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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 requests, 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 Department
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
i report is that, in the event an application is amencled 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 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
i Kamen, the Committee compared the revisions with the existing Policy 9.




ZONING CASE DISPOSITIOM 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 21st
Street North and 29th Street North.

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

Case No. Z-2654
Reguest: "B" to "LC" (Amended to "OC" at the MAPC meeting)

Location: At the southeast corner of 13th Strect 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 Rec dation: 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 (6-0)

Case No, Z-2744
Request: "AA" to "LC"

Location: On the west side of Maize Road in an area south of
i3th Street North.

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




MAPC Agenda - 2/2%86
Page 2 w

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 Recc dation: Approved subject to replatting (7-0)

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner




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 City 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
City Clerk prior to the close of the City Manager's Agenda. The Board of City
Commissioners may refer ary case to the Planning Commission for rehearing.

Policy Implementation Procedur

(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 writing, to the
City Clerk.

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)-—ﬁii—een&ng-pi-ejeeea—wiii—be—!eeurned-Ee—Ehe-!espeeeive—GPQ-Geaneii—vhen
aigni--ﬁiem!E—ehaﬂges-a‘m-ﬁhe—in—iE-iai-p!apesai—heve-been—mde—eiEhE!-by-Ehe
appiienne-end}ar-by—ehe-l(ee!epe-]:-ienn-lii-enni-ng-semméosi-sn—{ll_%?s)r——Sign!-é!eune
ehangeu—wi-ﬁ-menm——-En}-mere--restrieEive-zening:-{b}-gedue&ien#eniargemene—ef
eppiienﬁ-ien-ausf-(e}—aibeaeé-er—new-pzepesed—usagef—{d)-énereaeed—deasibyf
b!aﬁﬁie—und—resauree—usege‘;--anéier—{e)—any—eeher—feee“es—ehae-mey—uifeee
nd}aeeae—preperties#zaningrsFe-Geuneﬁ:—reeBna%éere&ene-—shail—nue—exeeed-e
e{-me—pe!ied—oE-Eveney-s!:x—{ﬂ6}——&&;%-—ii—ehis—eime~pefiad-is—exeeeded-;-—ie
nﬂzi—be-assuned-shaa-&he—GFB-&'suﬂei&-eamenea—ennehe—'eﬁginai—eppiieaeien
prevaiic

b) Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed b
either an applicant or the Plannin Commission, this new information will be
resented to the CPO Council so that they may reconsider their original
recommendation within the 26 davs prior to the case baing scheduled before the
Board of Ci“y Commissioners. If this time eriod is exceeded, it shall be

SO8EC 0 Udny Commissioners, If |
interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the revision.
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¢) Introduction of new evidence or arguments abcut 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

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 Mil'C for a rehearing. 3

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, 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 § a.m.

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

Jack H, Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG/Iw




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

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members
FROM: Jack H. Galbraith, Chief Planier, Current Plans

SUBJECT: Committee Review of Policy 9

Attached is a ropy of a draft memorandum that outlines your discussion and
recommendations 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.
o

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, | appreciate all of your

efforts in reviewing this policy and believe that your suggestions will operate
smoothly and not cause the prolonging of case consideration. Thank you

very much.
M. St

Jadk)H. Galbraith
Chiet Planner

JHG/Iw
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

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

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

SUBJECT: Ad Hoc Policy Review Commiitee - Policy 9

The Ad Hoc Policy Committce 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

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 requests. They did not consider it
appropriate to recommend that a case be denied because an applicant or agent
was not in attendance.




Board of City Commissioners February 11, 1986

The Committee also unanimously suggested that the Planning Department
furnish the CPO office a "Zoning Case Disposition Report" on the Friday
following a Thursday Planning Commission meeting. Attached is a copy of the
-first. disposition reportﬁf“ﬁ’rnished 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 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) b, which the Committee
recommends be changed as follows:

(2) lb) 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 Critchfielc Joel Pollack
Alex Dean James C. Wilson
David Dewey




Board of City Commissioners February 11, 1986

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

APPROVAL:

Michael E. Lindebak,
Acting Director of Plan

JHG/Iw

Enclosures: Disposition Report

Delineated Copy of Policy 9 as presented by Commissioner
Kamen




ZONING CASE DISPOSIT!ON 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.
Request: "B" to "LC" (Amended to "OC")

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: HAA" to OC"
Location: At the southeast corner of Edgemoor and Central.

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

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




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, wiiere applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |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
Commissioners may refer any case to the Planning Commission for rehearing.

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAFC)

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 writing, to the
City Clerk.

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 Cormissioners. The case will be scheduled 26 days from
the Planning Cammission meeting unless otherwise directed by the Planning
Commission.

b-}-—AH—:um’»ng—pre-}eet-a—wH-1--—be—returned—te-the—respeet+ve-€$9—€nme++—when
sigm‘-ﬁeant-ehanges-in—the—in{-t1‘-a+-prepesa+—have—been—mde—eHher-by—the
appticant-andfer-by-the-Metrepetitan-Ptanning-Commission-{MAPC) - -Stgnifieant
ehunges—wi-H-meam-—(-a-}-fmre-Pestr{-c'c1‘ve—zeniﬁgr-{-b-)—redueﬁen{-enl-argmnt-af
appHeaHen—area:--{-e}—aﬂered—m--new—pr-epesed-usage:—{-d}—i-nereased-densﬂy:
traffie-and-resource-ucage:-ardfor—fe}-any-nther-fea tures-that-may-affeet
adjacent-propertiestzoning-EPO-Cotne+-recensiderations-shatt-net—exeeed-a
time-period-of-twenty-six-{26}--day: ~+f-this-time-peried-s-exceeded-—i¢
witi-be-assumed-that-the-CFO-Coune+ comnents-en-the-originat-apptication
prevaiic

b) Should a more vestrictive classification or a reduced area be proposed %
either an applicant or t annl ssion, this new information w

resent to t unci| so that ey may reconsider their original
recommendation within the 26 days prior to te case bel ﬁalé Before the
Eoard of sz Commissioners. f¥ t.s time E’a s exceeded, 1t shall be
interpreted that the unc S no recommendation 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 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

the MARC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert wi tnesses).
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 Citv Commission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hea shal | identify
the issues of procedure mvo ved. Procedural def iciencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomplete

hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incamplete
hearing.

(3) City Comission 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 Comission shall

determine whether or 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 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 recammendation of the Planning
Commission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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ZOMING 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
Request: "B" to "LC" (Amended to "OC")

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: TAA" to OC"
Location: At the southeast corner of Edgemoor and Central.

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

CASES:

Case No. Z-271

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.
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
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 DATE: November 7, 1985 < Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Cons ideration of Rescinds: AP 9
: : : January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission: CFO Councils'
camments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |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
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda, The Board of City Cammissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. = .

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Cammission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zaning 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 camplete hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. ;

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with coments from the CPO Council, will accarpany 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 Camission.

b} All soning projects.widl be returned to—the respective—CPO-Council-when
significaat changes in- the—initial propesal have been made either_by the
appHcant and/er by—ttic Metropeti tar—Planming-Eamission—(MAPC). Significant
changes witl mean: (2) more restrictive zoming; (b} reduct ion/enlargement -of
application-area;—{c)—altered or-new-proposed-usage; (&) increased density,
teafficand Teseurce-usages—andfor (e) any-other features—that may affect .
adjacent-propest iesfzoning.CRO-Couneil reconsiderations shall met exceed a-—
time period of twenty~six (26} days. f this timperied is exceeded, it _
witl beli.assl.md that the CPO Council eemments on-the original-apphication—
prevail, - 2 7 ;

S—




* ¢} |Introduction o@ew evidence or arguments abm.ethe campleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Viednesday before the Tuesday City Comission meeting.

Statements of new evidence must specify 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 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 Lhe public hearing shall identify

the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as

failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomlete

%:ar:ng A decision unfavorable to l‘.he appllcant is not an incamplete
ar ng : : - ] |

City Commission Procedure

a) The City Conmission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and
comments of the CRO Council. :

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearmg

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

d) The City Comission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning

Comission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Comission for its reconsideration", stating the reasons for the

action. (Requirad 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 recormendation of the Planning
Commission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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I WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986
| METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
{

|

1

J

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 minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
| Folicy 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 | furnish you some additional wording to consider

prior to our next meeting. [ 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- i
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; (d) increased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other 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
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

| would propose the following wording for your consideration:

Should a more restrictive classification or a reduced area be pro- h’_ﬁ
posed by either an applicant or the Planning Commission, effents
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 w4 be

}M assumed that the CPO Councilvcmn%s—en—t-he—mﬁgéna{rappmaﬁon

K, A <14)¢
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee January 16, 1986

Qur next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Wednesday, January 22, 1986
in the Planning Department Conference PRoom 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,

\Jagk H. Galbraith
JHG/Iw
Enclosu “~s

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




Enoch Jnvestments
5902 Polo Dhive
Wﬁita, Hansas 67308

316/681=3370 Donald H Enoch
January 13, 1986

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.

B g s

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 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
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
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 R. It has helped clarify my thinking. Doubtless, it has
been ?e]pful 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

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.

JAN 15 1986
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE s o e
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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 Tines 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, - rhosc 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.

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 1ist 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 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 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. [ 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.

R?ﬂ y submitted

Donald K. Enoch
DKE:me




Enoch Jnvestments
5903 Polo Dhive
‘lenaa, Kansas 67208

316/681=3370 Donald K Enoch
January 13, 1986

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 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 fTou_' 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 recent CP0-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
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 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

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.

JAN 15 1986

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
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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 1ines 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 with significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the apprcpriate CPO Council, particularly, what shall be considered
"significant changes" and who shall determine that significance.

My preposal is simple: report, automatically, every zoning disposition that
follows CPO consideration. A CPO Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition" will 1ist 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 treatment avoids the risk of a challenge against any decision

to refer back or not to refer back.

Any member of a CFO 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 il1-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 Agendc to include 2 section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.

R%)piéctjﬂ'ly submitted

Donald K. Enoch
DKE :me




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: 3

"A11 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 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 follewing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideratinn

(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 opponengs,
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.

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.

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 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
axamples of an incomplete hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant
is not an incomplete hearing.

City of Wichita, Kansas




‘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.

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 iacts 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 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) 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 Plenning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE

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

FROM Sheldon Kamen, Clt); Commissioner
SUBJECT

November 13, 1985

Policy 9

Please examine the attached.revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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.

SK:al

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

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner
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DATE: November 7, 1985 s : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consldera{ion of Rescinds: AP 9
1 A January 28, 1935

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 Commission. |f 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 City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Commissioners may.refer any case to the
Planning Cormission for rehearing. e

Policy Implementation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MARC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests ard
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 sutmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. g

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accampany the zoning referral

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

26 days fram the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Camission.

b) All zoning projects wiil 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 (MAPC). 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; 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 !!:7 assumed that the. CRO Council camments on the original application
prevail. i ]




© ¢) |Introduction orﬁw evidence or argunehts aboute‘e completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Vednesday 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
the MAPC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic colnts 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 conpleteness of the i shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural def] ncies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exanples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete

hearing.

City Conmission Procedure

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

'b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether 6r 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 Commission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comission 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 Comission 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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COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS
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Mike Lindebak

Comm. Knight

Royce Wallace

Comm. Kamen

Yayor Brown

Motion --

Comm. 3ell

CC POLICY NO. ¢
Chris Cherches

Cemm, Xamen

Discussion

Motion --

In B to s 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 alsc 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 streats was not the only type
available to them.

Discussion was had, and Commissioner Knight expressed his opposition to subjact
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.

During the discussion, Mr. Wallace indicated that the area residents naeded
more concrete evidence of what curvices couvld be expected and when, but he
also felt annexation should await more development of the area.

Comm. Kamen expressed his support for the annexation but hoped that a better
approach could be uitilized in the future,

Mayor Brown explained his position of support fcr the annexation,

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

Commissioner Bell stated that he could not support the motion at this time, as
ne would like to have the opportunity t7 cbtain more informaticn and background
on this subject and the area.

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

CITY COMMISSION POLICY 9: CONSIDERATION OF ZONE CHANGE REQUESTS (RAMEN).

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

Commissioner Kamen reviewed the following policy change which he propossd 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 (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restricitve zening; (b) reduction/eniargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased dansity,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning. CP0 Council reconsideraticns shall not axceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is axceeded, it will
be assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application prevail."

Discussion was had, and Commissioner Xnight suggested that possibly a commistee
should be appointed to review the policy and the proposed change, to see what
effact such a change would have, and Commissioner Kamen indicated nis
concurrence provided a definite time period be established for it to be
returned. 7

The following perscns spoke in opposition to such a policy change, as it was
felt ic would impede development, that the current policy was adequate ané
allows public input, and that such a change would affect the auchority granted
the Planning Commission; however, most indicated interest in serving i1f a
review committee was established:

Steve Martens, 125 N. Emporia, Realtor

M. 5. Mitchell, Chaizman of Develcpers Commitzee of Wichita Area
Homebvilders Asscciation.

James Gardner, Jr., MAPC membar

Bob Fox, Landmark Communitiss

£d Roberts, Chamber of Cormerce/Econcmic Develogment Division

Kenneth Kitchen, 5705 E. l7th Street and former Executive Director of the
Urban Renewal Agency

Discussion was had regarding the time required for zone case reviews.

Ramen moved that a policy review committee be established to review folicy No,
9 and that two members be selacted by each City Commissioner to sarve A
committes, that the committee raport back to the City Commission withi

days, and at the suggestion of Commissioner Hnight £ was added that
appointees be ignated at tha meeting of Dec

Srown mcvad 3 subg
Slanning pracess =2
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Hayor Arown

Comm. Kamen

== carried

Recess

SISTERS CITIES
AGREEMENT

Motion --
== carried

215T. NO./QLIVER
INTERSECTION
IMPROVEMENT

Mike Lindekak

Mayor Brown

Hotion --
- carried

KELLOGG/TYLER RD.
IMPROVEMENT

Mike Lindebak
Mayor Brown

Motion ==
=='carried

COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS

DECEMBER 3, 1385 PAGE 1300

Mayor Brown read a prepared statement explaining his conceras 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.

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 as is or whether it should be changed in some
way.

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

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

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

On June 11, 1985, the City Commission approved a Resolution designating Xaifeng
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 delegaticn and City Commission exchanged greetings and acknowledged
the friendships being expressed through this sister city relationship after which
Maycr 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 betwezen the officials of both cities.

Bell moved that the Commission ratify the agreement and its execution by the
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.

TWENTY-FIRST STREET NORTH/OLIVER INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT.

The propcsed improvement consists of constructing left-turn lanes at all four
approaches to the intersection and modifying the right=-tura lane in the north-
east guadrant of the intersectien.

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 ($144,000) from City funds.

Agendaz Report No. 85-29

The City Engineer informed the Commission that he would be glad to answer
any guestions the Commission might have.

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

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

ORDINANCE

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

KELLOGG/TYLER ROAD INTERSEZCTION IMPROVEMENT.

The proposed paving improvement consists of constructing left-turn lanes on
Kellcgg at Tyler Road.

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvement Program (CIP).
Construction is schaduled Zor 1936 at a projected cost of 5280,000. Th

method of funding is $225,000 Federal funds and $53,000 City funds,

Agenda Report No. 85-30

The City Encineer briefly reviewed the izem with the Commission.

Mayor Brown inguirsad Lf anyone present wished to be heazd and no one appearecd.

Knight moved that the proiect be approved and the ordinance be placed ¢n first
reading. Motion carzriad 4 to 0.
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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 setyé 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, Jaauary 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
:I‘.tend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael ‘E. Lindebak, P.E.

City Engineer/

Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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December 27,

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

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 Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures




December 27, 1985

Mr. Steve Critchfield
14324 Wakanda Court
Wichita, Kansas 67230

Dear Mr. Critchfield:

You have been appointed by City Commissiomer 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 refarred 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 appeinted 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.

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 Conferemce Room on the tenth floor of City
Hall., The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 E.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,

M:Lchgal E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning

MEL:ogr
Enclosures

Ly o
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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
appointed to review the policy. At the December 17th City Commission meet-—
ing, cach 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 lock forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael EY" Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning
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December 27, 1985

Mr. David Dewey
1065 North Waco
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Dewey:

You have been appointed by Ci:y 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 1is 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 Rocm on the tenth floor of City
Hall, The meeting will adjourn by 5:00 P.M. If you will be umnable to
:t:gnd, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268-
266.

We look forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

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

MEL:ogr
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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 1is 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,

mch;gz/%ndebak, P.E.

City Engineer/

Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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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 Commiscion's policy for considering zome 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 co ttee 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
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Joel Pollack
7014 East l4th 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 Commictee. 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 umable 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.-¥indebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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December 27, 1985

Mr. Gary Sherrer
1038 Lawreuce Court
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Dear 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 zome 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 aud 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,
Ve
Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.
City Engineer/
Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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December 27, 1985

Mr, James C. Wilson
1027 West River Boulevard
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Wilsonm:

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 comnsidering 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. TIf you will be unable to
attend, please call Jack Galbraith at 268-4421, or you may call me at 268
4266.

k forward to seeing you on January 8th.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Lindebak, P.E.

City Engineer/

Acting Director of Planning
MEL:ogr
Enclosures
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DESIGN DIVISION

TO Distribution
FROM Alvena Lyon, City Commission Aide
SUBJECT City Commission Appointments
December 17, 1985

Sister Cities Advisory Board {term to e>.<pire 11/1/87)

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

ﬁd Hoc Policy Review Committee

\ David Deu;ey, 1065 N. Waco (03). (Bell)

\ Bob Bulman, 1326 Wilbur Lane (12). (Bell)

\ Joel Pollack, 7014 E. I4th (06). (Brown)
Ken Kitchen, 5705 E. 17th (08). (Brown)

+ | Steve Critchfield, 14324 Wakanda Court (30). (Casado)
| | Alex Dean, 7620 Pagent Lane (06). (Casado)

l/' |Don Ablah, 251 N. Crestway (08). (Kamen) Vi st {o—;‘

#James C. Wilson, 1850-5—0td-Maner—H8). (Kamen) ;027 (v, £awse /s /
| Don Enoch, 5902 Polo (08). (Knight)
t Gary Sherrer, 1038 Lawrence Court (06). (Knight)e

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 I3,

Distribution:

Don Gisick, City Clerk

Ray Trail, Assistant City Manager

Sharon Hamrick, Assistant to the City Manager
“Kelly Humphries, Public Affairs

Stan Scott, CPO Coordinator

~ Mk Lok 4 . o O
7" 5 7/14: Fpes

L V/ﬂ - ("74_7 : /27 ‘
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THE CITY OF WICHITA -

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION bAfE November 13, 1985

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

IFRDM Sheldon Kamen, Cit}lf' Commissioner
SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please examine the attachzd.revised policy. My proposed change in the policy is

covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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
¢c: Board of City Commissioners

Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director.




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 o : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Corsideration of Rescinds: AP 9
4 : 5 January 28, 1935

BN, L

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Cammission; CFO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Cammission. If desired, the City Conmission may
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for intreduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing
and fiied 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. . ;

¥

o
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Policy Implementation Procedures: ;
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAFC)

e Vel et

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAFC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests ard

" 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. ;

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accampany 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 Comission.

 b) AIl zoning projects wiil 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 Cammission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargament of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage: (d) increased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features thzt 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 assumed that the. CFO Council comments on the original application

prevail. ;

PR

S
L4

fhiii v

"
i

H
b




]

E

a5 e TR A M

2 T

* ¢) Introduction ofeew evidence or argum}its abnue‘-e completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the \lednesday before the Tuesday City Commission mecting.

Statements 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 :nay be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic colunts 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 Comission.

Statements as to the completeness of the public hea 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 incamplete
hearing. ; 4 ; y

(3) City Commission Procedu're

a) The City Commission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, reconmendations of the MAFC, and
comments of the CRO Council.

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Comission shall
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

¢} 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 reconmendation of the Planning
Camission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.

.




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:

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recormendations, 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. 1In 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 Commiss onsideration

(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.

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.

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 lednesday 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 rezsons 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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.

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 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 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) 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 Cormission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Comission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Date: i HovembenisicRi s

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager
FROM: ' Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim]

SUBJECT: Policy on CPQ'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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Policy 9
November 6, 1985

CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The fo%lowing 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, dincluding CPO Councils' recommendations and Planning
Deartment staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to

y Commission. The City Commission may inguire of staff, 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 siuch requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may reier 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 regquests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
announce the procedure for considering such requests and advise ti.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
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 26 19 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases as MAPC meets ever
WO weeks an 0 Councils ever ee, and e continued interes
Of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the
Flanning ummssmn and Citizens ﬁ':'!gﬁf and rv.u:es Will carefully

coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO_Councils
Wwill consider cases ror to the fﬂ;; @ @I} earn S0_as
to rnv:.e 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
sheefs and minutes of the Planning Commission. 1In %ﬁ event_an_ap-
icant amends his reguest L0 a more restrictive distoict or reduces
the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
Tecommend a niore Trestrictive classification or reduced area, efrfort
will be made to presen! s new information to the CPO Councils so
at they may reconsider their original recommendation wi e 26
days prior to the case being scheduled before the City Commission.
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ﬁicy 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 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 nublished 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.

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
tt]:cmmgnts on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
earing,

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 recommendation of the CPO Council whieh -will- be- printed -on -the- -City-
‘Menager gendar,

(2) 1In 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
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. )

(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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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Data:; Novembersn. 1385

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.

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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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: A :

"Al11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including < Fo Cefenci
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission. /ter——rflomsl
The Commissicn may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for el £ o
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for P‘f"f
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 Coﬁmi ssion 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.

. gl T4 €. PD Coneil

(2) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commissionson 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) Cld A, Ty oy i, ;

'?) 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 Commissicn
meeting. : 5 -

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 reascns 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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A Policy 9
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(.f) 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. : ] 3

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 .
tnformation contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commissionywhich-will-be- printed-on-the-City-Manager-s-Agenda.

dmil CFD Councdls

(2) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine vhether 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 gl
Planning Comnission for rehearing. 7/ie &P 0O Couneil may also be

0 Feconslder the resuest.

(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) 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. .(Requirved by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

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

City of Wichita, Xansas
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Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Reyuests

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

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text

shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including € FPd (o
staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commission.

The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for ol P
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 follewing 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.

: Argl Fla CPD Canhes]
Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commissionfon each case will
accompany the zoning referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and
the case will be scheduled A& days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

ol Pt tay

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 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 incemplete hearing.

AT
v
City of Wichita, Kansas
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Policy 9
Page 2

(.ﬁ If new evidence or facts are submitted in "statements 1in 'wrfting." 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 Comission: i .

CPD Counctl,

(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. 7ie <P O Couneil s alse be

¢ vecons'der +he reseest,

(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) 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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/Iw

Enclosures: Disposition Report

[elineated Copy of Policy 9 as presented by Commissioner
Kamen




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

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, | want to thank all of you for your time and efforts in reviewing this

matter.
Jakk H. Galbraith
\Chief Planner
JHG/Iw




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

Wanted yuu 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, | want to thank all of you for your time and efforts in reviewing this
matter,

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG/Iw
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: Policy 9

R AN, PLANNING March 4, 1986

Subject: Iane Change aEqdr.i'ests, 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-
mission. 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 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 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 writing, to the
City Clerk.

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.

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 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 gha}l be interpreted that the CPO Council has no recommendation on the
revision.

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 considered. Statements of new evidence will be
sent to the Planning Department and to the City Commission.

City of Wichita, Kansas

11-009




City Comnission Policy

Policy 9
Page 2

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

(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.

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

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.) :

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
11-0Q¢
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City Commission Policy

Policy 9
March 4, 1986

Subject: Zone Change Requests, 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-
mission. 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 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 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
éﬂfortcn?tign to present, they must submit their statement in writing, to the
ity Clerk.

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.

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 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
revision.

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 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas

11-009
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City Commission 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 examples of an incomplete
:ear}‘ug. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
earing.

(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 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 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.)

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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REVISED Z0i/ING PROCEDURE POLICY

ADOPTED BY BOARD OF CITY CO!T/ISSIONERS
W _JANUARY =1, 1975

PROCEDURAL OUTLINE FOR COISIDERING ZONE CHANGE REOURSTS
BY THE WICHITA BOARD OF CITY CO TiISSIONLRS

The Board of City Commissioners, at its regular meeting
o1 August 26, 1969, adopted the following policy in regard to
consideration of zoning change requests:

“All applications for chances of zoning or amendments
to the zoning text shall be based on the written rec-
ord of the Planning Commission, including staff recom-
mendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Com-
mission. The Commission may inquire of staff, 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 closing of the City
Manager's agenda. In all cases where such requests
are submitted, the Board of City Comrissioners may
refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehear-
ing."

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

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 considerinu 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.

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 Comnission meeting,
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.
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Page 2 - Revised Zoning Procedural Policy

Adopted by City Commission on January 21, 1975

Introduction of new evidence 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.m. on the llednesday 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 I1APC 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 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.

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

If asked, the Planning Department shall provide the Commis-
sion 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 recommenda-
tion of the lietropolitan Area Planning Commission which will
be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Com~
mission shall determine whether or not the evidence is such
to warrant rehearing before the Planning Commission. If it
is found that new evidence is significant, the Commission
shall return the zone change reguest to the Planning Cormis-
sion for rehearing.

The Planning Staff and the proponents and opponents may
be callec upcn by the City Zere ission to clarifr items
contained in the Minutes when sucihi items appear to be
ambiquous 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.




Page 3 - Revised Zoning Procedural Policy
Adopted by City Cormission on January 21, 1975

4. If the City Commission desircs to reverse the recommenda-
tion by the Planning Commission, it should “return the
application to the !letropolitan Arca Planning Commission
for its reconsideration’, stating the recasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establish-
ing a dialogue on policy between the Planning Cormission
and the governing board.)

If the City Commission concurs in the recormendation 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 Cormission on or after January 21, 1975,

I o
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THE CITY OF WICHITA °

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

T0 Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cit);r Commissioner
SUBJECT Policy 9

P]ease examine the attached.revised policy. My prniﬁdsed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | may have made some other unint-.ided
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.



DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 i i Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
: . ) 4 January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission; CPO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recamendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Conmission. |If desired, the City Cormission iy
inquire of staff, and/or proponents or opponents, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence or facts shall be inwriting
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to tiie close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Comissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. g &

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1)° Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAFC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests arid

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

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Camission and MAFD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

sheet to the Board of City Cammissioners. The case will be scheduled .
26 days from the Planning Cammission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Comission.

b) All zoning projects wii{l be returned to the respective CFO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Commission (MARC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) increased dansity,
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. |f this time period is exceeded, it
will ?le assumed that the CRO Council comments on the original application
prevail. : 3 ;




A
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c) Introduction of new evidence or argune'nts about the campleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Viednesday 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
the MARC 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 corpleteness of the public hearing shail 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 incamplete

heari_ng.

City Conmission Procedure

a) The City Coomission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
lnformatiqn contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAFC, and
corments of the CFO Council. :

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall

determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

€) 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 Comission may reverse the recammendation 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
Comission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.




THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION Nevember 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 under 2b, however, in revising, | 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 Cily Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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November 7, 1985 : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requ'ests, Consideration of ° Rescinds: AP 9

January 28, 1995

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 recammendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City 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 City Clerk prior to the close of -the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Camissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing.’

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1)

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) 2
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
writing, to the City Clerk.

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recommendation of the le’lning Cormission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

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

26 days from the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise

~ directed by the Planning Conmission.

b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective CPO Council vhen
significant changes in the initial proposal have been mde either by the
applicant and/or by the Metropol itan Planning Commission (MAPC). 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; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CFO 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 CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail. ‘




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

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

the MARC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repctitive 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 comleteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedure involved, Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rcbuttal time, are ‘examples of an incomplete

hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing. ;

E

(3) City Comission Procedure

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

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

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

d) The City Camission may reverse the reconmendation of the Planning
Commission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area
Planning Camission for its reconsideration®, stating the reasons for the
action. (Required by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Cammission 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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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE  November 13, 1985

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

FROM Sheldon Kamen, Clty; Commissioner

SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please examine the attached.revised policy. My probd‘sed chénge in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | may have made some other unintended
changes.

If 'you have no problems with my revisions, piease p!éce it on the December 3rd
agenda for discussion and action. ;

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al
¢c: Board of City Commissioners

Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 - e : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requesté. Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
] 5 ! 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 Camission; CPO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |f desired, the City Commission 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 to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Conmissioners may refer any case to the
Planning Camission for rehearing. i : 3

Policy Inplementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAFC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAPC,
the Chairman will announce the procedure for considering such requests arid
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. )

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with caments from the CPO Council, will accorpany the zoning referral

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

26 days fram the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Cammission,

b) All zoning projects widl 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 Camission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) morc restrictive zoning; (b) reductionf/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 not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. |If this time period is exceeded, it
will llae assumed that the. CRO Council comments on the original application
prevail. : 1 :
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* ¢) Introduction of new evidence or argumhts about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Viednesday before the Tuesday City Conmission meeting.

, Statoments 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 (exatples 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 comleteness 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 incamplete
hearing. decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incamplete
hearing. = 5 : :

(3) City Conmission Procedure

a) The City Commission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAFC, and
camments of the CRO Council.

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

¢) 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 establ ishing a dialogue on
- policy between the Planning Comission 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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Enoch Jnvestments
5902 Polo Dhive
Wichita, Kansas 67308

316/681=3370 Donald K. Enoch
January 13, 1986

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC PULICY 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 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 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
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
appointed us.

1 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 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

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.
- RECEIVE])

JAN 15 1986
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTES[E]o 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, simpl ifying,
removing excess verbage. I think Commissioner Kamen has provided thoughtful
suggestions along these lines and these should be incorporated into oyr
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 with cignificant amendments - to be re- rauted
through 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 that
follows CPO consideration. A CPQ Council agenda entry entitled "Zoning
Status" or "Zoning Disposition” will 1ist 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 anaother formal re-hearing:” This
automatic 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 desired for
discussion. ; ;

In these times of strong efforts to reduce cost and restrictions of govern-
ment, and cost in t‘me and money of those dealing with qovernment, we would
be i11-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.

R@oﬂ ¥ submitted

Donald K. Enoch
DKE :me
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WICHITA SEDGWICK COUNTY

Wl

METROFOLITAN AREA PLANNING
DEPARTMENT
GITY HALL — TENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202-1888 December 27, 1985
(318) 2684581

Dear Mr. :

You have been appointed by City Commissionmer .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 im 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 tco 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 tc
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




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 l4th Street
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. Gary Sherrer
1038 Lawrence Court
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. James C. Wilson
1027 West River Boulevard
Wichita, Kansas 67203

e T

o g o

e

=3




o=

ST R

e 205

e

Prese=

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee Members
FROM: Jack H. Galbralth‘, 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 Coﬁmission minutes of December 3, 1985, discussior: 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 | furnish you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. [ 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 "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; or (e) any other features that may affect adjacent
properties.

At your last meeting several of you expressed a feeling that these reasons
were tco 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.

I 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
assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committce January 16, 1986

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Vlednesday, January 22, 1986
in the Planning Department Conference Rcom 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-u421,
W)

%  H. Galbraith
JHG/Iw

Enclosures

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

L}

A

——



LA NS S S

B
£ i

|
g

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 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 | furnish you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. | 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 "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; or (e) @iy other 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
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

I 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
assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail,
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee January 16, 1986

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

0\ INAU LA

.k H. Galbraith

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

JHG /1w

Enclosures
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE: January 16, 1986
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

UleR B 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, 1985,
you asked for the following enclosed information:

°Board of City Commission minutcs 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 | furnish. you some additional wording to consider
prior to our next meeting. | 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
shouid &= no additional time in processing a case.

Commissioner Kamen, in iz nroposal suggests that "significant changes" will
mean (a) more restrictive zoning; {h) reduction/enlargement of application
area; [(c) altered or new proposed usage; [ inrreased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other features that may aflcct adjaccui
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
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

| 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
‘assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee January 16, 1586

Our next meeting is scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on Vlednesday, 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.

N\l

k H. Galbraith
JHG/Iw

Enclosures

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




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 fui the following enclosed information: :

°Board of City Co‘mn-isefon minutes of December 3, 1985, discussion of
Policy 9 which lists those penple who spoke at that meeting.

°Zoning Summary Chart for zone cases considered since February 1984,

In addition, you asked that | furnish you some additional wirding to consider
prior to our next meeting. | believe that out of our total case load, ihc 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; (d) increased density, traffic and
resource usage; or (e) any other 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
permitted uses are permitted on the property once the zoning is changed.
Therefore, their discussion is not centered on the stated proposed use.

I 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
assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail.
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Ad Hoc Policy Review Committce > January 16, 1986

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

k H. Galbraith
JHG/Iw
Enclosures

cc: Michael E. Lindebak, Acting Director of Planning
Stan Scott, CP Coordinator
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THE CITY OF WICHITA 3

OFFICE OF  CITY COMMISSION DATE  November 13, 1985

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

‘FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cits;' Commissioner

SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please examine the attached revised policy. My proiﬁo’sed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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.
Sllin

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al
cc: Board of City Commissioners

Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 o ; Policy 9
SUBJECT: Zone Crange Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
; : : January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be besed on the written record of the Planning Camission; CPO Councils'
commants, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forvarded to the City Commission. If desired, the City Cormission may
inguire 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
fgenda. The Board of City Conmissioners may.refer any case to the
Mlanning Commission for rehearing. e R

Policy Implementation Procedures:
f1)° Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MARC)

Prior 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 information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. :

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recamendation of the Planning Carmission and MAFD staff,
with comments frem the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

sheet to the Board oi City Crmmissioners. The case will be scheduled .
26 days from the Planning Comission meeting uniess otherwise

directed by the Planning Comission.

b) AIl zoning projects widl be returned to the respective CPO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
applicant andfor 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; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shail not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. |If this time period is exceeded, it
will be assumed that the. CPO Council comments on the original application
prevail. i :
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c) Introduction of new evidence or argunch!s about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the Ci ty Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the VWednesday before the Tuesday Ci ty Comission meeting.

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

the MAPC public hearing (exarples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously avai lable, 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 hea shall identify
the issues of procedure involved, Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to !low applicants rebuttal time, are exarples of an incorplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incarplete

hearing. ; - i’ g

{]

(3) City Comission Procedure

a) The City Cormmission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
lnformatign contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAFC, and
coments of the CRO Council. .

'b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning staff, and proponents and onpsiicnts, may be called upon by
the City Commission to clarify 2ny items pertaining to the request.

d) Thc 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
Camission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.




THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

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

FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cit)} Commissioner

SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please exa.nine the attached. revised policy. My prc;:dsed chénge in the policy is

covered under 2b, however, in revising, | may have made some other unintended
changes.

If 'you have no problems with my revisions, please pléce 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: Noverber 7, 1985 . Y . Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requesté. Sonsiderat ion of Rescinds: AP §
: 5 : ; ~ January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shal!
be based on the written rucord of the Planning Camission; CRO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Comiission. |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 writlng
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Comissioners may. refer any case to the
Planning Commission for relearing. -

Policy Implementation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning (‘m’mission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing cf 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 campiate hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Plenning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

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

26 days from the Planning Cammission meeting unless atherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

b) All zoning projects will be returned to the respective L™ Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made eithicr by the
applicant and/or by the Metropolitan Planning Camnission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargenent 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 lixlz assumed that the CFO Council camments on the original application
prevail. 2
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© c) Introcliction of new evidence or arguments about the campleteness of the
hearing stall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Weidnesday before the Tuesday City Cormission meeting,

, Sta:ements of new evidence must specify in detail the description of
nev. evidence, its nature and source and why it was unavailable at
thi: MARC public hearing (exarples may be newly published material, i.e.,
thiory, traffic coints not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the NARC shall not be
cinsidered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Cizpartment and to the City Commission.

ftatements as to the completeness of the public hearing shall ider.tify
‘ihe issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an jricamplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an irv.omplete
‘earing. = . : i

(3) City Comission Procedure

a) ‘he City Camission will base its decision on previous zoring cases,
Information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MARC, and
comm:nts of the CRO Council.

‘b} In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, th: Conmission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
requist to the MAPC for a rehearing.

¢} ‘'The Planning staff, and proponents and opponents, ray be called upon by
the City Comission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Comission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning
Comission, by "Returning the application to the Netropolitan Area
Plarning Commission for its reconsideration", stuting the reasons for the
action, (Required by statute as the basis for 2stablishing a dialogue on
pol ‘cy between the Planning Comission and the governing body. )

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

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION ~ November 13, 1985

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

FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cit{f Commissioner

SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please examine ‘the attached.revised policy. My probdsed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revizing, | may have made some other unintended

changes.
If 'you have ro problems with my revisions, please place it on the December 3rd

agenda for discussion and action.
Sl

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al
cc: Board of City Commissioners

Robert G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike Lindebak, Interim Planning Director




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 sk i Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
| - ; ; . dumoary 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Comission; CFO Councils'
camments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |If desired, the City Conmission may
fnquire of staff, and/or proponents or apponenis, for clarification.
Requests for introduction of new evidence o: facts shall be in wr!ting
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close ¢ the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Commissioners may. refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing ¢ 3

Policy Implementation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAFC)

Prior 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 camplete hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD 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 Comission.

b) All zoning projects wiil 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 (MAPC). 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; 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 I?e assumed that the. CFO Council camments on the original application
prevail.




* c) Introductien of mew evidence or arguments about the capleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, 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
the MAPC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic colnts nut previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the MAFC shal | 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 identi fy
the issues of procedure involveu. Procedural delciencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examrples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incarplete
EI ‘hearing. > ; -

{3) City Comission Procedure

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

‘b) In ihe event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Camission shall
determine wisather or not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the WAPC for a rehearing.

€) The Planning stafi, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Conmission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Commission may rever:» the recammendation of the Planning

Commission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Commission for its reconsideratian", stating the reasons for the

action. (Required by statute as the basis ior establ ishing a dialogue on
- policy between the Planning Comission and the governing body. )

e) The City Comission may concur in the recommendatisn of the Planning
- Cammission by taking such action as suggested on the ager:fa,

- I
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

DATE  November 13, 1985

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION

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

'FROM Sheldon Kamen, Citf Commissioner
SUBJECT  Policy 9

profm’sed change in the policy is

revised policy. My
have made some other unintended

Please examine the attached.
in revising, | may

covered under 2b, however,

changes.
Ifyou 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: Noverber 7, 1985 e : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of 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 Comission; CRO Councils!'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City 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 inwriting
and filed with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Conmissioners may.refer any case to the
Planning Comission for rehearing. St :

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 ard

- advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
‘do not feel they have had a carplete hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. :

After the Public Hearing

B
i
B 8
i
|
3

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Comission and MAFD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

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

26 days from the Planning Conmission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

oy

~ b) All zoning projects wiil 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 (MAPC). 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; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shall i'ot exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. |f this time period is exceeded, it
will Iiaf assumed that the. CRO Council comments on the original application
prevail. i 3
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* ° c) |Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Cler! by 5 p.m.
on the Vednesday before the Tuesday City Comission meeting.

Statements 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 publisheus material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the WAPC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be ser: to the Planning
Department and to the City Commission.

Statements 3s to the completeness of the public heari shall identify

the issues of prucedure involved. Procedurai defi ncies, such as

failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incomlete

hearing, A decision unfavurable to the applicant is not an incomplete
E' hearing. = ! : b2, 15 3

(3) City Comission Procedure

a) The City Commissicn wil. base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contzined in tlie minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and
comments oi the CRO Counc:l. ;

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Cormission shall
determine whether 6r nut the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAFC for a rehearing.

c) The Planning s‘aff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Cammission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Cormission may reverse the recommendation of the Planning

Commission, ky "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 establ ishing a dialogue on
- policy hetween the Planning Commission and the governing body. )

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

e R

e



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE  November 13,

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

.‘FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cit{f Commissioner
SUBJECT Policy 9

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

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

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al

cc: Boa'd of City Commissioners
Robe-t G. Finch, Deputy City Manager
Mike .indebak, Interim Planning Director
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DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 B : Pclicy 9

SWBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP ¢
: J : Januzry 28, 1935

.

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text chall
be based on the written record of the Planning Comission; CRO Counciis'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |f 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 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. el R

Policy Implenentation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC)

Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the MAFC,
the Chainman 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
writing, to the City Clerk, ;

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with camments from the CPO Council, will accarpany the zoning referra’

sheet to the Board of City Camissioners. The case will be schedulec

26 days from the Planning Camission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

b) All zoning projects widl be returned to the respective CPFO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made eithe' by the
applicant and/or by tHe Metropolitan Planning Commission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction’enlargement of
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) incrrased density,
traffic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features thut may affect
adjacent properties/zoning.CPO Council reconsiderations shail not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. |f this time peri is exceeded, it
will be assumed that the CRO Council comments on the orizinal application
prevail. g "




E

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

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

the MARC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive cf 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. rocedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are cxamples of an incamplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incorplete
hearing. ; ) o : d

(3) City Conmission Procedu}-e

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

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shal |

determine whether 6r 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 Commission to clarify any items pertaining to the request.

d) The City Commission may reverse the recamendation 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
Camission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE  November I3, 1985

T0 Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

: FROM Sheldon Kamen, Cit{( Commissioner

SUBJiECT Policy 9

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

If 'you have no problems with my revisions, please pléce 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




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 - Y Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requesté, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
; ; January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Cammission; CFO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Carmission. |f 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 City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Conmissioners may .refer any case to the
Plamning Comission for rehearing. T 3

i e

Policy Implementation Procedures:

(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Cormission (MARC)
= Prior 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 information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. :

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accarpany the zoning referral

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

26 days fram the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Coamission.

b) All zoning projects wiil 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 Cammission (MAPC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restrictive zoning: (b) reduction/enlargament 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 assumed that the CFO Council comments on the original application
prevail. i ) :
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c) Introduction of new evidence or argunahts about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the \lednesday before the Tuesday City Cormission meeting.

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

the MAPC public hearing (exatples may be newly published material, j.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the MAFC 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 exarples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete

a

hearing. i i

E

(3) City Conmission Procedu.re

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

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

¢) The Plaming staff, and proponents and opponents, may be called upon by
the City Comission 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 Cemmission and the governing body.)

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

e S o i
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THE CITY OF WICHITA ~

DATE mber 13, 1985

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION

TO Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor
'FROM Sheldon Kamen, C‘.i'q;r Commissioner
SUBJECT  Policy 8

Please examine th =2 attached.revised policy. My proi:o'sed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | mzy 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.




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 ! ; Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
. 5 : . . January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission; CPO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Comission. |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 f’led with the City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agerda. The Board of City Commissioners may. refer any case to the
Planning Commission for' rehearing.

Pol icy Implementation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Cammission (MAPC)

Prior 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 information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk.

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recaormendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD 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 Cammission.

" b) AIll zoning projects wiil be returned to the respective CPO Council when
significant changes in the initial proposal have been made either by the
appl icant 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 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 asst.rm_d that the CRO Council comments on the original application
prevail.




b c) |Introduction of new evidence or argtme’nts about the corpleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Vednesday before the Tuesday City Comission meeting.

Statements 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 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 heari shall identify
the issues of procedure involved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are exampies of an incamlete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing. = : ; £ e 5 £

:

City Conmission Procedu're

@) The City Cormission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAPC, and
comments of the CFO Counciil. 3

‘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 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 Comission may concur in the recommendation of the Planning
Camission 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

T0 Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C. Brown, Mayor

‘FROM Sheldon Kamen, Clt\.f Commissioner

SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached. revised policy. My prnbdsed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985 Sk o Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Conslderat.ion of Rescinds: AP 9
: ; 3 January 28, 1995

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission; CRO Councils’
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City Commission. |f 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 Cleri-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda. The Board of City Commissioners may refer any case to the
Planiing Commission for rehearing. e %

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 cons idering such requests and
advise all interested persons that if after consideration of the case they
‘do not feel they have had a camplete hearing or if they should have
additional new information to present, they must submit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. ;

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

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

26 days fram the Planning Camission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

b) All zoning projects wiil 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 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 Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. |f this time period is exceeded, it
will liaf assumed that the CRO Council camments on the original application
prevail, : : 2
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c) Introduction of new evidence or argunchts about the campleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the \lednesday before the Tu .day 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

the MAFC public hearing (examples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic colnts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the MAFC shall not be
consicared. 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 deficicncies, such as
failure to allow applicants -rebuttal time, are examp!es of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incomplete
hearing. : ; it

City Conmission Prncedl._r.re

a) The City Comission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MARC, and
comments of the CRO Council. ; ]

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Comission shall
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MAPC for a rehearing.

¢) 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 Comission may reverse the recammendation of the Planning
Commission, 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
pol icy between the Planning Commission and the governing body. )

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

e
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITY COMMISSION DATE November 13, 1985

T0 Chris Cherches, City Manager
Robert C, Brown, Mayor

FROM  Sheldon Kamen, City Commissioner
SUBJECT Policy 9

Please examine the attached.revised policy. My proﬁr—sed chénge in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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.
Sl

Sheldon Kamen
City Commissioner

SK:al

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




DATE: Noverber 7, 1985' . ek : Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requasté, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
: ; 7 January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission; CFO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recommendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City 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 City Clerk-prior to the close of the City Manager's
Agenda Board of City Commissioners may.refer any case to the
Planning Commission for rehearing. i TREE

.

Policy Imp ntation Procedures:
(1) Metropolitan Area Planning Conmission (MARC)

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 sutmit their statement in
writing, to the City Clerk. ;

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recarmendation of the Planning Commission and MAPD staff,
with comments from the CPO Council, will accampany the zoning referral

sheet to the Board of City Commissioners, The case will be scheduled

26 days fram the Planning Conmission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

. b) All zoning projects wiil 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 Comission (MAPC). Significant
changes ':ill mean: (a) more restrictive zoning; (b) reduction/enlargement of
application area; (c) altercd 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 li:T assumed that the CFO Council comments on the original application
prevail, ;
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- ¢) Introduction of new evidence or argumhts about the campleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the Vednesday before the Tuescay City Comission meeting.

Statements of new evidence must specify 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 MAPC shall not be
considered. Statements of new evidence will be sent to the Planning
Department and to the City Comission.

Statements as to the c eteness of the public hearing shall identify
the issues of procedur volved. Procedural deficiencies, such as
failure to allow applicants rebuttal time, are examples of an incamplete
hearirg. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incarplete
‘hearing. ' : i ¥

City Conmission Procedure

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

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Conmission shall
determine whether ér 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 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 Cammission 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
Comission 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, Citylr' Commissioner

SUBJECT  Policy 9

Please examine the attached.revised policy. My proﬁ;dsed change in the policy is
covered under 2b, however, in revising, | 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: Noverber 7, 1985 : ! Policy 9

SUBJECT: Zone Change Requests, Consideration of Rescinds: AP 9
; . : 5 . January 28, 1935

Applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text shall
be based on the written record of the Planning Camission; CPO Councils'
comments, where applicable; and staff recoomendations. These shall be
forwarded to the City 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 inwriting
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
Planing Commission for rehearing. : 5

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

After the Public Hearing

a) Minutes and the recammendation of the Planning Commission and MAFD staff,
with camments from the CFO Council, will accompany the zoning referral

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

26 days from the Planning Commission meeting unless otherwise

directed by the Planning Commission.

~ b) All zoning projects wiil 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 Cammission (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; and/or (e) any other features that may affect
adjacent propcrtiesfzoning.(PO Council reconsiderations shall not exceed a
time period of twenty-six (26) days. If this time period is exceeded, it
will ?e assumd that the CFO Council comments on the original application
prevail.




c) Introduction of new evidence or argumints about the campleteness of the
hearing shall be filed, inwriting, in the office of the City Clerk by 5 p.m.
on the \Yednesday 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
the MAFC public hearing (cxatples may be newly published material, i.e.,
theory, traffic counts not previously available, or expert witnesses).
Statements repetitive of former arguments before the MAFC 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 exarples of an incomplete
hearing. A decision unfavorable to the applicant is not an incorplete
hearing. = ; ; BeiEl :

(3) City Comission Procedure

a) The City Comission will base its decision on previous zoning cases,
Information contained in the minutes, recommendations of the MAFC, and
comments of thie CRO Council. ;

‘b) In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shal
determine whether 6r not the evidence is such to warrant returning the
request to the MA™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 recammendation of the Planning

Commission, by "Returning the application to the Metropolitan Area

Planning Cammission for its reconsideration", stating the reasons for the

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

e) The City Commission may concur in the recommendation of the Planning
Conmmission by taking such action as suggested on the agenda.
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Policy 9
January 28, 137%

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recormendations, 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 ard filad with
the City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda. 1In 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 follewing 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 oppenents,
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.

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

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

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and “he 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 a: 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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 Cormission 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) 1In 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 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) 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas




Policy 9
January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A1] 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 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 follewing 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 weli 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.

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

Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shall be filed, in writing, in the 0ffice 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas




—_————————— 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 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.

(2) 1In 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 Comnmission 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.

, Kansas




Policy 9
January 28, 1397%

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"Al1 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recormendations, 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 Commissien 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 consioering 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.

Minutes and the recormendation of the Planning Commission on each casa 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.

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 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 completensss 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
o
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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 Comnission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Comaission which will h2 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 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) 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 Cormission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.




Policy 9
January 28, 137%

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recormendations, which snall 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

intr 'uction 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. 1In 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 follewing 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.

Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission on each casa 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.

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 Mednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday City Commission
meeting.

Any such statements of new evidence shall specify in detail the descriptien
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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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(4) 1If 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 Cormission 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 facts have been fiied, 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 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) 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.
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Policy 9
January 28, 1375

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

" requests:

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, incl uding
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 pol icy, 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 considaring 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,

Minutes and the recormendation of the Planning Commission on each casa 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 dirccted by the Planning Commission.

Introduction of new evidence or arguments about the completeness of the
hearing shc i1 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 shall speci fy 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; j.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 invoived. 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 Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropo‘htan
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 Con'missiun 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 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) 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 estabhshmg a d1alogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.)

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

City of Wichita, Kansas
i
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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: <

"A11 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 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 fol lewing 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.

Minutes and the recormendation 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.

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 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. Frocedural
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 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) 1In 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 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) If the City Comission 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. (Reguired by statute as the basis for establishing a dialogue on
policy between the Planning Commission and the governing board.) :

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

City of Wichita, Kansas
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Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 appiications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commissicn, 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 follewing 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.

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.

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 shall specify in detail the description
of new evidence, its nature and source and the reason of its unavailabi ity
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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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 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 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 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) 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 Cormission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

City of Withita, Kansas
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Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 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 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

(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 opponenis,
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.

Minutes and the recormendation 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.

" 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 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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(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 cn zoning cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropelitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Manager's Agenda.

(2) 1In the event new evidence nr facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not tae 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 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) If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendation by the Planning
i 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.

Wichita, Kansas
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January 28, 1975

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recomrrndations, 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
{ntroduction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filad 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 follewing procedures shall prevail:

Acti 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 propcnents or opponenis,
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.

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

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 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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 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 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 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) 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Reque'sts

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

"A11 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 Commissicn may inquire of staff, propocnents 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 Cierk 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 follewing 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.

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.

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

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 arquments before the MAPC shall not be considered
valid reasons for refcrral. 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
ic not an incomplete hearing.

City of Wichit
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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.

(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 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 cor 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 goveraing board.)

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

City of Wichita, Kansas
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Policy 9
January 28, 197%

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 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 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. 1In 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 follewing 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, eitner 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.

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

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 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.a.,
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.

chita, Kansas
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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 Cormmission 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 Mana:cr'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 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) 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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Policy 9
January 28, 137%

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

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

requests:

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, including
staff recormendations, 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 follewing 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 Soard 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 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.

City of Wichita
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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 Cormission 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 facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whethier 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 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
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 Cormission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning
Commission, it should take such action as suggested on the Agenda.

ty of Wichita, Kansas
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Subject: Ccmsi‘derat'ion of Zone Change Requests

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

"A11 applications for changes of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Plarining 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 bafore 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 pclicy, the follewing procedures shall prevail:

Actions Prior to City Commission Consideration

(1) Prior to the public hearing of requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area P1 anning Commission, the Chairman wil] 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.

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.

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 Hednesday 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 jdenti fy the issues of procedure involved. Procedural
eficiencies, 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.

ichita, Kansas
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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 Commission will base its decision on zoaing cases upon the .
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission which will be printed on the City Managar'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. j

(3) The Planning staff and the prozonents 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) 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.

City of Wichita, Kansas
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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 delincated 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

Policy 9
November &, 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 Plannin
Dertrrent staff recommenda 10ns, ich sha forwarded to e
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, 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 Citv 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 cof requests for zoning changes by the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC), the Chairman will
‘announce the procedure for considering such reguests 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 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 49~ days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise difected by the Planning Commission.

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
2 wo _weeks and CP0 Councils every three, and in the continued interest
of processing applications in an ex edient manner, staff of both the
PTaming Cothietton-srs” U1 2e0sRiapees s Baestraiart O bouy (he
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils

will consider cases prior to the officia ic hearing so as
fo 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 referra
c Nds _his request to a more restrictive Stri
‘the size of the application area. or shou i n
ecommend a_more restrictive classification or Te effor
will be mage to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
that they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
E-’—-"——*-__*ﬁ*_y—__

lays prior to the case being scheduleg before the City Commission.
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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
descripticn of nmew 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 o; 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
gemnmi.‘nnts on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
aring.

City Commission Procedure

(1) The Ccity Commission will base its decision on zoning cases upon the
information contained in the minutes and recommendation of the MAPC and
the recommendation of the CPO Council whieh -will- be- printed -on -the- Ciiy-
Manager's-Agenda.

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.

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

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. )

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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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DatesiMovenbars i1 980

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, Cit);f 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.

Wichael E. Lindebak

Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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Subject:

CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November &, 1985

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 Planmnis

Dert‘.ment staff recommen 1ons, which sha e forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, 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 such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners may refer said case to

the

Planning Commission for rehearing.

To implement ;he policy, the followinﬁ 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 sich requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponerts or oppanents, 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.

Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
Iecommendation 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 +%- days from the Planning Commiscion meeting
unless otherwise difected by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
W0 weeks and CPC Councils every three, and in the continued interest
of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the

annin ommission and Citizens Rights and Services wi carefu.

coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
ic hearing so as

WILL Consider cases priot fo the oTTIEt AL hAPEmsapies, CPO Councils D g
to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CP0 recommendations will be forwarded to
he Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referra
sheets and minutes of the annm Comnission. In %ﬁ event_an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or recuces
the size of the application area or should the Planning Commission
Iecommend a mMOre restrictive classification or Teduced area, effort
will be made to present this new information to tne CPO Councils so
that they may reconsicer their or ainal recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being scheduled before the City Commission,




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 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.

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
ﬁanﬂf:ts on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
earing.

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 recommendation of the CPO Council whiety -wild- -be- printed -on -the- -City-

ager's- Agenda, :

In the event new evidence or facts have been filed, the Commission shall
determine whether or not the evidence is such to warrant rehearing hcfore
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
Teconsider the reguest.

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.

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. )

If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.

i et et
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Dete: s Navanber 571005

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager
FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPQ'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




CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November 6, 1985

. Subject: Consideration pf Zone Change Requests

The f‘u%lowing 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' reco tions and Plannini
Department staff recommendations, orwarde o the
CJ.y Commission. 7ihe City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or cpponents 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 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 such reguests 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.

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 9 days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

(3) Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets every
1 wo weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the continued interest
of processing applications in an_ expedient manner, staff of both the
anning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services will carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
will consider cases prior to the official mwé 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 Deartmen referra
sheefs and minutes o e Planning Comnission. In Ehe 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
Tecommend a_more restrictive classification Of reduced area, erfort
will be made to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
that they may reconsider their criginal recommendation within the 26

days prior to the case being scheduled before the City Commission.




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 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 decisior .nfavor-
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 Com-
missioners and the Planning Department.

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

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 recommendation of the CPO Council whieh -will- be- printed -on -the- L3y~

nager's- Agenda.

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.

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

If the City Commission desires 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. )

If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.

o
it i




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 CPb'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




CITY COMMISSION POLICY

Policy 9
November &, 1985

Subject: Consideration of Zone Change Requests

The fotl:.lowing 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 Plannil
Department staff recommenda ions, which sha e forwarded to the
City Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, 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 such requests are
submitted, the Board of City Commissioners: muy 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 sdch 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.

Minutes and the recommendation of the Planning Commission and the
recommendation of the CPO Council on each case will accompany the
F2 g referral sheet to the Board of City Commissioners and the case
will be scheduled 26 % days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise difected by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets ever
WO weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the continued interest
of rucess applications in an ex,edient manner, staff of both the

anning Commission and Citizens Rights an Tvices will carefully
coordinate the scheculing of cases. Whenever possible, CPO Councils
mw‘g_rﬂw—f?—ww—'h—‘
* to provide all possible information to the Planning Commission. When
scheduling does not permit, CP0 recommendations will be forwarded to
e Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referra
sheets and minutes of the Planning Commission. In %ﬁ ovent an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive district or reduces
the size of the application area, or should the Plannin Commission
Tecommend a more restrictive classification orf Teduced area, effort
Will be mace 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.




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 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 deliversd 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 PI‘DCEdt:I]’.‘e

(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 of the CPO Council whieh -will- be- printed -en -the- CITy-

ager-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 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 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 establishing a
dialn?ue on policy between the Planning Commission and the governing
body.

(5) If the City Cémmission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.

oo S0
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Date:; ovenber, 3. 0199

METRbPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cheréhes, City Manager
FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Director of Planning (Interim)

SUBJECT: Policy on CPOQ'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 delincated 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. ]

ichael k. Lindeba
Director of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme




éITY COMMISSION POLICY

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 Plannini
Dertment staff recommendations, wnich shall De forwarded to the

y Commission. The City Commission may inquire of staff, 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 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 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.

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 tne Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases as MAPC meets ever
WO weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the continued interes

of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of both the
anning Commission and Citizens Rights and Services wi carefully
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Wnenever possible, CPO Councils
Will consider cases prior _to the official WII-”E! EGEI hearing so as

' to provide all possible information to the Planning Comnission. when

scheduling does not permit, CP0 recommendations will be forwarded to
the Board of City Commissioners wich Che P. anning Deartment referra
sheets and minufes o e Planning Commission. In the event an ap-
plicant amends his request to a more restrictive Oistrict or reduces
the size of the application area, or should the Planning Commission
recomnend a more restrictive classification or reduced area, effort
will be niade to present this new information to the CPO Councils so
that E! may reconsider their orima recommendation within the 26

days prior to the case being scheduled before tne City. Commissi




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 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 invelved. Pro-
cedural deficiencies, such as failurs to allow applicants rebuttal
time, are examples of 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
geuungnts on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
aring.

City Commission Procedt;re

(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 of the CPO Council whieh -wild--be-printed -or -the -City-

nager's- Agenda.

(2) 1In 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
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. )

(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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Enoch Jnvestments
5902 Polo Dhive
Wichita, Kansas 67208

316/68123370 Donald K Enoch
January 13, 1986

FELLOW MEMBERS AD HOC POLICY REVIEW COMMITTEE

Re: Consideration of Zone Change Requests
Policy 9.

Phi‘losnphi'cal‘ly. I oppose attempting to add anutﬁer‘ 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. 3

The City Commission and the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission.presently
have sufficient power to create and enforce ordinances. The CP0O has no en-
forcement powers.

It is generally recognized, - and has béen 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
Hoc Review Committee should be able to arrive, quite quickly, at a concensus

that will result ir a clear, unequivical recommendation 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, now, that we did not have prior fo 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 anc:her

proposal for us all to take "pot-shots" at. We have already been taking
"pot-shots" at one by Mayor 3rown (Policy 9 as it now stands), one by com-

missioner Kamen, and ore by MAPC staff.
RECEIVE])

JAN 15 1986
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE ]
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Fellow Members Ad Hoc Pol ic,y' 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.

our deliberations centered around the proposed policy of requiring
amended petitions, - those with significant amendments - to be re-routed
through the appropriate PO Council, particularly, what shall be considered
"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 1ist 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 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 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 qgovernment, we would
be i11-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.

Recs:?my submitted
yéi‘?—d.

Donald K. Enoch
DKE :me
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Ehoch Jnvalmatt:
5902 Dolo Dhive
Wehita, Kansas 67208

316!68;-3370 Donald K. Enoch
January 13, 1986

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 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 recent CP0-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
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 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

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-

sy

JAN 15 1935
METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE []

. missioner Kamen, and one by MAPC staff.




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, - 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.

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 1ist 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 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 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 il1-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 inciude a section listing subsequent
disposition of each zoning item previously considered by that Council.

Raﬂﬂy submitted

Donald K. Enoch
DKE :me
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January 13, 1986 :

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 coii-
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 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
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
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
beeg ?e?pful 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
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,
| RECEIVE])
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Fellow Members Ad Hoc Policy Review Committee - Page twb.

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 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.

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 1list 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 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 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 il11-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.

Ryy submi tted

Donald K. Enoch
DKE :me
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Chris Cherch

COMMISSIONERS PROCEEDINGS

DECEMBER 3, 1985 PAGE 299

Mike Lindebak

Knight

Royce Wallace

Comm. Kamen

Mayor Brown
Motion ==

Comm. Bell

€C POLICY NO. 9
e
Chrig Cherches

Ccmm. Xamen

Comm. Knight
Comm. Xamen

Siscussion

Motion --

Meszion --
== diad

In resp to made by the speakers, the City Manager stated that The
Dell would not be assessed for a sewer main as they are sezved by an existing
sewer and there would be no other charges unless it be for petitioned improve-
ments. The City Engineer also advised that the existing streets thers cculd be
overlayed, and the neighborhcod could requast the type of street improvements
that fit their neighborheed, as curb and gutter streets was not the only type
available to them,

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

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

Comm. Kamen expressed his support for the annexation but hoped that a better
approach could be utilized in the future,

Mayor Brown explained his position of support :or. the annexation.

Brown movaed that the public hearing be closed, the annexation progosal
be ipproved and the annexation ordinance be placed on first reading.

Commissioner Bell stated that he could not suppart 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.

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

The City Manager stated that this policy review resulted following previous
City Commission action ceacerning zone change reguests being returned to the
MAPC for reconsidaracion and also being referred back to the CPO's for their
review when significant changes had occurred.

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 (MASC). Significant
changes will mean: (a) more restricitve zoniag: (b) reduction/enlargement o2
application area; (c) altered or new proposed usage; (d) ircreased dansity,
trafiic and resource usage; and/or (e) any other features that may aZfect
adjacent properties/zoning. C20 Council reconsiderations shall not axceed a
time pericd of twenty-six (26) davs. If this time peried is axceeded, it will
be assumed that the CPO Council comments on the original application prevail, "

Discussion was had, and Commissioner Xnight suggested that possibly a commiztee
should be appointed to review the policy and the proposed change, to see what
effect such a change would have, and Commissioner Kamen indicated his
concurrence provided a definite time period be esctablished for it to be
returned. L

The following perscns spoke in opposition %o such a solicy change, as it was
felt it would impede development, that the cucren: colicy was adegquate and
allows public input, and that such a change would affact the authority granted
the Planniang Commission; howevar, most indicated interest in sazving 1f a
review committee was established:

Steve Martens, 125 N. Emporia, Realtor

M. S. Miechell, Chairman of Develop.rs Committee of Wichita Area
Homebuilders Association.

James Gardner, Jr., MARC membar

Bob Fox, landmark Communities

Ed Roberts, Chamber of Cormerce/Iconemic Develcpment Division

Kenneth Kitchen, 5705 E. 17«h Street and former Executive Dirsctor ol the
Urban Renewal Agency

nis.eussmn was had regarding the time required for zone case reviews.

Kamen moved that a policy review committes be established to reviaw Policy Yo,
9 and that “wo memters be selacted by each City Commissioner to secve on said
committee, that the committee rapor: back o the City Commissiza within 30
days, an2 at the suggzestich of C signer Wai i« was adcded that the
appointees be designated at tha = i, 19B%,

Srown meved a substi Dazdsnad and laave
Flanning process axac: i L = a secsnd.)
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Mayor Brown

Comm. Kamen

- == carried
y —

Recess

SISTERS CITIES
AGREEMENT

Motion --
== carried

21ST. ¥0./CLIVER
INTERSECTION
IMPROVEMENT

Mike Lindekak

Mayor Brown

Hotion --
== carried

KELLOGG/TYLER RD.
IMPROVEMENT

Mike Lindebak
Mavor Brown

Motion --
== carried

e L
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Mayor Brown read a prepared statement explaining his concerns and reasons for 5
opposing such a policy change, and in support of the current Planning procedures
and a re-review by the Planning Commission enly.

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 as is or whether it should be changed in some
way.

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

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

SISTER CITIES AGREZMENT WITH KAIFENG CITY, PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA (11:30
M)

On June®1l, 1985, the City Commission 2pproved a Resolution designating Xaifeng
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 cersmonial signing of
the agreement between the two cities. Following the signing , an exchange of
gifts took place between the officials of both cities.

Bell moved that the Cemmission ratify the agreement and its execution by the
Mayosi. 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.

TWENTY-FIAST STREET MORTH/OLIVER INTERSECTION IMP ROVEMENT .

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

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvement Program {CI2).
Construction is scheduled for 1986 at a projected cost of 51,295,000. The
estimated cost is §780,000 4o be financed by State funding in the amount of
$636,000 and the balance (5144,000) from City funds.

Agenda Recort Mo. 85-29

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

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

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

ORDINANCE

An Ordinance declaring the intersection of 2lse Street North and Oliver %o ke
a main trafficway within the City of Wichita, Kansas; declaring the necessity
of and authorizing certain improvements on said main tzafficwav; and setting
forch the nature of said imp » the esti d costs thereof, and the
manner of payment of same, intrcduced and under the rules laid over,

XELLOGG/TYLER ROAD INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT.
—_— e Tns SR eRecCToON IMPROVEMENT.

The proposed paving improvement censists of constructing left-turn lanes on
* Kellogg at Tyler Road.

The improvement is programmed in the current Capital Improvemen: Pragram (CIP).
Construction is scheduled for 1986 at a projacted cost of $230,000. The
method of funding is $225,000 Federal funds and §53,000 City funds.

Agenda Regort No. 85-30 .
The City Encineer briefly raviewed the izem with the Commission.
Mayor Brown incuired if anyone present wished to be heacd and no are appeared,

Kaight moved that the
reading.

olect be approved and the ordinance te placed cn firse

prod
Motion carriad 4 to 0.
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McDovwell, Rice & Smith, Charlered

DAVID W. DEWEY
ATTORNEY AT LAW

KANSAS CITY OFFICE
WICHITA OFFICE
221 NORTH MAIN STREET
P.O. BOX 3446
WICHITA, KANSAS 67201
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY Date: November 5, 1985

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO: Chris Cherches, City Manager
FROM: Michael E. Lindebak, Dire_g:_tor.- 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
Directer of Planning (Interim)

MEL:JHG:rme
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CITY COMMISSION POL

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 _ Plannin
Deartment starf recommendations, whi sha e forwarded to the

y Commission, The City Commission may inquire of staff, pro-
ponents or opponents for clarification of any matter before the
Commission. Requests for introduction of new cvidence 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 f‘allowing 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
annourice the procedure for considering such requests and advise the
applicants and their agents, as well as other interested persons,
either proponents or oppenents, 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.

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 1% days from the Planning Commission meeting
unless otherwise directed by the Planning Commission.

Recognizing some difficulty in scheduling cases, as MAPC meets ever

two weeks and CPO Councils every three, and in the continued interest

of processing applications in an expedient manner, staff of DOth the
anning Commission and Citizens ts and rvices will carefu
coordinate the scheduling of cases. Wnenever possible, CPO Councils

Will consider cases prior fo the official WTFﬂ EmII €aring so as

to provide all possible information to the Plannin Commission. When

scheduling does not permit, CPU_recommendations will be forwarded to
e Board of City Commissioners with the Planning Department referra
sheets and mlnus of the Planning Commission. In z’.ﬁ event_an_aj
plicant aménds his request to a more restrictive district or Teduces

the size of the application area, or should the Plannin Commission
Técommend a more restrictive classification Oor reduced area, efTort
will be mace to present this new information to the CPU Councils so
hat they may reconsider their original recommendation within the 26
days prior to the case being scheduled befcre the City Commission.




(3)

(4)

Policy 9
Page 2

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.

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 tne 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.

(5)  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
gr.mngnts on whether the subject matter was discussed at the public
earing.

City Commission Procedure

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

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 of the CPO Council whieh -will--be-printed -en -the- -CGity-
Manager's-Agenda,

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 reguest.

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 tc 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.

If the City Commission desires to reverse the recommendaticn 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
dialo?ua on policy between the Planning Commis-ion and the governing
body .

If the City Commission concurs in the recommendation of the Planning Com-
mission, it should take such action as suggested on the agenda.




