perceived it, the Committee would tell the Commission
whethec the policy should remain as is or whether it should be changed in some
way.

-- carried Commissioner Kamen's motion carried 3 to 1. Brown - "No."

Recess The City Commission recessed at 11:28 a.m. and reconvened at 11:37 a.m.

SISTERS CITIES SISTER CITIES AGREEMENT WITH KAIFENG CITY, PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA (11:30

AGREEMENT A.M.).

On June 11, 1985, the City Commission approved a Resolution designating Kaifeng
City as an official sister city. Kaifeng City will officially recognize its
relationship with the City by a joint signing of the agreement.

The Kaifeng delegation and City Commission exchanged greetings and acknowledged
the friendships being expressed through this sister city relationship after which
Mayor Brown and Mayor Zhu Zhencheng participated in the ceremonial signing of
the agreement between the two cities. Following the signing , an exchange of
gifts took place between the officials of both cities.

Motion -- Bell moved that the Commission ratify the agreement and its execution by the
-- carried Mayor. Motion carried 4 to 0.

The City Commission recessed for lunch at 11:58 a.m. and reconvened at 1:30

p.m. with Mayor Brown in the Chair. Commissioners Bell, Kamen, Knight, present.
Commissioner Casado absent.

21ST. NO./OLIVER TWENTY-FIRST STREET NORTH/OLIVER INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT.

INTERSECTION

IMPROVEMENT The proposed improvement consists of constructing left-turn lanes at all four
approaches to the intersection and modifying the right-turn lane in the north-
east quadrant of the interseccion.

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
Construction is scheduled for 1986 at a projected cost of $1,295,000. The

estimated cost is $780,000 to be financed by State funding in the amount 05
3636,000 and the balance ($144,000) from City funds.

Agenda Reoort No. 85-29

Mike T.indebak The City Engineer informed the Commission that he would be glad to answer
any questions the Comission might have.

Mayor Brown Mayor Brown inquired if anyone present wished to be heard and x one appeared.

Motion -- Knight moved that the project be approved and the ordinance be placed on first
-- carried reading. Motion carried 4 to 0.

ORDINANCE

An Ordinance declaring the intersection of 2lst Street North and Oliver to be
a main trafficway within the City of Wichita, Kansas; declaring the necessity
of and authorizing certain improvements on said main trafficway; and setting
forth the nature of said improvements, the estimated costs thereof, and the
manner of payment of same, introduced and under the rules laid over.

KELLOGG/TYLER RD. KELLOGG/TYLER ROAD INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT.
IMPROVEMENT

The proposed paving Lmprovement consists of constructing left-turn lanes on
Kellogg at Tvler Road.

The improvement is programmed 2 the current Capital Improvement Program (CIP) .
Construction is scheduled for 1996 at a projected cost of 5280,000. The

method of funding Ls $225,000 Federal funds and $55,000 City funds.

Aaenda Reoort No. 85-30

Mike Lindebak The City Engineer briefly reviewed the i.em with the Commission.

Mayor Brown Mayor Brown inquired if anyone present wished to be heard and no or.e appeared.

% Motion -- Knight moved thai the pro*Et be approved and Ike cidinar.ce be placed cn first
-- ca--.ied reading. Motion carried 4 " 0.

f
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Don Ablah

251 North Crestway
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Dear Mr. Ablah:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Kamen to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Cohmittee'will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests.

Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

,4

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

AMS David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meet·;ng to discws the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City

4
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith a[ 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

04£j-
Michael t. Lindebak, P.E.

City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

t;
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Bob Bulman

1326 Wilbur Lane

Wichita, Kansas 67212

Dear Mr. Bulman:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Bell to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests.
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch V
1,44. Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack
y

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning

Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-

tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety

days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to

that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,

in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to

attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.
d

City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

j
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Steve Critchfield

14324 Wakanda Court

Wichita, Kansas 67230

Dear Mr. Critchfield:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Casado to serve on a
ten-member Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee
will be to review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change
requests. Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as
Policy 9 (copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
Brd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Doa Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

David Dewey
James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

from the committee within ninetyvThe City Commission requested a report
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City

The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable toHall.

5 attend, please call Jack. Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincere;y.0
Mich*l E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

A
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Alex Dean

7620 Pagent Lane
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Dear Mr. Dean:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Casado to serve on a
ten-member Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee
will be to review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change
requests. Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as
Policy 9 (copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be.%745
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

W David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning

Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

971

Michael Zf Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

9•



December 27, 1985

Mr. David Dewey
1065 North Waco

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Dewey:

You have been appointed by Ci cy Commissioner Bell to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests.
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9

(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kami suggested some changes in this policy (copy
4 of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December

3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

*f
Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

David Dewey James C. Wilson
trir-

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
-:frv days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to

that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E-/Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

Enclosures 1 4 MEL:ogr h 1< = {1 0 1 ' i litt

0 0
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Don Enoch

5902 Polo

Wichita, Kansas 67208

Dear Mr. Enoch:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Knight to serve on a
ten-member Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee
will be to review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change
requests. Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as
Policy 9 (copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer i ift.,9 1
David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

416
Lindebak, P.E.

City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

4
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Ken Kitchen

5705 East 17th Street

Wichita, Kansas 67208

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Brown to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests,
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copyff
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be

iiI appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch»-Ilf Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen97*
Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack
Alex Dean

Gary Sherrer
David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable toFt?0:

attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of PlanningMEL:ogr

Enclosures

-1
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Joel Pollack

7014 East 14th Street

Wichita, Kansas 67206

Dear Mr. Pollack:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Brown to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests.
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of

the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning

Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-

tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety

days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to

that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,

in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,
Michaef R.Lm.ndebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

rl
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Gary Sherrer
1038 Lawrence Court

Wichita, Kansas 67206

Deax Mr. Sherrer:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Knight to serve on a
ten-member Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee
will be to review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change
requests. Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as

2 Policy 9 (copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy ( copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting a..d it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen
Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack
Alex Dean Gary Sherrer
David DeweyFy?

James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to diGCUSS the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL: ogr
Enclosures

% F644



December 27, 1985

Mr. James C. Wilson

1027 West River Boulevard

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Wilson:

You have been appointed by City Commissioner Kamen to serve on a ten-member
Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission s policy for considering zone change requests.
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members The commitlee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer

David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look fo.ward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

74{Ly
Michael El Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

 DEC 26 1985
OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE December 24, 1;85

LDESIGN DIVISION 
it. TO Distribution

FROM Alvena Lyon, City Commission Aide

SUBJECT City Commission Appointments
December 17,1985

Sister Cities Advisory Board (term to expire 11/1/87)

Shiang-Yu (Dick) Lee, 2262 Longwood Circle (26). (Knight)

d Hoc Policy Review Committee
 David Dewey, 1065 N. Waco (03). (Bell)
 Bob Bulman, 1326 Wilbur Lane (12}. (Bell)

 Joel Pollack, 7014 E. 14th (06). (Brown)
 Ken Kitchen, 5705 E. 1/th (08). (Brown)

Steve Critchfield, 14324 Wakanda Court (30). (Casado)

Alex Dean, 7620 Pagent Lane (06). (Casado)
Don Ablah, 251 N. Crestway (08). {Kamen)James C. Wilson, 1860-6.-0-1+Mener-+10-). (Kamen) /4.7,614 6,0 0#L......,·+__e 09)fit fz Don Enoch, 5902 Polo (08). (Knight)
Gary Sherrer, 1038 Lawrence Court (06). {Knight}•

The Sister Cities Appointee has been invited to the City Commission Meeting of
January 7, 1986, to be sworn in at 9:00 a.m. Ex officios are reminded of their
duties in accordance with AR 13.

Distribution:

Don Gisick, City Clerk
Ray Trail, Assistant City Manager
Sharon Hamrick, Assistant to the City Manager

6··-kelly Humphries, Public Affairs
Stan Scott, CPO Coordinator

%
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THE CITY OF WICHITA -

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

*4

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attactud revised policy. My prop6sed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If·you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director

3
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DATE: Novarber 7, 1985 ' , Policy 9

Applications for changes of zoning or amencinents to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camlission; CFO Councils'
comments, where applicable: and staff recannendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Comnission. I f desired, the City Cannission may
ihquire If staff. aid/or proponents or opponents, for clari fication.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and fi,ed with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Corrmissioners may. refer any case to the
Plann-ing Comnission for rehearing.

SUOJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

, January 28, 1975

Pol icy Irrplementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Carmiss ion (MAIC)
:1*01

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for cons idering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not fee I they have had a corrpl ete hear i ng or i f they shou I d have
additional new inf6rmation to present, theymust subnit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Riblic Hearing

a) Minutes and the reccomendation of the Planning Cormission and AlAID staff

i- - -„ t .
with conments from the CPOCouncil, will accompany the zoning referral

l sheet to the Board of City Corrmissioners. The case will be scheduled

1 26 days frcm the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Corrmission.

i·©Tfw**4FG-I

"sr*tritite

*Ri A.:i' i·la

1

i' b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CFO Council when
+ - signi ficant changes in the initial proposal have been made ei ther by the

- applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Corrmission (MAFC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlarganent of
appl ication area; (c) al tered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,

t traffic and resource usage; and/or {e) any other features tha: may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.GO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26} days. I f this time period is exceeded, it

* will be assuned that the. CFOCouncil cannonts on the original application
e, prevail.

.
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 ...,0 : · 6 Introduction of(Af evidence or arguncnts abouhe canoleteness of the
h,Arity, chnll hn file,4 in writ:rn in the offire of the C,tv C.!erk bv 5 D.m.

on the Wednesday before the Tuesday.Ci ty Comni ssion meeting

Staterents of new evidence nust speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAFC public hearing (exanples inay be newly published material, i.e.
theory, traff ic counts not previously avai lable, or expert witnesses).
Statanents repetitive of former argunents before the MAFC shal I not be
cons idered. Statements of new evidence wi I I be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Conmission.

4,

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the i ssues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants·rebuttal time, are exanples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an incarplete
hearing.

m

(3) City Calmission Procedure

.*914? 12-

£%(54*/
..#·-'Cly/24./....

a} The City Corrmission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recomnendations of the MAPC, and
corrments of the CRO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fil ed, the Conmission shall
determine whether 6r not the evidence i s such to warrant returning the
request to the k'AFC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, rray be called upon by
the City Carmission to clari fy any iterrs pertaining to the request.

d) The City Caunission may reverse the recomnendation of the Planning
Conmission, by "Returning the appl ication to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Corrmission for its recons iderat ion", stating the reasons for the

f> . action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
·· policy between the Planning Comniss ion and the governing body. )

m..

e) The City Comniss ion may concur in the reconmenda t ion of the Planning
Cannission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.32

1.
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City Comnission Policy -CD

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

3?ki,

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including

staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or Facts shall be in writing and filed with

the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. in all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the publ ic hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commissions the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a

complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the .i
hearing shall be filed, in writings in the Office of the City Clerk by @

'im?: I5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reasnn of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be consi dered
valid re:ons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant

L
is not an incomplete hearing.
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(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be deli vered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

1 (1) The City Conmission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan

1 .7 Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

@f¥

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is

 significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
q Planning Commission for rehearing.

the City Comission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by

i
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such

 further coment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for

1%70

11 1 K (4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
1 f Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the · t?Blal#FWiNAII
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Conunission and the governing board. )

1:'2 9394-

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning · *./#p.)-v-

Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda. Iumair#if»•
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Date: November 5, 1985
WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim J

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 reflects the changes that shoutd be considered.

WA believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
....'-

Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise i f we can furnish additional
information.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of P!anning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme

1
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Policy 9
November 6, 1985

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

-      The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning

-          Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to tl·.3
-4 City Commission. The City Commission may inquire o f staf f, pro-
- ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before the

Commission. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager' s Agenda. In all cases where s, ich requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may reler said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing.

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the         -
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise t.2
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consideration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit ·,:r„

Al--

their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the 4.9,1:.-
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will. accompEF-the -'.911
zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case 823 1

will be scheduled 26 *9- days from the Planning Commission meeting 1.li44.1/M
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner staff of both the
Planning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils

will consider cases prior to the ot'ficial MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When

·4

scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwarded to
the Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referral

sheets and minutes of the Planning Commission. In the event an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive distict or reduces
the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
recommend a more restrictive classification or reduced area, effort

will be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being scheduled before the City Commission.

al
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Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness

Page 2

of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

743161*
€7%25

- t 66. _aft'

· f tfy*9

12.

iml
Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason
of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons
for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Pro-

cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-

1
able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

i

3 (4) 3.Rl If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing'I,
1 the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com-

missioners and the Planning Department.

S t.re.If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission
-

s comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public . 44-1
hearing.

City Commission Procedure

if

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and
the recomendation of the CPO Council wkiel* -%,11=1.- -be- ·prd.Ate€1 -er, -the- -GiI¥-
·Manager'-s-Agende

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

''ti

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by       -
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such */tt
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such -limpi='a2....$/2..9.k·

event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it sho ild "Return the application to the Metropolitan

: Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a

4--d dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
-I -4,/9.-li7 -. mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda. ....=m-
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
Date: November 5, 1985

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction. we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
information.

r Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning ( Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme

r

'rli

t



- r

EN

2 City conmission Policy
./ 4.D

¥ .0411.. .4
Policy 9

January 28, 1975 Ift- tt-.OR . .1 . .

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commissions including =.PO L .:u-·'1
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission. /U-t-r»--0' -fl,L 1/
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for $4-4, 26% U ... 9-

clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for E..A-2 t '2 3?li
introduction of new evidence or facts·shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. Inali
cases wher·e such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

0

Wif:.

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

1 Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration di

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
ptocedure for considering such requests and advise the appl icants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writings to the City Clerk.

a•.t-714 C FD (,u-<ul
(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission,·,on each case will

accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Boa·rd of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled :196 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

t·) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

1*-*%-Ii: ' '

/24./.1 9 .

C-

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description 4
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory: traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be consi dered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant

) is not an inconiplete hearing.
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05 If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing,
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners

1.F =g Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure
10*941

Policy 9
Page 2

" the City
and the

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
Information contained in the minutes and recomendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comissionjwhich·will-be-printed on-the-City-Managerls-Agenda.

I*Mt 6 FO 60,441 4,1,

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the a,Azek-

4- Planning Coimission for rehearing. 7>Te CPO CAA&' *ar al,0 be -*Mi-ki
20 1-2.,cats:At- 41,2 re€.cv¥.

(3) The Planning staff and th proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further coment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

rr ··se]10

4* .

4*c

r¢2

If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. ·(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Con-mission and the governing board. )

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

74
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Policy 9
January 28, 1975

4/ -:1
Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Re4uests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:11:/

2

%%

4'*f lf€
£ t..'. .0

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including GPO Co...6/skg
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission. /l-.----444 Vih=
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for -4. 26··»,.4 -

clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for 2**AL.t u I
introduction of new evidence or facts·shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In ali
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing. "

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail: 1,re.U

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

mSYE*4
(1) Prior to the publ ic hearing of requests for zoning changes by the

i·k'rit Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
4» nU»,2 g ptocedure for considering such requests and advise the appl icants and their

) 94*4 j agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a

3%« complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning CommissionAon each case will
Avt-714 cleo CA:dl

accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled N, days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

03 62«14 72'v -i
· l¥) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the

hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

ti · 0*

.

€6t

=ti
Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability

. at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant

C 1 is not an incomplete hearing.12
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Policy 9
Page 2

05 If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure '

(1) The City Conmission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the.
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commissionvw#+4€h will bc printed on the City Manager's-Agenda..

&4220 6.Jh
(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall

determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the ncw evidence is

significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
P,lanning Conpissign for reheari,ng. 7*e £IPO 60„·as.'/ ,·ty at·;0 ke
re Pec-8,1.5:4ty +Ae refu-/St·

(3) The Planning staff and tWe proponents and opponents may be called upon by 
the City Conmission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such j
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such 1
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon fi rst to explain or interpret

 the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

R·e

tat,9

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recomnendation by the Planning
Comnission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. .(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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Board of City Commissioners 2 February 24, 1986

There was agreement in all sections except (2) b, which the Committee
recommends be changed as follows:

(2) b) Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed
by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, this new information
will be presented to the CPO Council so that they may reconsider their
original recommendation within the 26 days prior to the case being
scheduled before the Board of City Commissioners. If this time period is
exceeded, it shall be interpreted that the CPO Council has no
recommendation on the revision.

The Committee hopes that their review and comments will be beneficial in the
City Commission review of Policy 9.

Respectfully submitted for the Committee
members in attendance,

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean James C. Wilson

David Dewey

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

APPROVAL:

Michael E. Lindebak,

Acting Director of Planning

JHG/!w

Enclosures: Disposition Report
belineated Copy of Policy 9 as presented by Commissioner

Kamen
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 28, 1986

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1
l

TO: Ad Hoc Plicy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee - Policy 9

'Wanted you to be aware that the above subject appears on the City
Manager's Agenda on March 4, 1986. It appears as item 2 on the agenda and
should be considered shortly after 9 a.m.

Again, I want to thank all of you for your time and efforts in reviewing this
matter.

Jatk H. Galbraith
'ief Planner

JHG/tw

Lf-4
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: February 28, 1986

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Plicy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee - Policy 9

Warted y.u to be aware that the above subject appears on the City
Manager's Agenda on March 4, 1986. It appears as item 2 on the agenda and
should be considered shortly after 9 a.m.

Again, I want to thank all of you for your time and efforts in reviewing this
matter.

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG/lw
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'1 - City Comnission Policy -y
MAR 0 5 1986 Policy 9

March 4, 1986METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE 0 -_uk.1.-5-2.

Subject: fieiatii@le#uests, Consideration of

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall be based
on the written record of the Planning Commission; CPO Councils' comments, where
applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be forwarded to the City Com-
miesion. If desired, the City Comission may inquire of staff, and/or proponents
or opponents, for clarification. Requests for introduction of new evidence or
facts shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close of the
City Manager's Agenda. The Board of City Commissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC, the
Chairman will announce the procedure for consi dering such requests and advise
all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they do not
feel they have had a complete hearing or if they should have additional new
information to present, they must submit their·statement in writing, to the
City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

(a) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral
sheet to the Board of City Commissioners. The case will be scheduled 26
days from the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise directed by
the Planning Commission.

(b) Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed by
either an applicant or the Planning Commissions this new information will
be presented to the CPO Council so that they may reconsider their origi-
nal recommendation within the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled
before the Board of City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded,
it shall be interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the

¢.let ng,*54: revision.

(c) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Commission meeting.

.

Statements of new evidence must specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable
at he MAPC public hearing (examples may be newly published material,
i.e.; theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert
witnesses). Statements repetitive of former arguments before the
MAPC shall not be consi dered. Statements of new evidence will be
sent to the Planning Department and to the City Commission.
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Ciq Commission Policy

Policy 9
Page 2

Statements as to the completeness of the publ ic hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing.

(3) City Commission Procedure

(a) The City Commission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and

t. 43% comments of the CPO Council.

(b) In the event new evidence or facts have been f;'ed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

(c) The Planning staffs and proponents and opponents, may becalled upon by
the City Commission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

(d) The City Commission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning Com-
missions by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the action.
(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on policy
between the Planning Commission and the governing body.)

(e) The City Commission may concur in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

· City of Wichita, Kansas
11-009
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City Commission Policy -

Policy 9
March 4, 1986

.....7, 4......

Subject: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of 1 1 ..Al8*

or opponents, for clarification. Requests for introduction of new evidence or

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall be based
on the written record of the Planning Commission; CPJ Councils' comments, where
applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be forwarded to the City Com-
mission. If desired, the City Commission may inquire of staffs and/or proponents

facts shall be in writing aid filed with the City Clerk prior to the close of the
City Manager's Agenda. The Board of City Commissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

.i, i:*36%€?rf"F CLL.L.34*ti'j.-€
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Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC, the
Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise
all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they do not
feel they have had a complete hearing or if rhey should have additional new
information to present, they must submit their statement in writing, to the
City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

(a) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Councils will accompany the zoning referral
sheet to the Board of City Commissioners. The case will be scheduled 26
days from the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise directed by
the Planning Commission. A

(b) Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed by

nal reconmendation within the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled

either an applicant or the Planning Commission, this new information will
be presented to the CPO Council so that they may reconsider their origi-

before the Board of City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded,
it shall be interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the
revision.

(c) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Commission meeting.

.effiga
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Statements of new evidence must specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable .444-

at the MAPC public hearing (examples may be newly published materials £41%.
i.e.; theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert 12*i

witnesses). Statements repetitive of former arguments before the
MAPC shall not be consi dered. Statements of new evidence will be

1113/Flba

sent to the Planning Department and to the City Commission. .13120.4
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City Corrmission Policy

Policy 9
Page 2

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are example. of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an incomplete
hearing.

(3) City Commission Procedure

(a) The City Commission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and
comments of the CPO Council.

(b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

(c) The Planning staffs and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

(d) The City Commission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the action.
(Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on policy
between the Planning Commission and the governing body.)

(e) The City Commission may concur in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

City of Wichita, Kansas
11-009

5vt

2.21,9.



fl

REVISED ZO,!I:]G PROCEDURE POLICY '

gil ADOPTED BY BOARD OF PrrY CON YSSIONEPS
02·1 JANUARY 2.1. 1975

86

PROCZDURAL OUTLINE FOR CO-ISIDERING ZONE CIINTG: REOU!:STS BY TIIE MICHITA BOARD OF CITY CO-!HISSIONERS

1
The Board of City Commissioners, at its regular meeting

01 August 26, 1969, adopted the folloging policy in regard to
cons ideration of zoning change requests:

"All applications for chances of zoning or arendments
to the zoning text shall be based on the written rec-
ord of the Planning Commission, including staff recon-
mendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Com-
mission. The Comnission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clari fication of any matter
before the Comrission. Requests for introduction of
new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed
with the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City
Manager' s agenda. In all rases where s uch requests
are submitted, the Board of City Comrissioners may
refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehear-
ing."

82

ilia To implement the policy, the following procedures shall pre-

1...../t '14*
Vail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

1. Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes
2EE10# by the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman

will announce the procedure for considering such requests
and advise the applicants and their agents, as well as
other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if, after consideration of the case, they do not feel
they have had a complete hearing, or if they· should have

l'll,im

additional information to present, they are to submit their
statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

Eju -' r.;,t; :43244
 ::- a . i .. 0.2if<.?:44#*.
R:'.3 - 3·<Ii/©34

Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission
on each case will accompany the zoning referral sheet to
the Board of City Commissioners and the case will be
s cheduled 19 days from the P lanning Commission meeting,
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Comnission.
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L Page 2 - Revised Zoning Procedural Policy
Adopted by City Commission on January 21, 1975

4

3. Introduction of new evi dance or arguments about the complete-
ness of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office
of the City Clerk by 5:00 p.n. on the Ilednesday preceding the
scheduled Tuesday City Commission meeting.

4

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail
the description of new evidence, its nature and source and
the reason of its unavailability at the HAPC public hearing.
Examples may be newly publishe.: material, i.e., theory,
traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall
not be considered valid reasons for referral. Statements as

tc L.1. completeness of the public hearing shall identi fy the
issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such
as failure to allow applicants rebuttal tirre, are examples
of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the
applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

4. If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writ-
ing, ;' the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the
City Comrissioners and the Planning Department.

4-
30.7

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commis-
sion compents on whether the subject matter was discussed at
the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

Pam
- 0 4-4>

be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

1. The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases
upon the information contained in the Ilinutes and recommenda-
tion of the fietropolitan Area Planning Commission which will

m, ·'1

2. In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Com- ..i .44=
miss ion shall determine whether or not the evidence is such -/2 ':-

to warrant rehearing before the P lanning Commission. If it --4 /jil

is found that new evidence is significant, the Commission
shall return the zone change request to the Planning Commis-
sion for rehearing.

3. The Planning Staff and the proponents and opponents may
be called upon by the City Or·r· is.,ion to clarify items
contained in the Minutes when such items appear to be
ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning Staff shall be called upon first to
explain or interpret the matter in question. Other in-
terested parties shall be called upon for further com-
ment only if there is disagreement with the staff inter
pretation.
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Page 3 - Revised Zoning Preceduril Policy
Adopted by City Commission on Janunry 21, 1975

4. If the City Cormission desires to reverse the recommenda-
tion by the Planning Com,lission, it should "return the
application to the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
for its reconsideration *, stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for est=Fhlish-
ing a dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission
and the governing board.)

5. If the City Commission concurs in the reconmendation of
the Planning Commission, it should take such action as sug-
gested on the Agenda.

This policy shall become effective with all cases heard by
the City Commission on or after January 21, 1975.

421



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached. revised policy. My propdsed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unine.,ded
changes.

If'you hav. no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

Pi dc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director.
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MTF· Noverber 7.1985
- , Policy 9

SLBJECT: Zone Change Reques ts, Cons idera t i on o f Rescinds: AP 9

. January 28, 19?5

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission; CRO Councils'
corrments, where applicable; and staff recomaida t ions. Iliese sha l i be
fonvarded to the City Corrmission. If desired, the City Conmiss ion,nay
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners mdy refer any case to the
Planriing Cormlission for rehearing. 0.. . AA U +4 :40.1.

i f}':44:34"App,41
»441

E

Policy Inplementation Procedures: i

(1} Metropolitan Area Planning Ccrrmission (IA'PC)

- PRIor to the publ ic hearing of requests for zoning changes by the NKE,
the Cha i rfnan wi 11 announce the procedure for considering such requests and

I advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a complete hearing or i f they should have
additional new information to present, they must sutmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

.. 1%3
0 411

144: I

I.

a

£*. 2...
(2) After the Rablic Hearing

a) Minutes ard the recomnendation of the Planning Cannission and MAPD staff,
with corments fran the CFOCouncil, will accorrpany the zoning referral

' sheet to the Board of City Conmissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Cannission.

**157.

b} All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council vihen
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c} altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased d3nsity,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CRO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, i t
witt be assuned that the.GO Councit carments on the original applicationprevail.
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. 0 - · c) Introduction of neu evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the6
hearilg shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Ccrrmission meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detail the description of
newevidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAFC public hearing (exanples may be ne,vly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former argunents before the MAPC shall not be
considered. Statenients of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Corrmission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants·rebuttal time, are exatples of an inconplete
hearing. Adecision unfavorable to the applicant is not an inccrrplete
hearing.

E

(3} City Cannission Procedure

a) The City Calmission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Infornation contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAFC, and
comnents df the CR) Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Cannission shal I
determine v.hether Or not the evidence i s such to warrant returning the
request to the WABC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Cormission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Corrmission may reverse the recannendation of the Planning
Ca'nnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Com·nission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establ ishing a dialogue on

1 policy between the Planning CaTmission and the governing body. )

e) The City Comnission may concur in the recomnendation of the Planning
Calmission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

i



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13,1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9·

Please examine thc. attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered uncier Zb, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the Deceml)er 3rd
agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon 1<amen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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, DATE: Noven·ber 7,1985 Policy 9

SU3JECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of ' Rescinds: AP 9
January 28, 1915

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission; CR) Councils'
corrments, idiere applicable; and staff recorrmendat ions. These shall be
forwarded to the City Comnission.· I f desired, the City Bmission may
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close of -the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Comnission for rehearing.

Policy Implanentation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise al I interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not fee I they hove had a corrpl etc hearing or if they should have
additional new infonnation to present, they must sutmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(21 After the Public Hearing  ..
a) Minutes and tile recannendation of the PlaAning Carmission and MAP[) staff,
with conments from the CIO Council, will accanpany the zoning referral
sheet to the Board of City Caunissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days from tile Planning Conmission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Cannission.

R.i

b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CFO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposa I have been Trade either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Commission (MAFC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; anc!/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, it
will be assuned that the CFO Council ccmnents on the original application
prevail.
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c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of tile City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Cannission meeting.

Statements of new evidence must speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and nhy it was unavailable at
the MAPC public hearing (exanples maybe newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repet i t ive o f for·mer argunents before the NE shall not be
cons idered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and to the City Comnission.

Statanents as to the canpleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exaip les of an incanplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an incorrplete
hearing.

(3) City Cannission Procedure

a) The City Ccomission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recormendat i ons of the MAPC, and
conments of the CFO Counc il.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Cannission shall
determine nhether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the AWr. for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Conmission to clari fy any iterils pertilining to the request.

. d) The City Ccmnission may reverse the recormendation of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Comnission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Comnission and the governirg body.)

e) The Ci ty Comnission may concur i n the recalmendation of th, Planning
Com'nission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

C
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown. Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If-you have no problems with my revisions, piease place it on the December 3rd
·+ agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:at

dc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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 · DdLE: Noverrber 7, 1985 · Policy
SLBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

E , , January 28, 1915
05%1

Applications for changes of zoning or amenctnents to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmission; CROCouncils'
conments, where applicable; and staff recormendations. These shall be

43 forwarded to the City Ccmnission. I f desired, the City Comnission mayL -- -1ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Comnissionersmay refer any case to the
Plann-ing Conmission for rehearing.

9% Policy Irrplanientation Procedures:
Al

(11 Metropolitan Area Planning Conmission (ANC)

Pr:lor to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC, 53*

the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and       -
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they 'g)-do not fee I they have had a corrpl ete hearing or if they should have :--
additional new infonnation to present, they must sutrnit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. . , f M

(2) After the Public Hearing
Mr 6, h ·IM

El

afl

a) Minutes ancl the recannendation of the Planning Conmission and MAFD staff, I '8#//'ll/'./:941
with comnents frcm the CPO Counc i 1, wi Il accompany the zon ing re ferra I *3:2:' p <,·jit·f?.';tk"Ill&f-%
sheet to the Board of City Comnissioners. The case will be scheduled .  'S

26 days frcm the Planning Ccmnission meeting unless otherwise lili

directed by the Planning Cannission.
42231.'CL ..r-

I b) All zoning projects wi 4 1 be returned to the respective GO Council when
11 ' - significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
-4 applicant and/or by tMe Metropolitan Planning Cemnission (MAPC). SignificantDill

Knt, changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; Id) increased density.
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, it
will be assirned that the. C.FO Council cannents on the original application
prevail.
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4 c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday City Ccrrmission meeting.

Statcnents of new evidence must specify in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAFC public hearing (examples may be newly published nuterial, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the &'APC shall not be
cons idered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Departrnent and .to the City Comnission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an inccrrplete
hearing.

E

(3) Ci ty Corrmi ss i on Procedure

a) 1he Ci ty Currni ss ion wi 11 base its dec ision on previous zoning cases,
infor'mation contained in tbe minutes, recomnendations of the ANC, and
corments of the CFOCouncil.

· b) In the event new ev idence or facts have been fi 1 ed, the Cor,mission shal I
determine whether ar not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Wimission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission may reverse the reccnmendation of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Corrmission for its reconsi deration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Carmission and the governing body.)

e) 1he City Cannission may concur in the reccomendation of the Planning
Cannission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE -'

A .t ·&*.A
. f 13.:!'4.

-, ..41./fl;

Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9

...1.04'22<1

Philosophically, I oppose attempting to add another layer of governmental con-
trol over our citizens.

Philosophically, I support the effort toward Oreater flow of communication
between our citizens and their decision makers.

· ;136:4
The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established for
the worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CPO has no en-
The City Commission and the Metropol itan Area Planning Commission.presently

forcement powers.

. It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically Proven by our own
records of recent CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given the
same set of facts. tend to arrive at the same conclusions.

303;

· If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberation, our Ad

that will result in a clear, unequivical recommendation to the body which 1
Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrives quite quickly, at a concensus immimiliw

appointed us.

I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideas
expressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it.

--t We have each received information, now, that we did not have prior to our
meeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has
been helpful to us all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisions
in Policy 9.

?»A
S
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-      I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing and
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just another
£roposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have already been taking
pot-shots" at one by Mayor Brown (Pol icy 9 as it now stands), one by com-

missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.
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Fel low Members Ad Hoc Policy- Review Committee - Page two.
E'

At any. time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity toprovide "housekeeping" changes. - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtful
suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our
recommendation, subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance ofour professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their currentplace in the advi sory process is timely, of course.

, · n. I.*·2.
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The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of additional
public hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions.Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of reqi,iringamended petitions, - those with significant amendment. - to be re- *,-,·iedthrough the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.
My proposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition thatfollows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.
This provides the courtesy of "feed-back" to those citizens who have given
their time to consideration of the original peti tion, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relations
without feel ing impelled to prepare for another formal re-hearing:' This
automatic treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decisionto refer back or not to refer back.

e.>'·
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Any member of a CPO Council can then, as now, call up any ·item desired fordiscussion.

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost andrestrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in t'me and money of those dealing with government, we wouldbe ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I have
checked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that thi s procedure would not overtax the department involved.

To summarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.i.

Respectl>Tly submitted
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WICHITA -SEDGWICK COUNTY

2,0
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING

DEPARTMENT

CIr¢ HALL - TENTH FLOOR

455 NORTH MAIN STREET

WICHITA. KANSAS 6?202.1888 December 27, 1985
{316) 268-4561

Dear Mr. :

You have been appointed by City Commissioner -. to serve on a ten-member Ad
Hoc Policy Review Committee. The purpose of the Committee will be to
review the City Commission's policy for considering zone change requests.
Their current policy was adopted in 1975 and is referred to as Policy 9
(copy enclosed).

In November, Commissioner Kamen suggested some changes in this policy (copy
of his proposal enclosed). These changes were discussed at the December
3rd City Commission meeting and it was decided that a committee should be
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-
ing, each commissioner appointed two members. The committee is composed of
the following people:

Don Ablah Don Enoch

Bob Bulman Ken Kitchen

Steve Critchfield Joel Pollack

Alex Dean Gary Sherrer
David Dewey James C. Wilson

Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner in the Current Plans Division of the Planning
Department, will be the staff person working with you and providing assis-
tance for the policy review.

The City Commission requested a report from the committee within ninety
days. A meeting to discuss the current policy and possible improvements to
that policy has been scheduled for 3:30 P.M. on Wednesday, January 8, 1986,
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall. The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
4266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/

Acting Director of Planning
MEL: ogr

Enclosures

·14*I
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Mr. Don Ablah

251 North Crestway
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Mr. Bob Bulman

1326 Wilbur Lane

Wichita, Kansas 67212

Mr. Steve Critchfield
14324 Wakanda Court

Wichita, Kansas 67230

Mr. Alex Dean

7620 Pagent Lane
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. David Dewey
1065 North Waco

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Don Enoch

5902 Polo

Wichita, Kansas 67208

.·.r. Ken Kitchen

5705 East 17th Street
Wichita, Kansas 67208

Mr. Joel Pollack

7014 East 14th Street

Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. Gary Sherrer
1038 Lawrence Court

Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. James C. Wilson

1027 West River Boulevard
Wichita, Kansas 67203
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9

During the discussion of the above subject at.our meeting of January 8, 1986,
you asked for the following enclosed information:

·

°Board of City Commission minute; of December 3, 1985, discussio
Policy 9 which lists those people who spoke at that meeting.

Of

©Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases considered since February 1984.

>*  1·,3-2.- ,/
41,1 ".

.·4521 (92%93 ·' I I
In addition, you asked that I furnish you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. 1 believe that out of our total case load, the need
for a CPO to reconsider a case, due to some change, will occur so infre-
quently that such will not be a burden on either staff time, or an inconven-
ience to a developer. As long as we can accomplish the reconsideration in
the time between MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners (26 days) there
should be no additional time in processing a case.

Commissioner Kamen, in his proposal suggests that "signtficant changes" will
mean (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of application
area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; [d) increased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other features that may affect adjacent
properties.

- ', 1' ·y' 9%0

-14

At your tast meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasonswere too inclusive. An enlargement of an application area cannot occur
without readvertising the case for a public hearing. The Planning Commission
Usually does not dwell on the intended use or density, recognizing that the
maximum density permitted in a district and any one, or several, of all the
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

99 ;
4.
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1 would propose the following wording for your consideration:

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be pro-
posed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, efforts
will be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils
so that they may reconsider their original recommendation within
the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the Board of
City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it will be
assurned that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee 2 January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1986
in the Planning Department Conference Room on the Tenth Floor of City Hall.
We will again adjourn at 5:00 p.m. If you will be unable to attend, please
call me at 268-4421.

(Jab H. Galbraith
JHG/lw

Enclosures

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY · DATE: January 16, 1986
METROPOL TAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Gatbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9

During the discussion of the above subject at our meeting of January 8, 1986,
you asked for the following enclosed information:

°Board of City Commission minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
Policy 9 which lists those people who spoke at that meeting.

°Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases considered since February 1984.
In addition, you asked that I furnish you some additional wording to considerprior to our next meeting. I believe that out of our total case load, the need
for a CPO to reconsider a case. due to some change, will occur so infre-
quently that such will not be a burden on either staff time, or an inconven-
ience to a developer. As tong as we can accomplish the reconsideration in
the time between MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners (26 days) thri c
should be no additional time in processing a case.

4'

Commissioner Kamen, in his proposal suggests that "signtficant changes" will
mean (a} more restrictive zonine; (b) reduction/entargement of application
area; (c) altered or new prop<Ded usage; (d) increased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other features that may affect adjacent.
properties.

1Rs··

At your last meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasons
without readvertising the case for a public hearing. The Planning Commission
were too inclusive. An enlargement of an application area cannot occur

usually does not dwell on the intended use or density, recognizing that the
maximum density permitted in a district and any one, or several, of all the
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

-91»39
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I would propose the following wording for your consideration:

737-7-91
'44»<*.·  . 03

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be pro-
posed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, efforts
witi be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils
so that they may reconsider their original recommendation within
the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the Board of
City Commissioners. [f this time period is exceeded, it will be
assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee 2 January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1986
in the .Planning Department Conference Room on the Tenth Floor of City Hall.
We will again adjourn at 5:00 p.m. If you will be unable to attend, please
call me at 268-4421.

Jak H. Galbraith

JHG/lw

Enclosures

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO:

FROM

SUBJECT:

itra

During the discussion of the above subject at our meeting of January 8, 1986,
you asked for the following enclosed information:

°Board of City Commission minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
Policy 9 which lists those people who spoke at that meeting.

tW

-Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases considered since February 1984.

In addition, you asked that I furnish. you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. 1 believe that out of our total case load, the need
for a CPO to reconsider a case, due to some change, will occtir so infre-
quently that such will not be a burden on either staff time, or an inconven-
ience to a developer. As long as we can accomplish the reconsideration in
the time between MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners (26 days) there
shouid pe rio additional time in processing a case.

Commissioner Kamen, in i.i: proposal suggests that "signtficant changes" will
mean (a) more restrictive zoning; Ch} reduction/enlargement of application
area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; id ) in-reased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other features that may ./Ut aG#.0..
properties.

4.34

1 At your last meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasons
4 were too inclusive. An enlargement of an application area cannot occur
1 without readvertising the case for a public hearing. The Planning Commission
· usually does not dwell on the intended use or density. recognizing that the

maximum density permitted in a district and any one, or several, of all the
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.

. Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be pro-
-           posed by either an applicant or the Plannjng Commission, efforts

will be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils
so that they may reconsider their original recommendation within

- :Ul
the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before -.he Board of
City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it will be
assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.

r.v · D,
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plan.

y
Committee Review of Policy 9

I would propose the following wording for your consideration: -
.Uff

3441'll



Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee 2 January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1986

We will again adjourn at 5:00 p.m. If you will be unable to attend, please
call me at 268-4421.

JHG/lw

Enclosures

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting D:rector C Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator

<Jah.k H. Galbraith

in the Planning Department Conference Room on the Tenth Floor of City Hall.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16,

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1986

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members

FROM: Jack H. Gatbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9
:11¢#

Dur;:12 the discussion of the above subject at our meeting of January 8, 1986,you asked toi· the following enclosed information: · 
°Board of City Com,i,;ssion minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
Policy 9 which lists those perple who spoke at that meeting.

°Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases censidered since February 1984.

94921

In addition, you asked that 1 furnish you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. 1 believe that out of our total case load, dic need
for a CPO to reconsider a case, due to some change, will occur so infre-
quently that such will not be a burden on either staff time, or an inconven-
ience to a developer. As long as we can accomplish the reconsideration in
the time between MAPC and the Board of City Commissioners (26 days) there
should be no additional time in processing a case.

Commissioner Kamen, in his proposal suggests that "significant changes" will
mean (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of application
area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (cl) increased density. traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other features that may affect adjacent1%3ff.fm properties.

At your tast meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasons
were too inclusive. An enlargement of an application area cannot occur
without readvertising the case for a public hearing. The Planning Commission
usually does not dwell on the intended use or density, recognizing that the
maximum densitv permitted in a district and any one, or several, of all the
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

1 would propose the following wording for your consideration
4*Ap

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be rro-
posed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, efforts
will be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils- U<so that they may reconsider their original recommendation within

· the 26 days prior to the case being scheduled before the Board of --=--
 - City Commissioners. If this time period is exceeded, it will be ...

assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application

gs-- prevail.

, 'U'•94 - *.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee 2 January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Vrednesday, January 22, 1986
in the .Planning Departmc .t Conference Room on the Tenth Floor of City Hall.
We will again adjourn at 5:00 p.m. If you will be unable to attend, please
call me at 268-4421.

JAk H. Galbraith

JHG/lw

Enclosures

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator

Efo'.'
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

609? FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, 1 may have made some other unintended
changes.

If you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Manning Director

Efe-El
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DATE: Novenber 7. 1985 , . Policy 9

SLBJECT: Zone Crange Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

. January 28, 1915

fit

,».4

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal I
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission; GO Councils'
cornrents, where applicable; and staff recorrmendations. These shal I be
fonuarded to the City Comnission. I f desired, the City Carmission may
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
a'·d filed with the City CIerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
/genda. The Board of City Cannissioners may refer any case to the
?lanriing Cpmnission for rehearing.

Pot ky Irrplementation Procedures:

fl) Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (MAPC)

Pr.ior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAK,
the Chainnan will announce the procedure for cons idering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a canplete hearing or if they should have
additional new inf6rmation to present, theyrrust submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

Ill,---6---„e

I I

·:21'

(2) After the Public Hearing ' 
a) Minutes and the recarmendation of the Planning Corrmission and MAI°D staff,
with temmnts fran the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning re ferral
sheet to the Bodid u,- Citi·' C.mmissionerq. The case will be scheduled 1
26 days fran the Planning Comnission meeting unies, oth..Mise
directed by the Planning Cormlission.

U.
Ufl·'

J. J N

b) All zoning projects viii 1 be returned to the respective CPO Council when
signi ficant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Conmission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlarganent of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or Ie) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.GO Council reconsiderations shail not exceed a
time period of twenty-six {26) days. If this time period is exceeded. it
will be asst.med that the.GO Council conments on the original application
prevail.

=&*3 Illillillilill
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- · c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the corrpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Cle,·k by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday.City Conmission meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence. its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAPC public hearing (exarrples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of fonner argullents before the MAFC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence wi I I be sent to the Planning
Department and to the City Corrmission.

Statements as to the canpleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to ..:low applicants·rebuttal time, are exan·ples of an incanplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an inconplete
hearing.

E

(3) City Conmission Procedure

a) The City Caimission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes. recannenda t ions of the MAPC, and
corrments df the CRO Counc it.

b) In the event new evi dence or facts have been fi I ed, the Ccmnission shal I
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the &'APC for a rehearing.

$45*,

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and oop:;ents, may be called upon by
the City Cannission to clarify Iny ilerns pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission Inay reverse the recomnendation of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Ccnmission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on

Ipolicy between the Planning Comnission and the governing body. ) 43 ,1 ..:

e) The City Comnission may concur in the reconmendation of the Planning
Cannission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

+3*

Y ···ve M

.

0 f '7 W#*r. 1,



2·#tk

THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached. revised Dolicy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director

fulv..»j
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DATE: Novenber 7, 1985

' bi 16?460yf

Policy 9

SU3JECT: Zone Change Requests, Zonsideration of Rescinds: AP 9

, January 28, 1915

Applications for changes of zoning or amencinents to the zoning text shal 1

 - Planriing Con·mission for reteari
be based on the written record of the Planning Calmission; CROCouncils'
cotrments, where applicable; and staff recomnenda t ions. These shall be
forwarded to the City C-Iission. If desired, the City Cornission may
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Connissioners may refer any case to the

%

-1

Policy Inplementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area l ianning Cormission (MAFC)

Pr:tor to the public hearing c f requests for zoning changes by the MARD,
the Chairman will announce thi procedure for considering such requests and
advise al 1 interested persons tbat if after cons ideration of the case they
do not fee I they have had a compi pte hearing or if they should have
additional new inf6nnation to present, they rrust submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recalmendation of the Planning Ccnmission and MAP[) staff,
with corrments fran the CRD Council, will accomp'ny the zoning referral
sheet to the Board of City Com·nissioners. The Cabe will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Carmission meeting unless ··>therwise
directed by the Planning Comnission.

. b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective (70 Council when 
significant changes in the initial proposa 1 have been made e i ttier by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a} more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/entarganent of
application area: [c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density.
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that nay affect
adjacent properties/zoning.00 Counci I recons iderat ions shal I not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26} days. If this time period is exceeded, it
witt be assuned that the. CFO Council carments on the original application
prevail.
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- · c) Introdiction of new evidence or arguncnts about the camleteness of the
hearing slall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the We jnesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Comnission meeting.

Sta:enents of new evidence nust speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
thi· MAPC public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i.e.,
th3ory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former argunents before the MAI€ shall not be
c:,rls idered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
t.:partment and .to tile City Comnission.

1·tatements as to the ccripleteness of the publ ic hearing shall ider,cify
he issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exanples of an i·,corrplete
iearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an i.i'.crrplete
iearing.

(3) Ci ty Conmi ss i on Procedure

a) 1!he City Camlission will base its decision on previous zor, ing cases,
Information conta ined in the minutes, recorrmendat ions of the .PC, and
cormrnts of the CEO Council.

· ·b} 11 the event new evidence or facts have been filed, tha Comnission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
requdst to the MAF€ for a rehearing.

c) 'fhe Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, wy be cal led upon by
the City Conmission to clari fy any items pertaining ti the request.

d) the City Comnission may reverse the recorrmendat ion of the Planning
Camission, by "Returning the appl ication to the Abtropolitan Area #1 <:GAF £
Plar.ling Ccrrmission for its recons i derati on", stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for 2Stablishing a dialogue on
pot cy between the Planning Comnission and the governing body. }

e) The City Cannission may concur in the r 2comnendation of the Planning 04 1»y jCon·nission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

1
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13,1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in reve:ng. 1 may have made some other unintended
changes.

If you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd 93¥i

agenda for discussion and action.

4
Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: Noverrber 7,1985 - . Policy 9

·>A

SLBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons iderat i on o f Resc»is: AP 9

A:··,ary 28, 1975

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Calmission: CROCouncils'
coents, utiere applicable, and staff recorrmenda t ions. These shall be
forwarded to the City Conmission. If desired, the City Corrmission may
it,quire of staff, and/or proponents 0- loponenks, for clari fication.
Requests for introduction of new evidence o: facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk·prior to the close :i- the City Manager's

·

Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners may refer any case te the
Planriing Cgnmission for rehearing.

Policy Implementation Procedures 

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (MAPC) 4*44

Pclor to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the M'\PC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for cons idering such requests and
advise al I interested persons that i f after considerat ion of the case they
do not feel they have had a compl ete hear ing or i f they shou I d have
addit!onal new information to present, they must sulmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

9:'1331

(2) After the Publ ic Hearing

a) Minutes and the recannendation of the Planning Ccmnission and MF[) staff,
Wi th ccrrments from the CPO Council, will acccrrpany the zon ing re ferral
sheet to the Board of City Gimissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days frcm the Planning Carmission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Conmission.

-        b) All zoning projects wi 4 1 be returned to the respective CPO Council when
- significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAFC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/entarganent of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. 1 f this time period is exceeded, it
will be assuned that the. CFO Council cannents on the original application
prevail.
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· c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5. p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday,Ci ty Comnission meeting.

Statcnents of new evidence must speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence. its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the AlAFC public hearing (exanples may be newly publishedmaterial, i.e.,
theory, traffic col.Ints nut previously available, or expert wi tnesses).
Statements repetitive of forner argunents before the &'At€ shal I not be
considered. Statements of newevidencewill be sent to the Planning
Departnent and to the City Comnission.

Statements as to the carpleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the i ssues of procedure involvec, . Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exanples of an incorrplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing.

E

(3) City Conmission Procedu,-e

a) The City Cannission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recorrmendations of the MAFC, and
corrments of the CROCouncil.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Gimiss ion shall
detennine Kirther or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the i.:AFE for a rehearing.

c) The Planning stafi, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Comnission to cio·-ify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission may rever..8 the reccmnendation of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the applio jon to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Ccomission for its reconsideratkn", stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis i-:tr establ ishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Comnission and the :overning body. )

e) The City Cannission may concur in the reconmendat,-1,1 of the Planning
Comnission by taking such action as suggested on the ager.z'a.

i.



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

TO Chris Cherches. City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner
SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached. revised policy. My proposed change in the policy iscovered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

if'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

dc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak. Interim Planning Director.
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! DATE: Noverrber 7,1985 Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons iderat i on o f Rescinds: AP 9

- . January 28, 1915

46 ./'lk

Applications for changes of zoning or amenchients to the zoning text shal I
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission; CR) Councils'
carments, where applicable; and staff recannerda t i ons. These sha 1 1 be
forwarded to the City Cannission. If desired, the City Cannission may
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the Citv Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager 's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners may. refer any case to the
Planding Comnission for rehearing.

Policy Inplementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (AAPC)

-7/43%2.file Pcior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAFC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they should have
additional new infor·mation to present, they nust subllit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Put)1 ic Hearing46?4%

*<19¢41

dal/6 I///9,

:=99enT - b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council when
I "300*3% significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Cannission (MAPC). Sionificant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) ircreased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect

. adjacent properties/zoning.CIO Council recons iderations shall iot exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this tirre period is exceeded, it
will be assimed that the. CFO Council cannents on the original application
prevail.

IN= ·

a) Minutes and the recanmenda t ion of the Planning Cannission a: r! MAPD staff, ........Iwith comnents from the CPOCouncil, will accompany the zoning referra:
sheet to the Board of City Cannissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Ccmnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Cannission.
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· - c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the completenes. of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clert by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday.City Comnission meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detai 1 the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unava;table at
the MAFC public hearing (exanples may be newly publishect material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses). J

Statements repetitive of forrner argunents before the .;'AFC shal I not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be serl. to the Planning
Department and to the City Corrmission.

Statamni. 99 to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of pruc-dure involved. Procedurpt deficiencies, such as
failure to allow appl kiets rebuttal time, are examples of an inconplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an inconplete
hearing.

a) The City C€omission wil, base its decision onprevious zoning cases,

(3) City Ccmnission Procedure

%infonnation conteined in the minutes, recorrmenda t ions of the MAPC, and
comnents di the CIO Counc, 1.

b) In the event new ev,dence or facts have been filed, the Conmission shal I
determine whether br r,jt the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the WAFC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Canniss i.in to clarify any iterns pertaining to the request.

d} The City Currmission may reverse the recomnendation of the Planning
Comnission, hy "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Co·,mission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on

39· policy between the Planning Carmission and the governing body.)

e) The City Corrmission may concur in the recormendat ion of the Planning
Cnmission by taking Such action as suggested on the agenda.44
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown. Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising. I may have mdde some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· ,genda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

dc: Boa ·d of City Commissioners
Robet G. Finch. Deputy City Manager
Mike .indebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: Novenber 7, 1985

SLBJET: Zone Change Reques ts, Cons iderat i on o f

Pilicy 9

Resc inds: AP e

, . January 28, 19¥5

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal I
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmission; CR) Counci,s'
cannents, where applicable; and staff reccomendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Conmission. If desired, the City Comission may
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of nav evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners may.refer any case to the
Planriina Comnission for rehearina.

I Policy Implanentation Procedures

(1} Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (MWO

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MABC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a corplete hearing or i f they should have .5.
additional new inf6nnation to present, they nust subnit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Publ ic Hearing

a) Minutes and the recannendation of the Planning Ccrrmission and MAP[) staff,
with conments from the CPOCouncil, will accorrpany the zoning re ferra'
sheet to the Board of City Comnissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Cannission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Cannission.

'

. b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CFO Co·incil when
significant changes in the init,al proposal have been made eithe· by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Ccrmlission (MAPC) i Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction'enlarganent of
application area; (c) a I tered or new proposed usage; (d) increased densi-ty,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features th·,t may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CAD Council reconsiderations sh/,1 not exceed a
time period of twenty-six {26) days. If this time perior is exceeded. it
will be assuned that the. GO Council conments on the ori jinal application
prevail.

1
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c) Introduction of ne,v evidence or argunents about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5, p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Calmission meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the A+Ve public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic coGnts not previously avai lable, or expert wi tnesses).
Sta tenants repetitive rf former argunents before the A'Al]C shall not be
..:15:U.I.U. Jidle:Juillb 01 11/w evluence wl 11 K sent to Ine Planning
Department and .to the City Comnission.

Statements as to the corrpleteness of the public hearing .-hall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural def iciencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incanplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an inconplete
hearing.

(3) City Comnission Procedure Mil
a) The City Ccrmlission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
infonnation contained in the minutes, reconmendat ions of the MAFC. and
comnents of the CFO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Ccomission shall
determine whether br not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the,VAPC for a rehearing.

[Eff.....

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Cannission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.

d) Ihe City Comnission may reverse the reccnmendation of the Planning
Conmission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Calmission for its reconsiderat ion", stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Carmission and the governing body. ]

e) The City Carmission may concur in the reconmendation of the Planning
Carmission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13,1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: Noveber 7, 1985 · Policy 9
14=1

SLBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9 -
tae=

January 28, 1915 [3=

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmission: CAD Councils'
corrments, where appl icable; and sta ff recannendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Conmission. If desired, the City Corrmission may
ihquire of staff. andlor proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Corrmissioners may. refer any case to the
Planriing Cannission for rehearing.

t'222' '' - '3
Ret·' · 'i ./

Pol icy Inplementation Procedures:'

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Catmission (AAPC)

Prtior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MARD,
the Chairman wi 11 announce the procedure for cons idering such requests and
advise all interested persons that i f after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a canplete hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they rrust sutmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

P.f.

(2) After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recorrmendat ion of the Planning Corrmission and MAPD staff,
with carments fran the CPO Council, will accempany the zoning re ferral
sheet to the Board of City Ccmnissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days frcm the Planning Ccrnnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Comnission.

b) All zoning Proj ects will be returned to the respective CAD Council when
- significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Cormlission (A·tABC). Signi ficant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlarganent of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-·six {26) days. If this time period is exceeded. it
will be assuned that the. CEO Council comnents on the original application
prevail.
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- c) Introduction of new evidence or argiments about the ccupleteness of the
hearitg shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday.City Comnission meeting.

Statcnents of new evidence rrust speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at

the MABS public hearing (exarnples may be newly published rraterial, i·.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statenents repetitive of former argunents before the ANC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to tile City Comnission.

Statements as to the cornpleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants ·rebuttal time, are exarrples of an inconplete
hearing. A decision url favorable to the appl icant is not an incanplete
hearing.

E

(3) City Omission Procedure

a) The City Cannission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAFC, and
corrments of the CPOCouncil.

·b) In the event newevidence or facts have been filed, the Comnission shall

determine whether ar not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the h'APC for a rehear i ng.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
2 the City Comnission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission may reverse the recormlendation of the Planning
Conmi ss ion, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Conmission for its reconsi deration , stating the reasons for the

action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Ccmnission and the governing body. )

e) The City Corrmission may concur in the recorrmendation of the Planning
Conmission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA '

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown. Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine 'tl- 3 attached. revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If-you have no problems with rry revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·- agenda for discussion and action.

ECU-
Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director.
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DATE: Novenber 7,1985 ' . Pol i cy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

January 28, 19¥5

Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal 1
be based on the written record of the Planning Cannission: CFC) Counci Is:
conments. where applicable; and staff recorrmendalions. These shal I be

torwarded to the Ci ty Conni ss i on. If desired, the City Cannission may
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and f'led with the City Clerk·prior to the close of the City Manager's

Agenda. The Board of City Corrmissioners may refer any case to the
Planding Comnission for rehearing.

Pot icy Inplementation Procedures:

(1)' Metropolitan Area Planning Com-nission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the W\PC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise al I interested persons that i f after consideration of the case they
do not fee I they have had a corrp I e te hear ing or i f they should have
additional new inf6nnation to present, they rrust subnit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recorrmendat ion of the Planning Comnission and MAP[) staff,
wi th ccmnents frcm the CPO Counc i I , wi 11 acconpany the zoning re ferral
sheet to the Board of City Comnissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days from the Planning Ccomission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Comnission.

b) Al I zoning projects will be returned to the respect ive GO Counc i I when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAFC). Signi ficant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargernent of
application area; (c) al tered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.GPO Counci I reconsiderations shal I not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, it
will be assured that the. CFO Council calments on the original application
prevail.
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- - c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Ccrrmission meeting.

, Statonents of new evidence must speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and wlly it was unavailable at
the MARS public hearing (exarrples may be newly published material, i.e.
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former argunents before the MAFC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning

 Department and to the City Comni ss i on.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure i nvo I ved. Procedura I de fici enc ies, such as
failure to al low at)pl icar:Its rebuttal time, are exanples of an incenplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing.

(3) City Conmission Procedure

a) The City Camlission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAPC, and
corrments 6f the CRO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fi led, the Ccmniss ion sha 1 1
determinewhether 6r not the evidence is such towarrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Cannission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.

d) The Ci ty Ccrrmi ss i on may reverse the recomnendation of the Planning
Conmission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Comnission for its reconsideration", stating the reasons for the
action. {Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Comnission and the governing body. )

4

e) The City Conmi ss ion may concur in the recomnendat ion of the Planning
Comnission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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DUE: Noverber 7, 1985 . Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9

. January 28, 1915

2#41
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Applications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal I
be based on the written record of the Planning Calmission; CFO Councils'
corrments, where appl icable; and sta ff recannenda t i ons. These sha I I be
for·warded to the City Comnission. 1 f desired, the City Ccmnission may
ihquire of staff. and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk··prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Corrmissioners may.refer any case to the
Planriing Comnission for rehearing.

Policy Implanentation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Canniss ion (MAPC)
t - Pclor to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC.

. the Chainnan will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
£ advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
E do not feel they have had a complete hearing or i f they should have

additional new inf6nnation to present, they must submit their statement in
writing. to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recomnendation of the Planning Corrmission and MAFD staff,
with comnents from the CFO Council, will accornpany the zoning re ferral
sheet to the Board of City Corrmissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Comnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Corrmission.

b} All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council when
 significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Cannission (MAFC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargenent of
application area; (c) a I tered or new proposed usage; (d) increased densi·ty,
traffic and resource usage; and/or Ie) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CAD Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26} days. I f this time period is exceeded. it
will be assured that the. CR) Council calments on the original application
prevail.
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9 ' . · c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5, p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Ti .day.City Ccrrmi ss i on meet i ng.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the MAFC public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former argunents before the A'AFC shall not be
cons idired. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Comnission.

Statermats as to the carpleteness of the public hearing shall identi fy
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an inconplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appl icant is not an inc.lplete
hearing.

E

(3) Ct ty Comniss ion Procedure

a} The City Ccrnnission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in tbe minutes, recomnendations of the MAPC, and
corrrnents of the CR) Council.

b} In the event new evidence or facts have been fi I ed, the Ccnmi ss i on sha 1 1
determine whether Or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the &'APC for a rehear i ng.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Comnission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comnission may reverse the reconmendalion of the Planning
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropotitan Area
Planning Comnission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Cannission and the governing body. )

e) The City Comnission may concur in the recormenda t ion of the Planning
Comnission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My propr sed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, 1 may have made some other unintenced
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: November 7,1985 · - ' Policy 9
m
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SU3JECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons iderat ion of Resc i nds: AP 9

January 28, 1915
12:
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Applications for changes of zoning or amenchlents to the zoning text shal 1
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmission; CRO Counci Is'
cormlents, where applicable: and staff recannendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Comnission. I f desired, the City Cormlission may
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clari fication.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City CIerk·prior to the close of the City Manager' s
Agenda. The Board of City Comnissioners may. refer any case to the

- Plann'ing Comnission for rehearing.

;6.-„-,--„i, Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Comnission (A'APC)

./b/6 . ·

.14¥49.7.., 21 5*
E*MA.1 I .:. :,/:ATU--

Pcior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the W\PC,
the Chai rman wi 11 announce the procedure for cons idering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not fee I they have had a compl e te hearing or if they should have
additional new informat:on to present, they nust submit their staternent in
writing, to the City Clerk.

#r, f., „..

21222122...

(2) After the Public Hearing

· a) Minutes and the reccrrmendation of the Planning Cannission and MAFD staff,
with con-ments from the CPO Council. will acconpany the zoning referral
sheet to the Board of City Comnissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days fran the Planning Ckrnnission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Comnission.

 j*ir
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b} All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CFOCouncil when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Cannission (MAFC). Significant
changes, ·ill mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; [b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Counci 1 reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. I f this time period is exceeded, it
will be assuned that the CR) Council comnents on the original application
prevail.
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c) Introduction of new evidence or arglments about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday before the Tuesday .Ci ty Ccrrmission meeting.

Statements of new evidence nust speci fy in detail the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
the NAPC public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i·.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statcnents repetitive of former argunents before the MAPC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and .to the City Comnission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as

failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exanples of an incarplete
hearig. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incorrplete
hearing.

E

di93
(3) City Cannission Procedure

a) The City Ccmnission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, reconmendat ions of the A+VC, and
corrments of the CPO Counc il.

.d
b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fi 1 ed, the Con'mi ss i on sha 1 1

determine v.bother br not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the k'APC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Corrmission to clari fy any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comni ss i on may reverse the reconmenda t i on o f the PI ann i ng
Comnission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Carmission for its reconsideration , stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Carmission and the governing body.) f

e) The City Camnission may concur in the recorrmendation of the Planning
Comnission by taking Such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13,1985

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached. revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, I may have made some other unintended
changes.

If'you have no problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd
·· agenda for discussion and action.

Sheldon Kamen

City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Board of City Commissioners
Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director 34
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DATE: Nove·rber 7,1985 ' . Policy 9 .
SLBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons iderat i on o f Rescinds: AP 9

. January 28, 1915 1
...g

Appl ications for changes of zoning or amendnents to the zoning text shal l
be based on the written record of the Planning Carmission; CFO Councils' t ...4'..Ii*
coiinents, where appl icable; and staff reccomendations. These shall be

forwarded to the City Ccmnission. I f desired, the City Ccrrmission rray 94/1
ihquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.

Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Cannissioners ma·,· refer any case to the

· Plan,iing Ca-mission for rehearing.

6 0

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1)' Metropolitan Area Planning Cannission (MAIDC)

Prtior to the pub l ic hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MARS,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
do not feel they have had a corrplete hearing or i f they should have

additional new inf6rmation to present, they must subnit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) After the Riblic Hearing

a) Minutes and the recorrmendation of the Planning Ccrrmission and MAFD staff,
with ccmnents from the OID Council, will accenpany the zoning re ferral
sheet to the Board of City Corimissioners. The case will be scheduled
26 days from the Planning Carmission meeting unless otherwise
directed by the Planning Camlission.

b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council when
- significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by tlie Metropolitan Planning Comnission (MAFC). Signi ficant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlarganent of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CRD Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, it
will be assuned that the. CROCouncil canments on the original application
prevail.
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• · c) Introduction of new evidence or argunents about the canpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City CIerk by 5 p.m.
on the Wednesday be fore the Tuesday .Ci ty Corrmi ss ion meeting.

Statanents of new evidence must speci fy in detai I the description of
new evidence, its nature and source and Why it was unavailable at
the AW'C public hearing (exanples may be newly published material, i.e.
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of funTer arguiients be fore the MARS shal I not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and.to the City Comnission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants·rebuttal time, are examples of an incarplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an inccnplete
hearing.

(3) City Comnission Procedure

a) The City Ccmnission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAFC, and
connients df the CFO Council.

b) In the event new evidence or facts have been fi I ed, the Commission shal 1
determine whether br not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the A·Wr. for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Comnission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

:·1**,

39
d) The City Comni ss ion may reverse the reccrrmendation of the Planning f
Corrmission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Comnission for its reconsi dera t i on", s ta t i ng the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Comnission and the governing body. )

e) The City Comnission may concur in the recorrmendat ion of the Planning
Conn:ission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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,-  City Commission Policy 'mi .

I

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

'ur c 1 Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

. The following policy will prevail in regard to consideratior of zoning change
1 requests:

:tal

Illilillilimaigha "All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may :nquire of staff, proponents or opponents for *
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for m--introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing 91 filed with --
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all I...
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Cornmissioners. may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing." -

33272*6:

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration -
(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the 1procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
aOents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writings to the City Clerk.

the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
unless otherwise di rected by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission

aa@G=a-=51141 meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material ; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available; expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall iot oe considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.

..1

City of Wichita, Kansas .
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City Commission Policy
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Policy 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation ot the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
..· the City Comnission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
events the Planning staff shall be cdlled upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further conment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area

.- Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.': +:-2639%>
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City Commission Policy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

* The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of scaff, proponents or opponents for
clari fication of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evience or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

Eif To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

i@Eld
-e>Ji

IiI
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(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commissionmeeting.

1

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral . Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.

e

City of Wichita, Kansas .- 4

7-«5
0 :70

185

' 1 : 012,1't: 2, - 4 1-2 34·».

*4./02

, · t.'2 --62£4242*-*426*EL

="-fe,

./&/&,'.. .1*de,r L-,Wi'lt.

2./.re€-

P-'Iliia'Qi'v·,tw:



.LiT

€04

494

City Comission Policy

Policy 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

5 City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Comission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planni.ng Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda

.1
(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall

determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

1

1

.4 5 2
1

1

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
. · the City Conmission to clari fy items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further coment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Conmission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establ ishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Com'nission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Corrmission Policy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

. The following policy will prevail.in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text ..
 shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
9 staff recormendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.

The Commission may inquire of staffs proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all 1
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

1 e

To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the publ ic hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for consiaering such requests and advise the applicants and their
a0ents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to presents
they are to submit their statements in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting

* unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.
· {>9/1

L

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting. 4.44 - f i
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Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
i of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
i at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,

theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
i Statements repet-tive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered

valid reasons for referral . Statements as to the completeness of the publ ir
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the appli
is not an incomplete hearing.
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Policy 9
Page 2

54 (4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be deli vered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
' whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

Aa

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Comnission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comission which will !,c printed on the City Manager's Agenda

m

9 r...

 (2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before

I the Planning Comission. If it is found that- the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Comission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
,-· the City Comnission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret i
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further corrment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation..fw*dfi -

1*506 (4) If the City Comnission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
· Conmission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area2.*.t.,6,/t: . Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the

action. (Required by statute as the basig for establishing a dialogue on
f·#4*t · policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board. ):*Abi'z

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Comnission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including i
staff recorrmendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.

/-

The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for t.-

clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
inty 'uction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with

the lity Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the 446

Metropolitan P.rea Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the

procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents, 9 %.
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a

*ic.- fcomplete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

=14't

r.t
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(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise di rected by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writings in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the t,IAPC shall not be consi dered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, arc
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.

City Commission Policy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

* The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:
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City Ccimmission Procedure -
49.-

(1) The City Cormission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planni.ng Con.mission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda. @

F
(2) In the event new evidence or fach have been fi,ed, the Commission shall

determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

133

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
. ' the City Comission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

1
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Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
' whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.
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City Commission Palicy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Conmission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
# Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the

procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,

 that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information topresent,

35 they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the 3oard of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing sh:,1 be filed, in wri ting, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on tile Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission·
meeting.

4*91.t
Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the descri ption
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability

theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,

. valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered

hearing shall identify the issues of procedure invo-ived. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.
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(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City

Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
-        Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Comission will base its decision on zoning cases upon th.
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Conmission. If it is found that- the new evidence ts

 significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

1

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
, .  the City Conmission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
· Conmission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area

, Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Commission Palicy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

 The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recommendations, which Ehall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requdste for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Boal·d of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writings in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission ·
meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.
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City Commission Policy

Policy. 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the publ ic hearing.

(1) The City Comission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the.
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In lhe event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Comission. If it is found that' the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Comission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
. ' the City Comission to clari fy items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted pol icy. In 5uch
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comnent only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda. .Il'.,5 . 11£

City Commission Procedure lill/'ll'll

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Conmission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establ ishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.) al#'.
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City Comnission Policy
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1.
Policy 9

January 28, 1975

443

3

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recomendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Corrmissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, th. follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consi deration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

Rat.. . M.f 3

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writings in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

12.E·,1,612mIE5
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Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.
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City Commission Policy

Policy 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on .///=:
' whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing. ¥© 6?403

City C6mmission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Comnission. If it is found that' the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Comission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
.· the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
i event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret

the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
m further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

C.m"**3*-0..1
(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning

Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
g Commissions it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Commission Policy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

. The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recom.endations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents forclarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for 2
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissionersmay refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."               -

To implement thepolicy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration
4

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chainnan will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
atlents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writings to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise di rected by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.
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Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicantis not an incomplete hearing. -
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City Commission Policy - 
Policy 9

Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writings" the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Comnrission comments on
' whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

29»
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City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Corrmission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information cor,tai ned in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropol itan
Area Planning Coninission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not t,te evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

yf,

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
..· the City Conmission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.
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(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
·- Comission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area

,. Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

··'ga/93%:ue (5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

. The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recour ndations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

: tr

12*

34-86
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(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
abents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writings to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

av

4 .

V·*:

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by

*m-

5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing. --
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City Commission Palicy

Policy 9
Page 2

(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be deli vered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.
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If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Cdmmission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the ,
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

4,.4

m. 1

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
9-' determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before

the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Corrmission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
2. the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such ./.event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
-· the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for

further conment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

. (4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning33 · Comnission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on

9-*  policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board. )

hee-a€.»A (5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Commission Policy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975
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Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

* The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All appl ications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commissions including
staff recorrmendations, which chall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Cl:.-k prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

14, Id
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(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the -C
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the i
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their

agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

-S??r·N.gr (2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
'64%%<.9 accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and

-ti,tff; the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise di rected by the Planning Commission.

I,Z
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(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission

meeting. ' i

.P·fult): ' t> . 1/ tiol

applicant

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the descri ption
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the
ir not an incomplete hearing.
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(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "stataments in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the 
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda

22»2»2 1,

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Comnission. If it is found that the new evidence is

' significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
./ the City Comission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comnent only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area

.. Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commissions it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Corrmission Policy --
Policy 9

January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
.€

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
' requests:

/ 1 ,1
Ke*

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recomendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Comissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

f,43;

4
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To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail: 1

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otheniise di rected by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

4 f

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence. its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability

»£ at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are
examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant

.-li is not an incomplete hearing.
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(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be deli vered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

4*24

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
' whether the subject matter was discussed at the publ ic hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Comission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the.
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manauer's Agenda.

=W@mez):

(2) In tbe event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it i. found that- the new evidence is

 significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

 (3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
09 · .' the City Comission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further comnent only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

:32

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recornmendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Commission Policy 
Policy 9

January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recoomendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staffs proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requists for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Corrmissioners
may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

To implement the policy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Com'nission Consideration

(1) Prior to the publ ic· hearing o f requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman will announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
agents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in thc Office of the City Clerk by5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission  meeting. 4441241»

R Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailability
at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.
Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for referral . Statements as to the completeness of the public

f hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
MI deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are

examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
rl .% is not an incomplete hearing.
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. (4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the Cityh Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.
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If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comiss ion which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine wheti,er or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Corrmission. If it is found that' the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
.+ the City Comnission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further corrment only if there is disagreement with the staff interpretation.

4

4

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning =.*:./.296'I.-.'/'I-

Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropol itan Area
. Planning Comission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the =e%>14'..........action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on

' policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)
...u'·  ·:9

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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City Comission Palicy

Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Considerati on of Zone Change Requests -
The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

1•

"All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Plai,ning Commission, includingstaff recomendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.
The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for
introduction of new evidence or facts shall bp in writing and filed with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. In all
cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Cormissionersmay refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

4

To implement the pclicy, the follcwing procedures shall prevail:
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

©164

»lge-
34*6

lE(1) Prior to the public·hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, the Chairman wi 11 announce the
procedure for considering such requests and advise the applicants and their
abents, as well as other interested persons, either proponents or opponents,
that if after consideration of the case they do not feel they have had a
complete hearing or if they should have additional information to present,
they are to submit their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

.r(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each case willaccompany the zoning referral sneet to the Board of City Commissioners and - the case will be scheduled 19 days from the Planning Commission meetingunless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the City Clerk by
5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission·meeting.

44
411,
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Any such statements of new evi dence shall specify in detail the descriptionof new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailabilityat the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be newly published material; i.e.,theory, traffic counts not previously available, expert witnesses.*- Statements repetitive of arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered
, hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Proceduralvalid reasons for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
41 deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are

examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicantG

is not an incomplete hearing.
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(4) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing," the City
Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Commissioners and the
Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Dr,.artment shall provide the Commission comments on
whether the subject matter was discussed at the public hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Comnission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the 4
information contained in the minutesand recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager'S Agenda.

E
11%

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. IT it is found that' the new evidence is
significant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Corrmission for rehearing.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
, · the City Comnission to clari fy items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or interpret
the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called upon for
further conment only if there is disagreement with the .staff interpretation.

6.: -4.- I

flf" f.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
Conmission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission for its reconsideration," stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

my#%072&
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(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Date: November 5, 1985

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processipg time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
information.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim]

MEL:JHG:rme
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CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November 6 , 1985

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and PlanningDepartment sta ff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before theCOmmiSSion. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may refer said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing. ': t'.3, "C:, 1. 7

h i Ji3 . 121

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail: ..
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration -
(1) Prior to the public hearing cf requests for zoning changes by the

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consideration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit
their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

-44

(2)

(3)

49
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Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
zoning referral sheet to the Boaro of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled 26 9 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise dilted by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks ana CPO Councils every three, ana in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient mannerr staff of both thePlanning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
wlll consider cases prior to the official MAPe public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When ./.M#1.
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwarded to
the Board of City Commissioners with the planning Department referral
sheets and minutes or the Planning Commission. In tbft event an ao-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or=eau=a-f ttle-Slzeof  -area, _0*_Nloultibe-Elaoning--Commissionrecommena a more restrictive classltlcatlon or reducgg_area, et tort
will be maae to present this new information to the CPO Councils so -/2-

that they may reconsider their original recoinmendation within the 26
days prior to the case being schedulea before the City Commission.
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(3) (41 Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness
of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

(4) .{21

Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason
of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously avaiiable, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons
for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Pro-

cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples 0, an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-
able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing",
the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com-
missioners and the Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission
comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
hearing.

9.EFLaR-/*;3
City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and
the recomendation of the CPO Council whieN -wild- ·be- ·primted -er)-the- -(Ji*-
·Manager's-,\gends,

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
- determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before

the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
im- icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the

-If*f Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

8.. I

€« 4/344. 1

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such

· event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.

98..4-*4': 23%
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(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)

00."24*94<;%**1
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(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the adenda. 0.·' . .
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Date: November 5, 1985WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests
eli.::W

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 re flects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
in formation.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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CITY COMMISSION POLICY

..4

Policy 9
November 6, 1985

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
·text shall be based on the written record o f the Planning Com-

1 Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to themission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before theCommission. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests aresubmitted, the Board of City Commissioners may refer said case to£ the Planning Commission for rehearing.

i,

·*61

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

......I---0.-Ii

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consioeration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit
their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled 26 19- days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3)

.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks ana CPO Councils every three, ana in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the
Planning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
wlll consider cases prior to the official MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwarded to
the 8oard of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referral
sheets and minutes of the Planning Commission. In the event an ap-
plicant amenos his request to a more restrictive district or reduces
the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
recommend a more restrictive classification or reduceo area, et fort
will be maae to present this new information to tne CPO Councils So
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being scheduleo before the City Commission.
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Policy 9
Page 2

Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness
of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

Any such slatements of new evidence will specify in detail the
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason
of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons
for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. pro-

cedural deficiercies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-
able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

(4) .{21 If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing",
the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com-
missioners and the Planning Department. 1
If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission
comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
hearing.

633

Aitt20
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City Commission Procedure

(1) Tre City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and
the recomendation of the CPO Council wkikeh -wi»1-1.- -be- -priRted -88 -the- -GIA¥-
-Manager» Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
. the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such

items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan

.»tam=;mi.0-..Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the+ action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)

al

f (5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
B4/:p j mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.
72
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Date: November 5, 1985

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

·,k

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim}

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
information.

444
Wt,§* P Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November 6 1985

44

164

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

All applications for changes of zoning or · amendments to the zoning
text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the
City Commission. ihe City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before the
Commission. Requests for introauction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may refer said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing.

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail: -
0

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration .
IP

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman w
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested perso
either proponents or opponents, that if after consideration of
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if t
shoJld have additional information to present, they are to sub
their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

'J/Ft:·

Pt·,

r
m

t (2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
2 recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
& zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case

will be scheduled 26 *9- days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise dif€Eted by the Planning Commission.

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
. two weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the cont inued interest

of processing applica tions in an expedient manner f sta f f of both the
Planning Commission ana Citizens Rights ana Services will caretully

coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
will consider cases prior to the official MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations wi: 1 be forwarded to
the Board of City Commissioners with the Plan,uing Department referral
sheets ana minutes of the Planning Cominission. In the event an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or reduces

the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
recommena a more restrictive classification or reducea area, ettort

will be maae to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being scheduled before the City Commission.
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Policy
Page 2

(3) (4) Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness
 of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the

City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

. 1:44

----- Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason
of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons
for referral. Statements as to the completeness 01 the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Pro-

cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal

able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.
time, are examples o f an incomplete hearing. A decisior in favor-

(4) 121 If new evidence or facts Are submitted in "statements in writing",
_ . the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com-

mission€rs and the Planning Department.

3,6,

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission hearing.
comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public Er-27

fet.,4 -- _
City Commission Procedure

9. 4 (1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and
the recomendation of the CPO Council whie!4 -41=1- 4» ·priated -Go -the- -OYE¥-
·Manager#- Agenda.

4

Ifi

9,4

49.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

*4

4 V

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.

..4*63*irl·f:.

M ....0 . 'f»tel

(4) If the City Comission .iesires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it shoula "Return the application to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the action. (Required by statute as the basis for establisning a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)

mission, it should take such action as suggested on the aoenda.
(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
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Date: November 5, 1985
WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted

It on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Polity 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
information.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme 9

5*ki.

--1414>

4, k
L.



..a

4 . -19.

Ek€*%133
'CMlu54·€.

9,311...Fi"'.4."c":'."04:91'.::4Ma,-H '4 .

19
>1«

CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November 6, 1985

1 ,!49.

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before the
Commissioti. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners · rruy refer said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing.

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

9 4 .

(1)

(2)

(3)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consioeration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit
their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled g€ 19- days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks ana CPO Councils eve:ry three, and in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the
Planning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
Coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
will consider cases prior to the official MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwarded to
the Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referral

. sheets and minutes o f the Planning Commission. In the .vent an ap-
plicant amends Mis request to a more restrictive district or reduces
the size of tne application area, or should the Planning Commission

will be maae to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
recommena a more restrictive classification or reduceo area, effort

that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case be-ing scheduleo before the City. Commissiof

1:·m
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Policy 9
Page 2
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(3) .fil Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness
of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

.

...
1.a .

Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the I'll'll/'llill'"Im

description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason
of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasont.for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public 
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Pro- m.......1.
cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-
able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

(4) .t.21 If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing",
the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com- i/'ll.=/-/

missioners and the Planning Department. -

-72

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission =2--

comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
hearing.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the AkU>Yinformation contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and *--de

the recommendation of the CPO Council wkieh -w£14- -be- ·pidated -en -the- -CIDi¥-
-Manager's- Agenda. »fust

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-          ---A icant the Commission shall return the zone change request to the .0-,0:j'. :all..Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to =I-

reconsider the request. 2112/I'll

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called

g upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
 interpretation.

tiff,

4 4
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(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it shoulo "Return the application to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission f3r its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)

(5) If the City COmmission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.
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4%1,2 Date: November 5, 1985
WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

.l, 7 42*U ..'. TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director rf Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Polity 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional E.

information.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Manning (Interim)

.ly
MEL:JHG:rme
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CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November 6 1985
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Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning change
requests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
text shall be based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of uny matter before the
Commission. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners · may refer said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing.

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering suchrequests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consideration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit
their statement, in writing, to the City Clerk.

"694?-

; 98

7.
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(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the *Alcrecommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
zoning referral sheet to the Boara of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled 26 39 days from the Planning Corimission meeting

-         unless otherwise dificted by the Planning Commission.
>a

'f/St=

; f ·< ;46 443/
"' if. 4 ... 6.440181*Lt. 4 'i . ' 4 %42:41

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks and CPO Councils every three, ana in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the
Planning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
Will consider cases prior to the official MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwaraed to
the Board of City Commissioners wiEli Lhe Plartriing Department referral
sheets and minutes of the Planning Commission. In the event an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or reduces

the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
recommena a more restrictive classification or reauceo area, ettort
will be n,aae to present Otis new information to tha CPO Councils so
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being schedulea before the City. Commission.
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Policy 9 ....Page 2

(3) .ill Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness
of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason

-                 of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
newly published material; i.e., theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons
for referral. Statements as to the completeness of the public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Pro-

cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-
able to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

(4) (5) If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing", ..%-
the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Corn-

;lamiwillililillillillilillililillillilillilillillimmilillilliimissioners and the Planning Department.
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If asked
comments

hearing.

, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission
on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public

City Commission Procedure

(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recomendation of the MAPC and
the recommendation of the CPO Council whieh -41=1- ·be- ·priated -31* -the- -CiI¥-
·Mal,ager4r Agenda·.

1 (2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.
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(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Plan-
ning Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.)
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(5) If the City COmmission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda. ...r
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January 13, 1986

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically proven by our own
records of recent CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given the
same set of facts, tend to arrive at the same conclusions.

l

*T I . *

*Il . I I. A
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Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9

Philosophically, I oppose attempting to add another layer of governmental con-trol over our citizens.

Philosophically, I support the effort toward greater flow of communication
between our citizens and their decision makers.

The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established for
the worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

The City Conmission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Comission.presently ?M
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordi nances. The CPO has no en-
forcement powers.

If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberations our Ad
Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensus that will result ir, a clear, unequivical recommendation to the body whichappointed us.

I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideas
expressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it.

We have each received information, now, that we did not have prior to our mmeeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has
beenhelpful to us all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisions
in Policy 9.

I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing and
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just ano.her
proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have al ready been taking
"pot-shots" at one by Mayor drown (Pol icy 9 as it now stands), one by com-
missioner Kamen, and ore by MAPC staff.
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Fellow Members Ad Hoc Pol icy Review Committee - Page two.

At any time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity to
provide "housekeeping" changes, - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtfulsuggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our
recommendation, subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance of
our professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their currentplace in the advisory process is timely, of course.

The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of addi tionalpublic hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions.

-

Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy 0* requiringamended petitions, - those wit'l significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered i,/I"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.

[33. My proposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition thatfollows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.· This provides the courtesy of "feed-back" to those citizens who have giventheir time to consideration of the original petition, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relationswithout feeling impelled to prepare for another formal re-hearing:' This
automatic treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decisionto refer back or not to refer back.
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Any member of a CPO Council can then, as now, call up any ·item desired fordiscussion.

. In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in time and money of those deal ing wi th government, we wouldbe ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I havechecked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that this pro-cedure would not overtax the department involved.

To sumnarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.
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Respectt,rly submitted

96 ..,1/ B41.<r,4,
Donald K. Enoch

DKE:me

»rk . - ..#:It„.*-

0 : . -,-- 4*"'//"-d. i

:5:.*0*552:r,
B¥·

P 1.-
;,2,1' 1

L *F =rupt,

.*....

t*.

11

'J't.



1 ..4

1 6-

C.

ELA.,'.

8,0,43-nena
59.g 206 .0,ive

9&44,4 JGnsa5 67208
316/681.3370

£Donall JC &4
January 13, 1986

1

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9

Philosophically, I oppose attempting to add another layer of governmental con-trol over our citizens.

Philosophically, I support the effort toward greater flow of communicationbetween our citizens and their decision makers.

The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established forthe worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

mug;EU4440 The City Commission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.presently
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CPO has no en-forcement powers.

4340

'r'.: It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically proven by our own
records of recent CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given thesame set of facts, tend to arrive at the same conclusions.

If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberation, our Ad
Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensusthat will result in a clear, unequivical recommendation to the body whichappointed us.

I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideasexpressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it.
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We have each received information, now, that we did not have prior to our
meeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has
been helpful to us all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisionsin Policy 9. vllff ,

I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing andfLSBL"m'll/"#4
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just another
proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have already been taking"pot-shots" at one by Mayor Brown (Policy 9 as it now stands), one by com-missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.
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Fellow Members Ad Hoc Policy- Review Committee - Page two.

54 At any time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity to
provide "housekeeping" changes, - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtful
suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our

, recommendation, subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance of
our professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their current

place in the advi sory process is timely, of course.

The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of additional
public hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions,
Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of requiring
amended petitions, - those with significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered
"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.
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My proposal is simple: report. automatically, every zoning disposition that
follows CPO consideration. A CPO.Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.
This provides the courtesy of :'feed-back" to those citizens who have given

422 their time to consideration of the original petition, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relations

4 3. without feeling impelled to prepare for another formal re-hearing:' This
automa·tic treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decision
to refer back or not to refer back.3

0 Any member of a CPO Council can then, as now, call up any·item desired for
discussion.

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in time and money of those dealing with government, wewould
be ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I have
checked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that this pro-
cedure would not overtax the department involved.

To summarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.

Respectl>Tly submitted

Donald K. Enoch
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FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9

Philosophically, I oppose attempting to add another layer cf governmental con-
trol over our citizens.
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Philosophically, I support the effort toward greater flow of communication
between our citizens and their decision makers.

 The Citizens Participation Organization was conceived and established forthe worthy purpose of enhancing that 2-way flow of information.

 The City Conmission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Conmission.presently
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CPO has no en-        -
forcement powers.

It is generally recognized, - and has been specifically Proven by our own
records of recent CPO-MAPC-CC actions -, that reasonable persons, given the
same set of facts, tend to arrive at the same conclusions.

· If the above facts can be accepted as a basis for our deliberation, our Ad 18//0/%

Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensus
that will result in a clear, unequivical recomnendation to the body which
appointed us. .

Eff -3
I was impressed with the stature of the members of our Committee and the ideas
expressed. Certainly I feel honored to be a part of it. 1/inam#·C#*

We have each received information, now, that we did not have prior to our
meeting on January 8. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it hasEll# been helpful to us all. Perhaps each of us is preparing suggested revisionsh.

in Policy 9.

I hope it does not seem presumptious for me to put my effort in writing and
mail it to each of you in advance of our next meeting. It's just another
proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have already been taking
"pot-shots" at one by Mayor Brown (Pol icy 9 as it now stands), one by com-
missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.

-

...4

JAN 1 5 1986

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE m

e .

%.464

4

T

11=mz-

.f.
:1 2-•fee-„ n.#'.#..

---- j '. . -, .3"9329*'1 · ,": 3.1

.. ... 2·'· .,IN.. 498,



ef 4 ,

4%0

V %:

Fellow Members Ad Hoc Policy- Review Commi ttee - Page two

At any. time substantive changes are adopted, we have the opportunity to
provide "housekeeping" changes, - modernizing, clarifying, simplifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtfulet*---'..4&,ak

Vll- suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into our
2?31 . recommendatior., subject, as he has suggested, to the technical guidance of

our professional staff. The recognition of CPO councils and their current ./.../../../.i
place in the advisory process is timely, of course.

The controversial issue before us seems to be, simply, the fear of additional
public hearings required of applicants for zoning changes and for exceptions.
Most of our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of requiring
amended petitions, - those with significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered 1
"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.

My proposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition that
follows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will list concisely date and action taken.
This provides the courtesy of "feed-back" to those citizens who have given

rm=- their time to consideration of the original petition, and provides an op-
portunity for an applicant to return and enhance his community relations
wi thout feel i ng impel 1 ed to prepare for another formal re-hearing:- This
automatic treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decision
to refer back or not to refer back.

lig=

Any member of a CPO Council can then, as now, call up any -item desired for
discussion.

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in time and money of those dealing with government, we would
be ill-advised to suggest a program that would increase either. I have
checked with the staff of CPO and of MAPC, and each declares that this pro-
cedure would not overtax the department involved.

92 To summarize: Each CPO Agenda to include a section listing subsequent
it disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.
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1/Pla# COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
JOORNAL 138

Chris Cherches

Mike Lindebak

Comm. Knight

DECEMBER 3, 1985 PAGE 299

In response co comments made by the speakers, the City Manager stated that The
Dell would not be assessed for a sewer main as they are served by an existing
sewer and there would be no other charges unless it be for petitioned improve-
ments. The City Engineer also advised chat the existing streets there could be
overlayed, and the neighborhood could request the type of street improvements
that fit their neighborhood, as curb and gutter streets was not the only type
available to them.

Discussion was had, and Commissioner Knight expressed hia opposition to subject
annexation at this time, and felt that che City should meet with the area
residents and possibly a sharing of information could improve the City/area
relationship.
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Royce Wallace During the discussion, Mr. Wallace indicated that the area residents needed

more concrete evidence of what services could be expected and when, but he also felt annexation should await more development of the a:ea.
Comm. Kamen Commuxamen expressed his support for the annexation but hoped that a better

approach could be utilized in the future.

Mayor Brown ' Mayor Brown explained his position of support for the annexation.
Motion -- Brown moved that the public hearing be closed, the annexation proposal

be approved and the annexation ordinance be placed on first reading.
Comm. Bell Commissioner Bell stated that he could not support the notion at this time, as

he would like to have the opportunity to obtain more information and background
on this subject and the area.

moot · Motion was moot, 2 to 2. Bell and Knight - "no." (This matter will be
returned at the r.ext meeting. December 17, for action.)

CC POLICY NO. 9 CITY COMMISSION POLICY 9: CONSIDERATION OF ZONE CHANGE RECUESTS (KAMEN} .

Chris Cherches The City Manager stated that this policy review resulted following previous
City Commission action concerning zone change requests being returned to the
MAPC for reconsideration and also being referred back to the CPO's for their
review when significant changes had occurred.

Ccim. Kamen Commissioner Kamen reviewed the following policy change which he proposed for
paragraph 2b of Policy 9:

'b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council when
. significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the

applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Commission (MAFC). Significant
+ changes will mean: (a) more restricitve zoning; (b} reduction/enlargement of

application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d} increased density,
-                     traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect

adjacent properties/zoning. CPO Council reconsiderations shall act exceed a
: time period of twenty-six (26) davs. If this time period is exceeded, it will

be assumed that the CPO Council clmments on the original application prevail. "
Com=. Knight Discussion was had, and Commissio.zer Knight suggested that possibly a committee
Contrn. Kamen should be appointed to review the policy and the proposed charge, to see what

effect such a change would have, and Commissioner Kamen indicated his
concurrence provided a definite time period be es,zablished for it to be
returned.

t wasf The following perscns spoke in opposition to such a policy change. as i
felt it would impede development, that the curren. .011-7 was adequate ar.2
allows prblic input, and that such a change would affect the authoricy granted
the Planni.,g uormission; ho·wever, most indic:zed interest in serving if a
review committee was established:

/Steve Martens, 125 N. Emporia, Realtor
M. S. Mitchell, Chairman of Develip.rs Committee of Wichita Area
Homebuilders Association.

James Gardner, Jr., MAPC member
Bob Fox, 2-ndmark Communities
Ed Roberts. Chamber c f Commerce/Econcmic Develcement Division
Kenneth Kinchen, 5705 E. 17th Street and former Executive Di:ector of the
Urban Renewal Agency

50.0 -'lscusslen Discus,ion was had regarding the time recuired for zone case reviews.

Motion -- Eamen moved that a policy review committee be established ti review Policy No, ' 1
9 and that two members be selected by each Citv Commissioner to serve crt said W...

, committee, that the committee repor. back to the City Ccm:niss:cn within 90
days, and at the suggestiok of Commissioner knight, i- was added cha= the
appointees be desi9-aced at the reet-ng of Dece-her 17, 1933.

Subst. Mction - 3:cwn moved a substisute =tic- that :he pri:act be abam€lned and leave the
-- died Plar .ing --Xess exic.1·.· is z ls. IM:tici, died fir .2.k =5 8 see--d.1
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PGE 300

Mayor Brown Mayor Brown read a prepared statement explaining his concerns and reasons for
opposing such a policy change, and in support of the current Planning proceduresand a re-review by the Planning Commission only.

Comm. Kamen
Jr, Discussion was had relative to the policy review, and commissioner Kamen

stated that as he perceived it, the Committee would tell the Commission
whether the policy should remain a= is or whether it should be changed in scmeway.

carried Commissioner Kamen's motion carried 3 to 1. Brown - "No.
Recess

The City Commission recessed at 11:28 a.m. and reconvened at 11:37 a.m.
SISTERS CITIES SISTER CITIES AGRE.MENT WITH KAIFENG CITY. PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA (11:30 AGREEMENT A.M.}.

On June-11, 1985, the City Commission approved a Resolution designating Kaifeng
City as an official sister city. Kaifeng City will officially recognize its
relationship with the City by a joint signing of the agreement.

W t»

The Kaifeng delegation and City Commission exchanged greetings and acknowledged
the friendships being expressed through this sister city relationship after which
Mayor Brown and Mayor Zhu Zhencheng participated in the ce/emonial signing of
the agreement between the two cities. Following the signing , an exchange of
gifts took place between the officials of both cities.

Motion --

Bell moved that the Commission ratify the agreement and its execution by the-- carried Mayo.. Motion carried 4 to 0.

The City Commission recessed for lunch at 11:58 a./. and reconvened at 1:30
p.m. with Mayor Brown in the Chair. Commissioners Bell, Kamen, Knight, present.Commissioner Casado absent.

E€i
21ST. NO./OLIVER TWENTY-FIRST STREET NORTH/OLIVER INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT. ,=INTERSECTION

IMPROVDIENT

The proposed improvement consists of constructing left-turn lanes at all four :
approaches to the intersection and modifying the right-turn lane in the north-
east quadrant of the intersection. 2.2 ·

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvement Program (CIP)..
Construction is scheduled for 1986 at a projected cost of $1,295,000 The

estimated cost is $780,000 to be financed by State funding in the amount of
$636,000 and the balance (5144,000} from City funds.

./bt

Agenda Reoort No. 85-29

0.'1Mike Lindehak The City Engineer informed the Commission that he would be glad to answer p.any questions the Corrmission might have. he@SM.

Fer-g
/-#

Mayor Brown Mayor Brown inquired if anyone present wished to be heard and nc one appeared,
Motion -- Knight moved that the project be approved and the ordinance be placed on first-- carried reading. Motion carried 4 to 0.

ORDINANCE

An Ordinance declaring the intersection of 21# Street North and Oliver to be
a main trafficway within the City of Wichita, Kansas; declaring the necessity
of and authorizing certain improvements on said main trafficway; and setting
forch the nature of said improvements, the estimated costs thereof, and the
manner of payment of same, int.cduced and under the rules laid over.

9% AS'·

/Rge'-

KELLOGG/TYLER RD. KELLOGG/TYLER ROAD INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT.
IMPROVEMENT

The proposed paving improvement consists of constructing left-turn lanes on Kellogg at Tyler Road.

Elf·.
19*00

2.@'.J,

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvement Program .
Construction is scheduled for 1996 at a prol ected cost of 5230,000. The
method of funding is S225,000 Federal funds and $55,000 City funds.
Acenda Regort No. 93-30

Mike Lindebak The City Engineer briefly reviewed the i.em with the Commission.
Mayor Brown Mayor Brown inquired if anyone present wished to be heard and no one appeared.
Motion -- Knight moved that the project be approved and :he ordinance be placed ca first

(CIP 1

carried read ing. Motion carried 4 to 0.
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Date: November 5, 1985WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager

FROM: Michael E. Lindetak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPO's Considering Zone Change Requests

At your direction, we have reviewed City Commission Policy 9 which
refers to consideration of zone change requests. That policy sets
out procedures for considering zone change requests and was adopted
on January 28, 1975. It has not been amended and does not mention
CPO Councils' roll in considering zone cases. For the most part
this policy is still correct, however, the attached delineated copy
of Policy 9 reflects the changes that should be considered.

We believe that these minor changes reflect the intent of the City
Commission to provide for full consideration of cases by both the
Planning Commission and CPO Councils and not significantly extend the
length of processing time. Please advise if we can furnish additional
information.

Michael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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.. CITY COMMISSION POLICY

13

Policy 9
November 6 , 1985

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The following policy will prevail in regard to consideration of zoning changerequests:

All applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning
text shall bc based on the written record of the Planning Com-
mission, including CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
Department staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before the
Commissioh. Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts
shall be in writing and filed with the City Clerk prior to the close
of the City Manager's Agenda. In all cases where such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may refer said case to
the Planning Commission for rehearing. .

L.*-

To implement the policy, the following procedures shall prevail:
Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the · public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or opponents, that if after consideration of the
case they do not feel they have had a complete hearing or if they
should have additional information to present, they are to submit
their statements in writing, to the City Clerk.

,

r -nt:ji. A 6 2. -r:Pr' , . I

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled g€ i9- days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
two weeks ana CPO Councils every three, ana in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the

-           Planning Commissior and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
will consider cases prior to the ofticial MAPC public hearing so as
to provide all possible information to the Planning Comnission. When
scheduling does not permit, CPO recommendations will be forwarded to

-          the Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referral
. sheets and minutes of the Planning Commiss.i.on. In the event an ap-

the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or reduces

recommeno a more restrictive classirication or reduced area, eftort
will be maae to present this new information to the CPO Councils sO
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being schedulea before the City Commission.
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Policy 9
Page 2

(3) 211 Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness · IM!11111
of the hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the Office of the
City Clerk by 5 p.m. on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled
Tuesday City Commission meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence will specify in detail the

of its unavailability at the MAPC public hearing. Examples may be
description of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason

i newly published material; i.e. theory, traffic counts not pre-
viously available, expert witnesses. Statements repetitive of
arguments before the MAPC shall not be considered valid reasons

-                for referral. Statements as to the completeness of tne public
hearing shall identify the issues of procedure involved. Oro-

cedural deficiencies, such as failure to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavor-
at le to the applicant is not an incomplete hearing.

r . .Na
F,4./ .:2/2 j·;Cf'14;
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1 (4) .(21 If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements in writing",
the City Clerk will cause copies to be delivered to the City Com-
missioners and the Planning Department.

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commission
comments on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
hearing.

City Commission Procedure

- L.Nr)*

e.·> C ,· WL./
(1) The City Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the

information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and

the recommendation o f the CPO Council whieh -will- -be- ·prd.Rted -er¥ -the- -0¥-
*lartager»Agenda.

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing before
the Planning Commission. If it is found that the new evidence is signif-
icant, the Commission shall return the zone change request to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. The CPO Council may also be asked to
reconsider the request.

i
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(3) The Planning staff and the proponents and opponents may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify items contained in the minutes when such
items appear to be ambiguous or contradictory to adopted policy. In such
event, the Planning staff shall be called upon first to explain or inter-
pret the matter in question. Other interested parties shall be called
upon for further comment only if there is disagreement with the staff
interpretation.

(4) If the City Commission desires to reverse the reconmendation by tte Plan-
ning Commission, it should "Return the application to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission for its reconsidertion", stating the reasons for
the· action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a
dialogue on policy between the Planning Comis. ion and the governing
body.)

(5) If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.
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