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Sec. 7 COMMUNIEY UNLT PLAN

Twp. ey i R Filed 10-10-66
Range 1E

-+ hEPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed plannesd ;es:l.ggg_l-_a___g_g_qwl
development,

Applicant _Don atterthwaite
Address Union National Building 47242 Phone =720/

Agent Robert H, Nelson
Address 816 Union Center Bldq, /Z4Y.207, Phone AM 23777

General Location _Southwest corner of 21st St. North and Amidon
Address

Proposed Use MARINA LAKE DEVELOPMENT

AREA DATA

Acres approx. 60 acres ft. by

Existing Zoning “"AR" d Zoning

Area (bs} (is not) platted. Addition

Exieting R/W e ft.
21st i st. &t.

Proposed R/W . ft. oo

st. ; &t.
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Cage o, 7=0824 — Clear Lake, Inc., requests change from
JARY to "LCY the followings

Tract Ho..l: Beginning at a point 75 feet west and 225 feet
south of the Northeast corner of the MWk of Government Lot 1,
Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the Gth P.M,;
thence south 125 feet; thance east 25 feet; thence south 1060
feet; thence west 556 feet, more or less, to a point on the
left bank of the Arkansas River; thence northwesterly 150 feet,
more or less, to a point 1,290 feet mouth and 725 feet west of
said Northeast corner of the IW% of Government Lot 1l: thence
north 1240 fest to a point 50 feet south of the north line

of said Government Lot 1; thence east 345 feat; thence south
175 feet; thence east 305 feet to the point of beginning.

Ixect Wo. 2: Beginning 75 feet west and 75 feet south of the
northeast corner of the MWk of Government Lot 1, Section T
Township 27 South, Range L Fast of the 6th P.M.; thence south
150 feet; thence west 150 feet; thence nesth 150 feet; thence
east 150 feet to the point of beginning,

Zract Mo, d: Beginning at a point 75 feet south and 225 feet
west of the northeast corner of the W) of Covernment Lot 1,
Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M,;
thence south 150 feet; thence west 155 feet; thence north 175
feet; thence east 30 feet; thence south 25 feet; thence east
125 feet to the point of beginning.

Tract Wo. 4: Beginning 50 feet south and. 725 feet west of the
northeast corner of the Ny of Government Lot 1, Section T
Township 27 South, Range L East of the 6th P.M.; thence south
300 feet; thence west 460 feet; thence north 300 feet; thence
. east 460 2et to the point of beginning.

4HBD Change from "AR' o "B" the following:

Tragh No. 5: Beginning 50 feet souath and 1,185 feet west of
the nertheast corner of the Ny of Government Lot 1, Section
7. Township 27 Sonth, Range 1 Bast of the 6th P,M,; thence
south 300 feat; thence west 325 feet; thence north 300 feet:
thence east 325 feet to the point of beginning.
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Pyact Ho. 6: Beginning 50 feet west and 1,350 feet south of
the northeast corner of the Nwk of Government Lot 1, section
7, Township 27 South, Range 1 Bast of the 6th P.M.7 thence
gouth 515 feet, mo:2 or less, to a point on the left bank of
the Arkansas River; thence northwesterly and westerly along
the left bank of the Arkansas River 770 feet to a point 1,350
feet south and 606 feet wést of said Northeast cornexr of the
MWk of Government Lot 1, thence east 556 feet to the point of
beginning.

Tract Ho. 7: Beéginning 75 feet west and 75 feet south of thes
norirheast corner of the Mwki of Government Lot 1, Section 7,
Toumhip 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M.: thence south
275 fest; thence east 25 feet; thence south 1,515 feet *;
thence northwesterly and westerly along the left bank of the
Arkansas River to the west line of Lot 1; thence north along
the west line of said Lot 1 to a point 50 feet south of the
northwest corner of said Lot L; thence east to a point 275
feet west and 25 feet north of the point of beginning; thence
south 25 feet; thence east 275 feet to the point of bagirning,
except as set forth in Tracts 1 to 6 inclusive.

1la. Cage Mo, DP=23 = Clear Lake, Inc., zeq.

idential and Commercial Devslopmenk Plan for an
area described as follows: A tract beginning 75 feet west
and 75 feet south of the northeast corner of the MWk of
Goverament Lot 1, Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East
of the G6th P.M.; thence south 275 feet:; thence east 25 feet;
thence south 1515 feet +: thence northwesterly and vwesterly
along the left bank of the Arkansas River to the west line
of Lot 1; thence north along the west line of said Lot 1 to
a point 50 feet south of the northwest corner of said Lot
1; thence east to a point 275 feet west and 25 feet north of
the point of beginning; thence south 25 feet; thence east
275 feet to the point of beginning.

HILL stated that he had a conflict of interest in this case
and vacated the Chaix ~nd excused himself from the meeting,
Vice Chairman MOONEY scsumed the chaix and conducted the meeting
during heazing of the above two cases.
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MOOMEY read a letter from Robert H. Nelson, Attorney for the
applicant, to the City Manager, in which he asked that the above
two applications be placed on the City Commission agenda for March
28, 1967. He further read a memo from the City Manager's Executive
8ecretary in which it was requesied that the Planning Commission
determine early in this meeting whether a departure should be made
£rom the regulax procedures (zoning cases normally aze submitted to
the City Commiassion 19 days after a Planning Commission heaxing)
and these two cases placed on the City Commission‘s agenda prior to
the recommendation of the Planning Commission,

MOTIOW: BLEDSOE moved that the above two cases
be placed on the City Commission agenda for March
28, 1967. E

GAIBRAITH said that records have been checked and it doss not
appear that a depas 1 192 day waiting period has
been made previocusly. He said . Dekker, City Attorney, had
ruled that protest pe B ion to the original
application would st : & would be no
necessity for awaiting the 19 days:; that it could be sent to the
City Commission immediately alihough the staff had planned, beca
of the time involved to prepare the minutes of the meeting, to foxr
ward it for ithe City Commission meeting of April 4,

GOUBEL SECONDED THE ABOVE MOTIONM,

CEORGE POWERS, Attorney for Ritchie Brothers, develepers of
Twin Lakes Shopping Center at the southeast corner of 2lst Sireet
and Amidon, offered objecitions to waiving the normal procedure in
submitting cases to the City Commission. He continued that he has
filed a withdrzwal of their protest, since such protest was based
on the original applicaticn, and that in view of the amended
application they do not want to be in the position of protesting
somaething that has not been decided upon. He further stated that
pexhaps they would be agreeable to the Planning Commission decision
on the amended application. He noted that whether they hava a right
to withdraw their protest or not, other pecple involved shounld ke
allowed the 14 day peribd for f£iling of protest — that right should
not be taken away from them."

POWERS pointed out that a ruling of the Supreme Court indicates
that after the time period has passed a name cannot be added to or
extracted f£rom a protest petition, He said he has found no cases
of record that hold that before a matter is decided and while it is
still pending protest cannot be withdrawn. He commented that as
the matter is at this time, it is a new petition and when the
Planning Commission makes its decision, the legal time period fox

A i i it s s ™
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protest should be allowed those involved. ‘The Attorney again
asked if there was some particular reason that the matter should
be submitted to the City Commission on Maxch 28. 1967.

BISDSOE commentad that it weuld seem & matter for the Planning
Commission to decide, ralying on the City Attorney's decision as to
the legality., 2

MICPAEL BELLUOMO, a xesidenit of thes axea, commented that this
matter was referred back to the Planning Commission for a new
recommendation and he wondered why it was being rushed back on the
City Commission agenda next week.

MOONEY thought the normal procedure should be followed.

In response to a guestion from KRATZER, FOSTER said that any
one of the City Commissioners can regquest items to appear on theiz
agenda, and that Commissioner Anderson has requested that this item
appear on the Ciky Commission agenda for March 28 but in so doing
has requested, indigectly, that the Planning Comnission give some
indication of its desixe in & respect, FOSTER continuved that
it has been determined from lirj Dekkexr, City Attorney, that there
is some legal precedent for not obsexving the £ull 19 day wailting
period since the original filed protest petitions have beén deter—
mined to still be valid. :

BRANSON felt that the normal procedure should be followed, thus
giving both sides equal chance to be heard and time to file protest
petitions., He noted that the withdrawal of the opposition by Mz,
Powers is bscause {in view of the amended application} it is not
actually knownwhat they would be opposing.

FOSTER reviewed a case before the County Commission scmetime
ago where one of the protestors to an application withdrew his name
from a protest petition after the recommendation had been submitted
to the County Commission, which withdrawal resulted in the amount of
protest being less than 20%,” which zaised the question of whether it
was a valid protest zeguiring the unanimous vote of the County Com~
mission to approve.

FOSTER continued that the reason Mo Dekker fesls the protest
petition cannot be withdrawn is becanse it does not, give the rest
of the pratestarl:i‘.'é an opportunity to secuze other signatures in
protest to still maintain 20% opposition from adjacent property
owners.
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GAIBRAITH said that at the City Commission meeting Mr. Dekker
was asked if protestors had to £ile new petitions, and he ruled
that they would not. GRLBRAITH continued that since the City Com~
mission meeting that he contacted Mr, Dekker and it was his (Dekker‘'s}
opinion that the protest would stand and could not be withdrawn
after 14 days filing period had expired, and that the above two
cases could be svhmitted to the City Commission prior to the usual
19~day waiting period.

VOTE,_ON THE_ABOVE MOTION: In favor: Bledsoe,
Kratzer and Gotbel., Opposed: Branson, Mooney
and Trout, The Chairman declared a tie vote.

FOSTER said he would like some direction from the Planning Com~
migsion, so that he céuld inform the City Manager's Executive Secre—
tary whether or not to place the matter on the March 28, 1967, agenda,
which is being prepared at this moment. Viece Chairman MOONEY said
that in view of the results of the above moition, it would be his
opinion that it should be a matter for the City Commission to decide.

' Phe Chairman called for presentation of the applications, as
amended,

GALBRAITH pointed out the area on the map and reviewed the
following staff report:

c i

1, The Planning Commission, at its regular meeting of Febzuazy 9,
1967, unanimously recommznded that the reguested zoning change
and development plan ke denied without prejudice, The Plan-—
ning Commission stressed that if the applicant was willing to
amend his plan to conform to the thinking of the Commission, a
more favorableresponse would be received, The Plan then would
come back to the Planning Commission for veconsideration and be
forwarded on to the City Commission. The applicant prefexred
not to amend or redesign the plan and application at that meet-
ing.

The City Commission, at its regular meeting of February 28,

1967, moved to return these items to the Planning Commission fox
raconsideration, pointing out that, as far as the Commission

was concerned, subject area was a proper commercial azea and that
the application area should be accorded the same treatment as the
other commercial areas, keeping in mind the traffic problems.
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ed the. zone g plication to

Le" Light Commexrcial zoning, extending
west to Sweetbriar Street and south on Amidon in lipne with the
light commercial zoning on the east. The amended application
includes a request for 38 acres of "B" Multiple~family =zoning
of which 5.3 acres are proposed for medical offices. The
Marina Lake Development Plan has been amended and now proposes
375,000 square feet of gross leaseable commercial area and
104,130 square feet for medical offices, making a total of
479,130 square feet of commercial and office space as compaxed
to 560,000 square feet as proposed on the original plan.

The staff report for February 9, 1967, pointed out the poten—
tial (exisiting approved “LC" and CUP's) of 730,000 square feet
of retail floor area existing in this area. This includes the
existing and future development of Twin Lakes, Sweetbriaz
Gaxdens, Atlantic Thr Center, and Riverbend Shopping Ce
With the amendment to the plan, there is still a potential of
1,209,000 square feet of commercial and office spage for this
immediate area. The staff is still concerned about the ovexr—
concentration of commercial zoning in this one area, which
will have an adverse effect on the traffic-carrying capacity
of Amidon and the Amidon—2ist Street intersection.
The amended development plan now proposes ohe major access point
to the proposed commercial center from Amidon, located 1,100
feet south of the center line of 2lst et and 550 feet south
of the center line of the entrance to Twin Lakes. The Plan
also indic s the three original access points o Amidon foxr
right=turn movements only as they are in line
improvem ich will be necessary if develops

At the present time, the City has access control

rea from Amidon, except for the noxrth 200

feet and one 30—-foct opening at the southern end of the site.

The Traffic Engineerx and the applicant's consultant were
originally advised by the applicant to conduct their traffie
analysis based upon a proposal of 350,000 sguare feet of
retail floor space. The Traffic Engineering Division, in the:
original analysis, 2 rad at the concluslon that if the applis
cation is approved as regue d, it would necessitate the re~
construction of the intersection of 2lst Street and Amidon to
adequately control the traffic,which would mean condemnation
of existing commercial properiy at the ersection to permit
the reconstruction. The amended plan has not changed the
critical gituation akt the intersection.




.

Page 7 = Case No. Z-0824 and Case No. DP-23
March 23, 1967

6, The staff ig still of the opinion that two parcels (#2 and #3)
should not be encouraged at the 2lst Street—Amidon intersection
inasmuch as congestion is increased and the free-standing
structures tend to reflect strip commercial rather than shopping
center facilities. Therefore, it is atill recommended that
Parcel #3 be deleted from the plan and the proposed use be
pulled back and inco:porated into Parcel 1.

Regidential Paicel — Parcel #7 has not been amended and, there-
fore, still appears to be satisfactory as to density, proposed
building locations, op2n space, fencing and other general
reguirements.

Raxcels #5 and #6 - These parcels werxe both amended to request
"B" zoning instead of “LC". The medical offices proposed for
each parcel appear to be proper and logical buffering uses;
however, the proposed 104,130 square feet of f£lcor space will
undoubtedly add to the congestion of the area. The staff is
still of the opinion that all the exi g devalopable land
between the lake area and the Arkansas River would be best
utilized for jarden and townhouse apartments.

Regommendation

Although the plan has been slightly amended, the Planning De-
partment ip still of the opinion that there is not sufficient need
or justification for an additicnal shopping centexr of this magnitude
in this area. Based upon the traffic analysis, it is expacted that
the proposed development will still severely handicap the traffic-
carrying capacity of the major sitreets and will necessitate the re-
construction of both Amidon and 2lst Street and the eventual condemna-
tion of developed commercial properties to improve the intersection.
Therefore, it is still recommended that the zoning application be
amended, and the plan be redesigned, reducing the area of commercial
to that which will not generate additional traffic to exceed the
capacity of the intersecition of 2lst Street and Amidon and following
the genexal criteria as outlined below:

1. Approve the zoning and development of limited commercial
areas not extending west of Sweetbriar Streei or south of
the vicinity of the south line of Parcel #4.

Approve "B" zoning for the remainder of the area and ap-
prove a redesigned development plan with townhouse and
garden apartments extending to Amidon.

Maintain the access control the City now has on Amidon.

o
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altarpate Recommendation

Since the City Commission has expressed that this is a proper

commercial area if the traffic prcblems are resolved, and if in
the opinion of the Planning Commission the amerded zoning applica-
tion and developmentplan ave now in the best intevest of the pub=
lie, it is recommended that in the event the amended applications
are approved, they be approved subject to the following conditions?

1.

2.

Each parcel being platted prior to the issuance of a
building permit.

Upen the platting of Parcels §f2 and #3, the applicant dedicat-~
ing the necessazy 75 feet of half-street right—oi-way for ’
major street improvements and bearing all construction cosis
of the deceleraticn-acceleration lane at the southwest cornex
of the intersection.

As platting occurs on Parcels #4, #5 and #7, the applicant shall
patition for the improvement of 2lst Street and shall pay their
appropriate assessments.

Upon the platting of either Parcel #1 or #6, the applicant
shall bear all costs of necessary street improvements for
amidon, including medial construction and street widening
and signalization at the main entrance to the center. No
access shall be permitted to Parcel #6 until the medial is
constructed,

The applicant vacating the present access control for the
major entrance approximately 1,100 feet south of the center
line of 2lst Street at the time of platting Parcel 1.

The development of this property proceeding in accordance
with the development plan as approved by the Planning Com~
misgion and City Commission, and any svbstantial deviation
of the plan, as determined by the superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning. shall constitute a
violation of the building permit authorizing construction
of the propocsed development.

Any major changes in this development plan being resubmitted
o the Planning Commission and City Commission for their
consideration as is the preaent policy.

|
1
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STER said that he had ith the ‘
Bxecotive Secretary and xeporied that in his (City Manager's
BExecutive Secretary) discussion with Commissioner hnderson on
the above two cases, it was the general feeling that if the Plan~
ning Commission was unable to make a defevmination or did not
wish to, that it would appear on the April 4 agenda. He pointed
out, however, that the City Commission could bring up items off
agenda if they so desized.

HOOMEY asked if the Commission desired to reconsider its
action in this respect,

SON, on behalf of one of the interested parties,
hat this is the time of year for development and that
are pending, and that.they would like for
the City Commission to consider it on March 28, He continued that
he concurred with the City Attornmey in his decision, and urged

the Planning Commission to have it placed on the City Commission
agenda for March 28.

BRANSON said he saw no zreason for further consideration of

peint = the mat discussed, con made which resulted

tie vote so he considered the mattey ttled, FOSTER commented

the Planning staff would forward it for the April 4, 1967 agenda
unless instzucted difs !

RALPH WULZ, Director of Public Works, brought out the following
three points:

1. The access co 1 aleng the west side of Amidon was obtained
by the Departrent of Public Works, wav properly processed and
recorded, and he questioned whether tiis access control
could be released simply by approval a Community Unit
Plan., He stated that a release of the existing contxol
vould reguire a separate action by the vlanning Commission and
City Commission. .

He referred to a map of Meclean Bouwlevard for its entire
length to illustrate existing access control. He said
that in 2 large portion of the area the Clty has access
contxol on both sides; that is a subytantial portion
1 outh, here the City
zol only on one side, and in almost all of
residential prop

WULZ continued that from 9th to 13th §

access control for only one side; however, thy Planning Com—
migsion and City Commission have refused commoreial zoning

in the area. He pointed out i is the one north-south
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facility through the City that has access control over a
large portion of the entire route and that no other
facility would even come c¢lose to being comparable, =He
nted out that in connection with an aparitment deve lop-
ment on the west side just north of 13th Street, the
developers were denied access even though they were
assessed for a portion of the strest improvements., WULZ
said he did not see the equity in refusing access on the
apartment complex and approving aceess in subject case,

WULZ said he still fel: that approval of this CUP, as amended,
would eventually result in condemnation of existing commer—
cial development at 21st Street and Amidon at a great cost

to the city in owder to handle the traffic that will be
generated if subject area is xezoned and completely developed
and other areas presently zoned light commexcial are deve~
loped. He conitinued that there is not sufficient right=~oi~
way available to zeconstruct the intersection.

d if the present propesal provides sufficient
i on to do whatever is needed in the
future so far as reconstruction of ¢ ic facilities are concerned.

FAUL GRAVES, Teaffic Engineex, said he hought the proponents
of the proposed development would be willing to dedicate whatever
right~of~way is needed from their proparty as required for stxeet
improvements (21st Strest or Amidon), but indicated that the principal
concern is inmspect to possible needed right-of-way on the east side
of Amidon and north along 2lst Street, He veported that 21lst Stzeet
has not yei been designed in its final details bui that it is possible
that 25 feet of add nal right-of-way might be reguired en the
south side,

GRAVES reported that since the previous hearing, 12 cities of
the Midwesi: of comparable size to Wichita, have been contacted with
respect to their experience in peak time at shopping centers. He
said that a 75% return was received and that most cities did not
have much information available, He did, however, submit some of
the comments and conditions with regpect to various cities, He
said the purpose of the survey was to dekermine whether or not
shopping center traffic would pzak at the same time as strect traf-
£ic, He reported that they found nothing to invalidate their previous
conclusions, based on past experiences with similar type areas in
Wichita. GRAVES did not believe one solution would £it all conditions
and said that their conclusion remains the s as in their original
report, being that the development of the light ecmmercial proposed
by this application (as amended), along with other commercial
development and aniicipated development of vacant commercial area,
will overload the intersection and necessitate its recongtruction,
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BLEDSOE asked Graves if he would recommend approval of the
access controls the way they are indieated on the plan,

GRAVES said he helieved the access points were the same as
shown on his prepared map, which indicates 2 medial baginning at
the end of the bridge and going north, with one main entrancevay
to the west at a medial bxeak, plus another medial break ai the
existing entrance to Twin Lakes. He said if commercial zoning
is to be granted, they would strongly recommend thai Amidon ke
reconstructed as indicated.

TROUT said his guestion was prompted by the City Commission
action and noted that some factors have chanced since the pravious
hearing in that the development has been redesignad and changed, and
the City Commission has indicated they think is proper commer cial
area and should be accorded the same treatment as others in the
area. TROUT asked the plan as submitted is the best soluticn
for traffic if the application is approved,

WULZ said that their position would he that if this is
approvad and the Commission decides to releaze access control,
then he would recommend the reco! ruction az shown on the plan,
He sald the applicant should pay for this reconstruction of Amidon
and signalization of their main entrance,

TROUT inguired as to timing of reconstruction and when it
might be necessazy. CGRAVES said that as far as reconstruction as
shown on the strip map, it should be done imradiately as development
coours,

WULZ said he concurred in the recommendation of the Planning
staff in regard to timing of this congtructicn, that it should be
required when platted and development takes place, With regard
to reconstruction of thz 21st and Amidon intersecticn, he did not
think anyone could prodict when it will have to be dene - no one
knows when subject d lopment will occur and when further deve-
lopment will occur on property already zoned for commercial in
the area,

TROUT obkzervad that less than half of tha preseni light com-
mercial ig devalopad.

GOEBEYL cbserved that Amidon should not the only street to
go north out of the City, emcapt Broadway, and suggested that i
traffic called for it, Meridian should be e ended north of the
river,
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GRAVES said they have envisioned at somatime in the future
West Street north of 3%k as a major stxeect, then onto to 2lst
Street with a new bridge across the Big River and redevelopment
of 2ist Street to major citxeet standards, He did not think the
opening of Meridian would be necessary in view of what is contem~
plated ag explained. He considered the only problem would be at
the 21st and Amidon i rsecikion,

GOEEEL asked i st Btreet as suggested
wouldn 't relieve the congestion at 21lst and 2 mldcn and GRAVES
agreed that it would.

said he w agad the original application because
ce footage ag comparzed to other light commereial areas
tersection, .JL : he felt that the applicant has as much
alzeady approved, He observed

rned if so much land developes in:

ies cannot carry that is the

ot § to ecazzy all the traffic

me day North Broadway would be

ROBERT H, MEISOY, AL 2y for € 'cam‘;, said 'i:hat
after the matter was
considezing the attem
cluded they would a
recommendation, ard as
extension of licght cor

ats on f
of opinion that the City C i i 1 pa.-: area .-‘for
light commercial and that 2 i 2, ask for more

to the
appli=-

cation to delete ithe amount
and "B",

HELSCN fe
other three cornexa
thiz application shoul

In connection 1 Ll =lease of aceeas
they were only as £ e cne entrance on
width thersof L.cu_d bz de
would be made
to approval as
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to plat and agreed ihat they could not obtain a permit for building
until platted. He said that the conditions are satisfactory and

that factors soch as signs, entrance, right=of-way dedications,

have been set out im the plan; further, they understand the decelera—
tion and acceleration lanes will be constructed at their expense.

He saic that as far as the overall picture, they are asking only

for the same treatre afforded the other ee corners of this
intersection.

When questioned, TELSON said be was advised by the architect
that the plan as su tted is the minimum amcount of light commer-—
cial that they could pect to get by with in this type of deve-
lopment,

GEORGE POWERS . orney for Twin Lakes developers, as well as
ea, said that previously the Planning
Conmission and City C ssion had felt the inal request was
for too much density I i if the plan v avised it might be
possible to approve it and that they did not want to prajudice the
The problem n just how much can be approved and still
troy the planning of the City and the traffic service.
said he did not object i onal zoning for commercial at t

subject loeation, but he considered that they have a legal right
to preserve the intecrity of the non-access on amidon; they are not
opposed to a proper amount of light commerciel which can be deve~
loped end still retain control of access on Rmidon.

POWERS cobserved that although the amended application is for
tle less dens t doesn't change the traffic simation in
all the commercial which was on Amidonlsfore is still there;
act that they h given up some on 21 dozagn't affect the
£fic problem on Amidon at all ; ded, the proposed development
11 generate e same traffi as noted previously.

on of access con~
tzol on Amidon and thi 1en Amidon was dedicated waz given to the
City and no charge 1 ed against them (the zpplicant's proparty)
on the grounds that except just north
bridge and south of that the purchasers
of the property surel; ing of this situwation
because it is all pub acord.

; MR. POWERS showed J the area which Dolese
Brothers had considered when they still ¢ subject proparty, and
in this plat most o e ccmmeraial develo t was contemplated
along 21ist Street w e the staf o nding, w
apartioents and house n the sou £ lake, which apparently
was why an entrance 1ed at the south side.
He said the plan hown wae one d leng time ago but com—
paxes favorably at t X = ending ncw.




Page 14 ~ Case No. Z-0824 and Case No. bp-23
March 23, 1967

POWERS said they would have no objection if the amended
application is granted and entrances kept wheze they are; but they
were opposed to the op 1g in the center where there would be two
traffic signals and medial breaks close together on Amidon,

MICHAEYL BELLUOMO, 2245 Bullinger, was agrseable to some light
comnexcial on this o but gquestionad just vhat a "corner®is.
Ae said his definition of a "corner” £ s to what the
Planning ££ has su ted. He 2 d that he had nc
aobjection to "B" zoni provided a 15 or 20 story office building
iz not erxected.

ROBERT SEEARER, a resgident of the affecited area, said he felt

that in looking at this proposal thought should ke given as to what

good for the neighborhood and the eity as a whole., He said that

e paople of the neighborhocd do not feel thoy need additional
shopping facilifties in thisarea. MR, SHEARER said they were
interested in retai e value of their residential neighborhood,
in view of their great investment in homes. !e observed that what
is proposed does not bkenefit the neighborhood, or the city at laxge,
but only a small group of businessmen who punchased the property for
an investment.

MR, SHEARER said he had heard much discussion as to what

rights the applicant hes for light commercial zoning in view of

that granted on the ot:her three corners of this intersection, but
asked concerning the s of the residents of the area who have
nvested their money in hemes. He stated that he was not opposed to
he muliiple family residences along the lake ont and felt the
applicant is entitled ©d a limited amount o cght commercial to con-
struct something that would be of benefit to them in the long run.

FOSTER said that in answer to a guestion previously placed

regazding the time of rwarding ¢

Commisaion, a check has been made of the rec

years and no precedent was found for forwanding a recommendation
under similar circumsiances,

FOSTER continued at in checking fuxil Commissioner Ander=
son intended to reguest baZfore the present City
Commission who had he it previously. \NDERSONM was unawara,
oxr had forgotten, zoning application to be heazd at two
City Commission meetings in oxder to be passed,
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FOSTER conitinved that he has checked with Mr. Anderseon and
2id it was his initention to have the case heard while the
ent Commissioners are on the bench; therefore, it has to go

on the 28th. FOSTER stated that Mr. Anderson is making a

personal request to the Managex's office and the cases will be

laced on their agenda for the 28th, providing the Planning Com=
migsior takes action today. TFOSTER continued that Mr. Andexsen
is taking into account . Dekker's ruling already stated that
the protests stand and cazrxy foxwazd.

ROBERT HBISON said he wanted to make it cleax that the
ic engineer {hat was employed by the applicani based his
on on the previous plan that was preseniad to this Commissicn

nét the City Commission HELSON stated id not ask the
ineer to appear again because, since he £fic situation
1d

=1
u

WELSON said that i¢his is the first tin o hig knowledge that a
atiticner has beenrequested to submit a traffic analysis and that
unerous attempts w made on the part of s Qity Traffic

Sngineer and the &x o consultant hired, to reach an agreemsnt.

TROUT commenied t apparently everyonc agrees that some light
commarcial should be granted and the problem now is just how much and
in what form.

TROUT continued that the applicants maintain tha revised
pplication is the m which they cal pacted todevelop.

e said the basic problem is not just € d but everything in the
area, and the problems which may resul 2(] ggested that there are
probably three approaches to he considezed: Can adopt what the si
has recommended and probably there would ks very little neighborhood
opposition to that; 2) could adopt the r i 11 aad
the traffic, but which i lot moze acce le k iginal plan,
primarily because of the changes made along 2lst Street; and 3) take
the whole area and de mine just how much meraeial should be
allowed and adjust it between the four cox

MOTION: TROUT moved, GOEBEL sec
ried unanimcusly that the Planning

amended application be approved,
following conditiong:

1. Each parcel being platted pwicr to &




ey e 1
r

P
¥
L

§
4
;
i

r 75 feet of half
r major streat improvements, and
bhearing all construction costs of the deceleration-
accelaratica lane at the southwest corner of the inter-—
section, upon the platting of Parcels No. 2 and 3,

petitioning fox the i ovenent of 2lst
ng their appropriate zssessments as platting
5 and 7.

he Develop

cally poi
Plan does not vacate
mugt be done by a separate
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SPE I A I H.-r [§ 7]

A spacizl meeting of the Wighita-Sedgwich by Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission was held &n T e ¢, 1967,
at 12:30 p.m. in Room 401 of tha ity & in , 104 south
Main, Wichita, Kansas. The il g 1 1 H., W. Kratzer,
W. Harold Mooney, J. Jerald @ . . John W, Trout,
and Wm. J. Goebel, Members « ; Yheodore H. Hill and
lee P. Blager. Also present :ley Foster, Robert A.
Lakin, (ack Galbraith, Ron will John Gist and Berniece Rathke
of the planning staff. H. W. Kesttax irman, presided,

The Chairman announced that this ig a continuation of Zone
case Z~-0824 and DP-23, which had been defer at the meeting of
January 26, 1967,

The Chairman introduced H, », Bledsce, rewly appointed member
of the Planning Commission, and extended words of welcome on behalf
of the Commission.

s 0 s e e o e - s S A S 2 e i

l.a Cage No. 7-0B24 - Clear Lake, Ime,, requests change from
“AR" #pcY for the followlag:
Tgact Ho. l: Beginning 75 foet west and 225 feet south of the
NE corner of the W% of Lot 1 ia Ssction 7, Township 27 South,
Range 1 East of the 6th P.N.: thence south 125 feet; thence
east 25 feet; thence south 15i5 fem:; thence northwesterly to
B point 725 feet west and 1290 fest south of the NE corner of
said Lot 1l; thance north 1240 fest to a point 50 feet south
of the north line of said Lot 1y vhence east 375 feet; thence
south 175 feet; thence eagt 27% fast to the point of beginning;
and
Tract No. 2: Beginning 75 feet west and 75 feet south of the NE
corner of Lot 1 in Section 7, Townahip 27 South, Range 1 East of
the 6th P.M.: thence south 150 feet; thence west 125 feet; thence
north 150 feet; thence east .5 feet to the point of beginning;
and

: Beginning at a point 75 feet south and 200 feet
wast of the RE corner of Lot 1 in Saction 7, Township 27 South,
Ranga 1 East of the 6th P M, ; thapce west 150 feet: thence south
150 feet; thence east 150 feest; thence north 150 feet to the
point of beginning; and

i

“y

s
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Tract No. 4: Beginning at +4, 11 ) va 725 feet
west of the NE corner in & i 7 §
Range 1 E

south 300 feat to a po

said Lot 1; thence e2at pa

1, 490 feet; thenca north

of baginning; and

Tract No. 5: Beginning at o g feat south and 1205 feet
west of the northeast corner of L 1, Section 7,
Township 27 South, Range ! Fas J M. ; thence south
300 feet to a point 1215 f§ o e i of said
Lot 1; thence west 300 faet: chs 3 h 3 2t; thence east
300 feet to the point of

south and 1505 fee
g Lot 1, Section 7,
Township 27 South, Range I § g £ b h P_M.: thance south
300 feet; thence at 790 fe ) g5 to 2 point 350 feet
south and 725 £ £ : st corner of said Lot 1
south and 725 fee
1; thence west 200
to a point 925 feat t and 10OM ‘et gouth of the north-
corner of said Lot 1; th + 00 feet to a point 550
- south of the north line of I 1; thence west 790 feet
to a point 550 f ¥ 1 st of the northeast
cornar of said Lot 1l; thenca norch ) - thence east 200
feet to the poil of beginning

Changa £xom “A3 ‘ j

Ixact No. 7: Co ; . S0 7 South,
Range 1 East of : M., axcep racts 1 thru 6 inelusive,
above~describad, z2nd exceépi the north 50 feet thereof.

All ganerall. lc 1 treet between
Amidon and Meridian.

area described as follows: : ing at the northeast
corner of Government Lot . Township 27 South,

: h 2086.5 feat along

of 1l8th St. extended

wast; thence west 53 feet to the left nk of the Arkansas
River; thence northwesterly and westerly aleng the laft bank
of the Arkansas River to the west line of said Lot 1; thence
north along the west line of said Lot 1, 8%97.8 feet to the
northwest corner of said Lot l; theonco east 2460.6 feet to the
point of beginning.
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GALBRAITH pointed out the area on the map and reviewed the

following staff report:

Conmants

Qrdinance Raguirementa = The sgplicants have submitted 2 zoning
change request from “AA* te "B, "L&” and “C", The "LC" and ™ Yy
zoning request is graater than six acros; therefore, as required
by ordinance, the applicents haws submitted a commercial d evelop-
ment plan under the CUP pyovisioms of the ordinance. The "BY
zoning request exceeds 20 &cres snd, therefore, a residential de-
velopment plan has been gubmicted for that portion of the prop-
erty, The residential CUP Ls wptional vnder the ordinance; how—
aver, it is desirable on lsrge sress where multi-family develop-
ment is proposed, and the staff encourages raesidential CUP's on
all such requests.

Land Use - A potential {existing approved "LC" and CUP's) of
730,000 square feet of ratail floor area exists in this area.
This inecludes the existing and future development of Twin Lakes,
Sweetbriar Gardens, Atlantic Thrift Center and Riverbend Shopping
Centers. The Marina Lake development plan proposes an additional
560,000 square feet of commercisl and office floor area. The
degree of office space was net distinguished from the ca ercial
space by the developer. For comparison purposes, the (BD has
approximately 2% million sguare feet of retail floor area, If
the Marina Lae Center is approwed, the 21st Strest and Amidon
area will approximate one-half the retail floor area of the CBD.

The staff is concerned about the over-concentration of commercial
zoning in one area and finds it extremely difficult to justify

a shopping center of over a half million sguare feet in this
area. Without a professional analysis by an econamist or market
analyst, it is impossible to draw a firm conclusion as to whether
this center can be justified in this area, One of the leading
authorities for development of all kinds - the Urban Land
Institute - has this, in part, te say about new shopping centexrs:

®_..A shopping centcr does not in itself generate new busi-
ness; it distributes existing businass. As each new center
opens, its business volume comes in part from the central
business district znd in part from other suburban shopping
areas. Until the increases in population and the readjust-—
ments in shopping habits catch up, additional retail facilities
are justified only by actual increments in population and pur-
chasing power.

“phe fact remains that therxe is just so much spendable income
in any municipalits or locality. Whether there are too many
shopping centers cor whether over-development of retail

v iy e it
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facilities is taxing place depends on how thinly the total
available spendable income of the community may be divided.
Conditions and circumstances indicate that no arbitrary anawer
can be offered for the arithmetic number of shopping centers
that are justified. This conclusion is roached because com~
mercial development follows aloimg with purchasing power,

"...shopping centers cam he @w#rdone. Th: concept has caught
on to the extent that nearly @veéry entreprensur wanis to
develop a shopping center .,

“In the rulebook of the Commuaity Builder:' cCouncil, gaution

“concern for the welfare of the community, and caution for
the safe investment of capital are reasons why the Council
issues a note of caution about overbuilding shopping centers.
Financially successful shopping eenter d:velopment cannot go
ahead faster than the commumity's ability to absorb the in-
creased space for retail sellimg. "

A full discussion of the feazikility and location of shopping
i dbook,

centers may be found in the gggsunily Bu
Executive Edition, 1965 primtimg. pages 24 to 232;
234; 242 to 267.

Over-anticipating the commercial needs of an area rasults in
several partially developed commercial arcas which, if unsuc-
cegsful, do not lend themselves easily toredesign and redevelop-
ment of a lesser use. Therefere, it is tle opinion of the Plan-—
ning Department that to avoid the future possibility of either
piacemeal or strip development en 2lst Stroet and Amidon that,

if the application is approved, constructicn should not begin

on Parcels #2, #3, #4 and #5 until such time as cocrstruction has
started on the major facility in Parcel #1.

There is not sufficient justification for another shopping
center in this area and, therafore, the use of the land should
be delegated to a use that can be justified. Experiecace in the
area has indicated that residentialdevelcpment on lakss or on
former sandpits has been successful and the demand is

site has adequate access for residential development without
having an adverse affect on the traffic-cavrying capacity cf
Amidon, Therefore, it is the opinion of the Planning Departnant
that the majority of the site should be developed for multi-
family residential uses and that a small commercial area be
approvad adjacent to 2lst Street,
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wara ariented to 2lst Street, it would encourage commercial
applicatirna for properties which abut the north side of 21st
Street and eventually would resul: in the strip commercial
development of 2lst Street west -f Amidon, which would further
compound the traffic problems,

There naturally are various altarnatives which must be explored,
First, if the center is not going to be reduced in floo: area,

a new intersection design is w cesmary, such as utlimately having
Amidon overpass 21lst Street ard construction of a diamoud inter—
change. This will require & rubstantial increase in tho right-
of-way on the west side of Amidon on both the northwest and
southwest corners of the intcrsaction. This will involve the
removal of an existing servic2 station on the northwest corner
and will result in a substar:ial cost to the public. The second
alternative, if the shoppiuy center is wpproved, is to redesign
the development plan as sujyc:sted by the Traffic Enginuer; or
redesign of medials and re!‘cation of access points as racom—
mended by the applicants’' cansultants.

There are several other pecints that the staff is coneerned about
on the plat, if the shoppi g center is to be approved, and thay
are as follows:

2. The staff is of the 'pinion that commercizl uses should
not be permitted fur her west than the west line of Sweat~
briar Street and, th:refore, it is recommended thut the
primary use of Parce. #5 be deasignaitod as office, and that
if any commercial usis are proposed, they be spocifically
indicated on the PL'n and be within the office structure,
providing no drive-in type facilities are proposed.

It is the opinion 'f the staff that two parcels (! and

#3) should not be tacouraged at the intersection irasmuch
ap congestion is i creased and the free-standing stiuctures
tend to reflect st 'ip commercial rather than shoppin; center
facilities. Ther«!ore, it is recommended that Parcel #3

be deleted from t:: Plan and the use be incorporated into
Parcel #1.

In order to have .utdoor display and sale of marina supp
in either Parcele +1, #4 or #5, it will be necessary to !
Board of Zoning Aipeals approval, and it is the opinion ol
the staff that Prrcel #6 should be treated similariy. Ti
fore, it is racvmended that Parcel #5 be amended from

to "LC" and tha that portion of Parcel #6 west of the wes’
gide of Parcel 5 be deleted, amended to "B" zoning and
corporated intc Parcel #7; and further, that "subject to
Board of Zoninc Appeals approval" ba added at the end of
condition #7 ir Parcels #1, #4, #5 and #6.
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Sinca the curb cuts are the key to the developmant and s¢
that no guestion arises in the future, it is recomn

that General Provision #3 read as follows “Curb cuts
Amidon and 21st Street shall be located as inditated on the
Development Flan."”

Condition #5 under Parcel #1, which refers to ths setba

in relation to the vif-street parking atructures. is not
clear. The parking structurs is a unique proposal but the
staff is concerned about the approval of an off-sireet park-
i1 7 structure with no setbacks for the level or lavels that
would ba above the elevation of Amidon, It is our under-
standing from the site plan submitted by the applicant that
parking lavels above the elevation of Amidon will sat back
from the property line approximately 120 feet:; therabre, it
is recommended that Condition #5 under Parcel #l le reworded
as follows:

"5, Setbacks shall be as indicated on the Plan, '
shall not refer to any floor of the parfking structure.
In no event shall any floor of the parking structure
axceed a maximum ¢ 3 .t above the grade c¢f Amidon
and any such floor of the parking structure above the
grade of Amidon ghall maintain a minimuw 100-foot
setback."

Regidentizl Parcel — The sataff has reviewed the resilential
portion of the Development Plan, Parcel {7, and it sppears to be
satisfactory as to density, proposed building locati cas, open
spaca, fencing and other ganaral requirements.

Recomuendation

It is the recommendation of the Planning Department that the “LC'
and "CY zoning, and Commereial parecels of the Developrent Plan t: b
approvad inasmuch as there is not sufficient need or  nstificavion for
another shopping center in this area, and that it would severely handi-
cap the traffic-carrying capacity of the major streets, It is fLurther
recommended that the Plan be redesigned with the majority of the tract
being regidential and only a limited amount of "LC" apjroved adjacent
to 21st Street. =

tha Planning Comm on recommends approval of the Develop
it is recom that one of the o follosing




TN S O S e T L AT

Fage B - Planning commission Minutes
Special Meeting - Fabruary 9, 1967

and signalization, and reserving necessary rights-of-way
for possible future conatruction of an overpass and diamond
interchange, and relocats the accesa pointa in econformance
with the plan of the Traffic Enqineer.

Delating Parcels #2 and fro= the Plan,

Amending Parcel #6 from “C* €0 "LC° and that that portion
of Parcel #0 west of the west wide of Parcel #5 be deleted,
amended to 'B® zoning and incoeporeted into Parcal #7.

Adding "sudject to Board ef "mwiing Appaals aporoval® to
the end o! Condition #7 in Parewle 4., #4, #5 and #6.

Rewording General Provision #) as follows: *“Cucb cuts to
Amiden and 21st Street shell Le as indicated on the Develop-
mant plan.”

Rewo'ding Condition #5, pPartwl #]1 as follows:

"5, sSeatbacks shall ba sa | sated on the Plan, but
shall not refer to any flour of the parking structure.
In no event shall zny [loor of the parking structure
exceed a maximum of ¥ feetr above the grade of Amidon
and any such floor the grade of Amidon shall
maintain a 100-foot minimum satback."

Each parcel being platted pricr to the issuance of a building
permit.

The developmant of this property proceeding in accordance with
the development plan as approved by the Planning Commission
and City Commission, and a2 ubatantial deviation of the
Plan, as determined by the Superintendent of Central Inspec—
tion and the Director o pPlanning, shall constitute a violation
of the building permit euthorliring construction of the proposed
deve lopment .

Any major changes in this Development Plan being resubmitted
to the Planning Commission and Clty Commission for their
consideration,

aAlternative Two

Instruct the applicant to redesign the Development Plan and amend
the zoning application, reducing the area of commercial to that whia
will not generate additional traffic to excecd the capacity of the
intersection of 2lst and Amidon and following the general criteria zs
indicated below:
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Orlent the commercial facility to 2 Street without ex—
tending tha commer 1 poni P Y fOweetbriar Street.

Extend the “B" multiple~fanity poning cast to Amidon along
the mouthern portiom of the @

Utilize that access whisgn 4 w avallable,

ROBERT NELSON, Attormes o iy spplicant, said that con-
siderable time has been d2voie % # sith the project archi-
tect,; the Traffic Engineer, : i % & tatives of
the Public Works Department im it to come to a mutual agree-—
ment with respect to this devws ioges . n referring to the ataff
report, he pointed out that the =% ically, says that there is
presently enough "LC" in this ssee sl LC" phould not ke
orianted toward Amidon bacause of & tzsffic hazard or congestion that
would be created, and suggested shss @y “LC" be oriented towards 21
with which the Traffic Engime#s otewssrs, NELSON noted that the
staff suggests that the "Ic" em Flee Stceet not be extonded west of the
first north-south street west of A#idem ¢od north of 2lst Stxeet, It
was hia opinion that the staff sescwswwsdotion concludes that there
should not be any shopping comies g& wad ect property, regardless of
which way it is oriented, and that s :t property, for the most part,
should be residential.

NELSON refarred to his undie X j of a Planning Commission
policy that where thexa is 1igh + 1 mning on three corners
ther the fourth corner is entikl * a treatment. He con-
tinued that subject oroperty is & m od sandpit, originally owned
by Dolese Brothers, who used it fou sasd o action for use in their
business, and the only reason thssfe i# ¢ dedication of access control
on the west side of Amidon is becsuws of an arrangement made with the
city at tha time of opening of this v otreet (Amidon). Dolese
Brothers dedicated the weat half of right-of-way for Amidon and
accese control, aexcept for omm opening ¢ the gouth end, and in ex-
changs the City installed a fmnog betweoin thes sandpit area and Amidon
and were not assessad for the construct lon of the street., Dolese was
also granted, by an agreement, tje s amidon Avenve from 21lst
Street to 13th Street by their truews o facilitate trangportation of
sand from the area.

NELSON said that the CUP developmen: proposed ls a shopping
center on two lavals, cne a few feet below grade and the upper level
at grade with Amidon, znd an antrancs is proposed from Amidon,
and acceps to Amidon is requested inssmuch as the canter is proposed
to be oriented toward Amidon. He said the request for “c" is te
accommodate the sale of marina supplies and sale of boats, atc.
NELSON raferred to the staff suggestieon that permission be obtained
from the Board of Zoning Appeals far that purpose and he indicated
they would be agreeable to such suggestion, realizing that "C" zoning
would permit other uses.
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NELSON commented thet he felt tha major portion of the staff's
report was related to the a@con foasibility of the proposal and
that when the CUp provisions sars ginally adopted (ke petitiomara
were required to subhmit am Fini ity repoxrt, which was
subgequently delested fr ] Ak s Puzthey, it was his
understanding the Plannim pted & policy directing that
the staff not make an econs i I J fapart, e guestioned
the qualifications of the sfa:if ? : ; jination. It
was his contention that ] 11d be ob-
tained for a center than ¢
what the Planning staf
quastion of feasibility is &
able to cbtain the proper lesss
not be built. They are not

ined that the

e developars will be
carnot obtain leases, it will
millions of dollars into con-

struction and development unlsss %y gre assured it will ba occupied
and by the right kind of temsmis, gw odstinced that they cannot ob-
tain financing unless y hawe logmen to support their project.

NELSON pointed out that im @iwsisimg financing, the devalopers
wiil have to show that the gprojest wiil be eaconomically sound by
showing that it will be ococupi®d @## b, the right kind of tenants
who will be akble tc pay the yen,

NELSON did not conaider it G#®gsasry to discuss the various
t racts of the CUP, but did stst® ¥es#? 10 be able to obtain proper
leases they must have entramew @ Emidon: without that it cannot be

developed because the traffie
shopping facilities at the ing

@y whowss that people coming to the
#woviom of 2lst Street and Amidon,

are coming principally from the Sowis,

NELSON said that a traffie study, us suggasted by the city staff,
has been made by the firm of Burgwin, HMartin and Associates, so that
the Planning Commissicn and the €1 Commission could be properly
advised,

The Attorney said that the s@plicsnt and consulting £irm had
held numerous meetings with the %reffic Engineer's staff and Public
Works Department representatives i» sn attempt to coordinate the
studies related to traffic on Amidon and at the intarsaction of
Amidon and 2lst Street, With resgesl to traffic, NELSON referred
to a recent meeting in Topeka when a consulting engineer who spoke
to the group indicated that dewelopmant of d should not be held
back simply because it will creats a traffic problem at some time in
the future. BHe agreed that the problem would have to be xesolved
at that later time when it becomes a problem, but to not permit
development of an area that will eventually create a traffic problem
did not seem like sound planning to him,
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NELSON pointed out that
aurrounded by vacant land 8
especially when campared tO 1
proposed deve lopme of a sk
units. He sald that his cl
investment, which would add
He pointed out that the city
time in an effort to find ad
the ad valorem tax base to =

NELSON stated ¢ 1 A
Burgwin, Martin and Associatea
report so far as handling of
Mr. Armstrong is well gualified
Iowa State Universi
sity in connection wi
state Highway Commiss
from 195luntil his association wi
that this consulting fixm has e
mission with raference to relock
gelected as a consultznt repors
on the Northeast Circ.mfer

BILL ARMSTRONG, represanii

9

xly of water
vary much,
rough the
} apartment
an dollar
@ for the City.
Topaka at this

ve consulting firm of

as the anr lysis of his
sncarnad, NELSOW said that
having graduated from

work at Yale Univer-

ith the

deve lopment

He said

cund the city of Wichita.

Martin and Associates,

gaid their study involved a detéssimavion of how to handle the

traffiec that would e generated
along with the pres:ont traffie
the number and location of arces)
gtated that their anslysis cons
would exist once th: project is
it would approach tae center, asd
which would be attracied this
after they arrived et a compoaite
a determination was necessiry fo
and intersection capacity. ARME

the fact that peak shopping tripw A

7 and 9 o'clock witih the K B
mhe consultant said that each

characteristics, but: that reglona
characteristic in respact L0 paak

a Lakes development
and a determination of
s neaded along Amidon. Ha
unt of traffic that
and from which direction
-ne existing traffic that
MR, ARMSTRONG ptated that
of the total traffic, then
movemants and the street
@eid their study was based on
r later in the evening between
vel usually from 5 to 6 p.m.
ey haa its individual
have n very definite trip
nditions, ARMSTRONG stated

that the guestion wi hether this centar would react as other regional

centers across the nation hava, &
canter would tend to have thozta omi=
Traffic Engineex did not agree ¥ 1
with ancther center in fis ares. |

canters are not compz ble, but he ci

solution by assessing the sit
which would exist, i.e
paak street use, with his revised st

t was hia feeling that this
eriastics; however, the
1y because of experience
0NG iteined that the two
4 attempt to work out a possible
sed on the worst condition
pping hour occurring during
cting such a situation.




Page 12 = planning Commiss ion Minutes
Special Meeting ~ Pebruary 9, 1967

ARMSTRONG gaid they alac revised the attractioo to the center
because of the reduction of re footage from 560,000 to 350,000
square feet.

With respect to traffic sasi o ) ements,

rat they studied it on the { cent ring built and the
existing access control remw d that the concentration
of traffic would be at the c ' rance to the south. ARMSTRONG
said they did not assign any Amidon at the north because
those entrances were go close !r rsection; therefore, laft
turns from the south have to enter at the ona existing location. He
said this would be a problem and Yw did not racommend it. The second
case studied was two entrances at the north d to serve the service
station; the entrance which is 200 fest or a little farther south
would merve the service station as well ag t1@ center. Left turns
would not be permitted at these two entrances. Two major entrances
would be toward the center of the tract which would be T-type inter-
sections, the first being 400 to 5)0 feet gouth of the existing
Twin Lakes intersaction and the second towar the south end of the
tract.

ARMSTRONT said that the third wsse studi:d would have two en=—
trances to the north thin the 200 feet whaz? there is no controlled
access) which would be in and cur Lo with no vcrossing of the medialj;
then one main entrance oriantec with the existing Twin Lakes
antrance and another main T=-ty intexrsaction vith a crossing of the
madial to the south. So far as : tontrolled access this case would

mi.lex with the one to

ARMSTRONG said that \ congidered projecied 1985 traffic ch
indicated about 25,000 on And nd between 18,000 and 22,000 on
21st Street, He noted that thd ru fairly high volumas and that
thare might be problems in 1945, but it would be within the authori
of the city to provide necessary r. e improvem:ints of traffic
facilities.

cation of accesses propor:d, ARMSTRONG said

peints at th2 north end (within the 200 faet
not controlled by the City) whieh thiy discount somewhat so far as
serving the main shopping center. Also, there would be two main
access points, one directly opposite Twin Lakes rain entrance to
Amidon and the other one farther scuth., There woildbe a total of
four, two with crossovers and two without crossovess,

When questionad concerning his study of 21st ttreet, ARMSTRONG
id they did not study 2lat Street cther than to ajsign traffic to
the intersection; they assumed there vould be ona mzjor emtrance and
others as necessary to handle the tratfi He seid “heir main con~
carn was handling of traffic at the iitersection,
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would place this intersection into a level of traffic service that is
undesirable; as previously pointed out, the land use for commercial
development in this area would spproach half of that of the Central
Business District,

The Traffic Engineer said thet if the proposed development is
reduced in both size and int ity af land developsd, in conformance with
the Planning staff recomments fo¢ redssign of the development with
the majority of the tract ba tial and a limited amount of
light commercial oriented teo @ et then i t is poseible to
maintain a high level of sarvice an {don and at the intersection.
GRAVES continuad that if this ism dose, then it is conceivable that
an access point could be satisfaciorily worked out on Amidon about
550 feet south of the existing accesé point on Twin Lekes.

When questioned as to his approval of ¢ access points jus®
south of 2lst Street at the service station site, GRAVES gaid he
thought this could be worked out, depsnding on just where the access
points are proposed and the distance of the firat point south of the

intersection.

KRATZER asked if he was aqresing to four access points on Amidon
as pointed out by Mr. Armstrong, am GRAVES said he was agreeing
with four access points but that th would be only on& break in the
medial. GRAVES said they were guite concern2d with preserving the
traffic carrying capacity of Amidon, as it is the only north=-south
thorofare at the present time wi ic, with the exception
of I-235 (by~pasa) west of the City. t one which would
approach this type of facil he® Canal Route, once it is con-
atructed and in operation.

GRAVES said that the City has just recently taken access control
just north of Central on Amidon o that this street plays a v 1
part in the core arsa streel syatea which is a part of the overall
Inner Loop complex. Ee saicd that i an effort to maintain good
traffie movement on Awidon, they haua used the calculations which
they had, which are in the uame ran(e as the consuliant 's report.
This information was submitced to a signal company to ascertain tha
type of signal :quipment neucessary to move ffic tlwough this area
at 30-35 miles per hour. With the spacing of the Marina Lake entrance
about 550 feat south of the Twin Lakes main sntrance to Amidon to
maintain ideal spacing and s gnalizetion, he said they could maintain
service along this thorofare with an additicnal signal. GRAVES com~
mented that in December thers was peak congzstion espacially on 21st
Street.

GRAVES said he would explain the term "lavel of service” which
had been mentioned. The objective in designing a new highway
facility ie not to design for capacity conditions particularly, but
to provide for a leval of service acceptable to the driver. He

i iy . i
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pointed ocut that for each level of service there is a corresponding
traffic velume, ILevel of service s @ guslitative meagure of the
offect of speed and travel Lise, fresdom to maneuver, pafety, driving
comfort &nd convenience and # . With respect vo the term
"1oad fac-or”, GRAVES said that #» aggeosch may e considered to be
loaded when on a green mignéi. W%irles are resdy vo enter the inter-
ction ai: all lanes and pamiisde £ available te enter in all
lanes during the entire phass «i susaal tims for long spacing
batwean vehiclas. To detess fewd fsewors to arrive at level of
service, tho load factor {is & suemsl imorscction can be from zero
up ©o a 1ue of one, Whem (&® jasd fastor of one is reached, all
eycles loaded waiting te g & lowd factor of zero represents
any situation in which no eyeds dussig the hour is loaded. A load
factor of 0.2 represents 20K gsd imdicates good operating conditions
in most cumes. A load factor «f @.4 represents 2 relatively high
volume coidition which may résels % considerable delay for some
vehicles, Factors greater thas 8.4 imdicate in-reased congesting con—
ditions.

GR.VES pointed out that il tevs “Level C", which is when the
Joad foctor is from 0.1 to O.%, whish represents 20% of the cycle
is loared and is a good opergtimg ecadition in nost cases, but
beyond that point it iz congested a-d sbove 40% of the signal liht
jg loided. He noted that it should be easily rucognized that Level
sgv :g proper service to desigm §es st this inte rgection, GRAVES
said that traffic projected tur 19,7, including this development,
ind.cates that the intersectiss @f Jflst Street and Amidon would be
operating on the upper level &f "' = just about "D", and would go
in-o level of service “D" within the first tvo months after operation.

GRAVES continued that @ stu iy was made of four sghopping centers
.ithin the City in an attempt 6 ¢ stermine what the yearly increase
in traffic is, tha centars chegen being about the same distance from
the core area and in operation fe: @t least 5 years.

GRAVES reported the follawino information showing parcentage of
increase in the last four y®ars:

Park Lane south of Harry and ecast of Oliver - 25%

seneca Square north of Jlat Street South and west of
Seneca -~ 27%

Indian Hills south of lith ttreet - 34%

Westlink south of Central and west of Tyler - 23%

GRAVES said they used ¢ 2 increage in traffic voluma, which they
considered a conservativae figurw, to project the traffic volume in
this case, which would mguire ¢usl left turnson tha east sidg of
Amidcn at 2lst, the same as Mr. Armstrong mentioned. CRAVES gaid
that in order to phase a doubln left turn into the intersection,
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Mr. Armstrong assumed the intersection would be s 4-phase operation;
however, this could not be done canamidering the volume projected for
Amidon and 2lst Strect. GRAVES d that Mr, Armatrong’s sug-
gegtion was that the approa bow n 2lat would have a green
light and every other movement L but through experience
it has been found it is not the w 5 csful operation, 1In orxder
to maintain service on Amidon a 4 ik cation cannot be used. He
gaid at one time thera was such on system at Broadway
nd Pawnee and that hicles weai ciad up south acr the John
bridge.

GRAVES said they propose & signal system at this
intersection which would provi £ :rng, then through move-
ment and right turns at t© ¥ ime, and on the opposite straet
would be the same t . i on e id that in order to

rage \ require reconstruction
wo left turn lanes would
d widening and he pointed ocut on
tha map the additieonal right- would be neadad on dst
Street to thea east and west of Amide said tiet in order to
maintain level of service "C¥, 1 t turn would hava to bes
accomplished through reconstructi of the intersection,

GRAVES said that the proje 1 for 1985 is 36,000 on
Amidon and 30,000 on 21st Street, here is not an intersection
prosently existing that has ti
close to Level of Serv “°F ore 1 » are loaded cyeles (Graves
passed out drawinga which indi ne requirements would
be.)

FPor the pake of comparisgon, GRAVES pointad out that the inter-
section of Central-McLean and Meridian cax s around 22,000 vahi-
cles per day and other high volumes intarsections are Kellogg and
Broadway, Kellogg and Topaka and Kellogg and Market. He noted that
while there is 2 double left turn movament at Market and Kellogy, the
outzide lane is not uge2d to the same capacity as the inside lane,
a double left turn movenent doss not indicate an automatic doubling
of the volume.

In summary, GRAVES said y would recommend that the existing
access control on Amidon not be ralinguished under the proposed
development plan, and that the Planning Depariment and Planning Com~
miagion determing the maximum amount of "LC" which could be allowed
and still be consistent with demign procedure for level of service
“c" and not permit any commer r office davelopment beyond that
point. He suggested that this same type of procedurs could be applied
to other areas in the City,
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intersection would equal half the retail floor space of the Central
Business District, and he called attention to the numerous streets
serving the downtown area =~ major atreets which provide access to
and from the core area. WULZ ased the Commission to vigualize
traffic in subject area at Broadway and Douglas where left turns

are not permitted. He sail that traffic on Amidon south of 21st
Street has increased from aroumnd ¥ 708 vo 12,000 and on 21st Street
west of Amidon from 5,800 to 7,400 fpem 1963 to 1966. He pointed
out also that 21lst Street west of Asidaon ig noc indicated as a major
street in the Traensportation pPlen smi § congideration has bee given
to abandonment of the bridge m# 2im* Biyes:, but with the deve lopment
proposed in this case, such abendess#nt will not take place. He
suggested that the Capital Impwrowssest Poogram would need to be
restudied to determine whether fie Ws it should Lo included, and he
estimated it would regui= $500, 990,

WULZ said that a sizeable ine; #% in traffic vias anticipated
when the intersection was designed swd constructed and on numarous
occasions the City Commission and €ity staff have pointed with
pride to the project as an example of ihe traffic service which
other areas in the City may enjoy s we day. He noted that it is
necessary that such roadway improwssenis be nade to asuure healthy
growth of the community.

WULZ observed alsc that it is asazing Low often after much
planning for an area ard problems surmounted to provide desirable
service for existing commercisl dewslopment, there is a depand for
additional commercial zoning.

WULZ referred to the access comirocl 2 long the west side of
Amidon and said that in anticipaiion of o cial development access
control was acquired by the City to grotec d asgure that Amidon
would continue to function as = majer traffic carrier. He maid
that because of the caveloper ‘s iaten: and posal to “break" the
access control, the City requested ths devoloper to provide addi-
tional information relative to the traffic situation which would
develop as a result of approving the plan and breaking the access
to serve Marina Lake.

WULZ continued that the City seguired access control by a gree-
ing not to accees any portion of the cost of construction of Amidon
from a point 200 feet south of the 2ist Scr intersection south
te the River to the adjacent property on the west, Thus, the
access control was not acquired through pla ng but, rather, 4n
effect, bought and paid for by the residents of the City at large.
He pointed out that accass to the south of Anmidon has also been-
gained and that the City condemned property south of the river in
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order to extend Amidon fram 1¥h te 2lst. He said the City has
full access control in that mile (between 13th and 2lst} except for
access points to Twin Lakes

WULZ referred to tha i fh8% 46w applicant had obcained the
services of a gqualified cems iis “w» had concluded thit plan 3 as
illustrated would be the mes Jwel sois, He pointed out that this
Plan proposes entrance acres# fium ‘he existing Amidon entrance
serving Twin Lakes and sul gawst @lgnalization of this intersection.
He said that that in itself wiuid be an impediment to the f{low of
traffic. 1In addition, the soswuitent said that development of
Marina Lake would necessitatw s redesign of the interse n of
21lst Strest and Amidon and improwed signalization, He pointed out
that such proposals would inwaiwe large expenditure of public
money and the implication that sueh improverants would reduce the
traffic service affordsd tha residenis and commsrcial developuents
already existing in the arem. was an lmmediate concern of the City
staff,

WULZ said that because of esight on the part of the Plarning
Commission and City Commisslon @ imtarsection with three committed

shopping centers, provides & i» «f service categorized as

Level of Service B, which m=ang thaye exists a stable flow of tr:ffic
through the intersection with lit!le delay to the users and, based

on the land use and Transportativs Stedy, this condition should con-
tinue to exist into the foresewasie future, However, these desir-
able conditions will cuase to saiat with the development of Marina
Lake as proposed, as tihe develspers econsultant has pointed out,

He has agreed that the incressed wehicles by this development would
necessitate improved signaligeticn @ dual left turns. This woulil

be a traffic situation which would reduce traffic service on thes:
facilities to Level of Service 0 which would be increased restric—
tions with substantial delays at certain peak priods. He noted

that such conditions do already axist in the City and are tolerated
by the public, but they are not purposely planned tc function in this
mnner.

WULZ said that the findings of the consultant wers reviewed b,
the Planning staff and Public Worxs staff and analyzed in depth by
the Traffic Engineer. It was his feeling that the survey indicates
that the consultant mey have been pomewhat congervative with
respect to projected traffic volumes which could be anticipated
at the intersection which would fall below Level of Service D. He
said that in the opinion Of the Traffic Engincer, it did not appear
logical that Plan 3 could be accepted, and it was the opinion of
the staff that the area residents were entitled to lavel of service
which they paid for through assessments and genaral tax funds. e




.

Page 20 - Planning Commission Minutes
Special Meeting - Fabruary 9, 1967

commented that it would appear funds initially epent to provide
such service would be wasted if the land use pattern assumed when
initial construction was undertaken is now changed,

WULZ said that while % I8 sot his responsibility to guestion
whether the area can ecommisslly support a retail complex 1/2 the
size of the existing care ar#s, i* is his responsibility to
question traffic service w! togded the citizens of north-
west Wichita and the acemwisa (seniwed in providing that service.

WULZ commented that bieermoms ™ the natural barrier (River)
and existing major develogmem:is. .i is impractical to develop a
streat system which would heméle ¢he traffic which would be generated
by a shopping center of this mageitude, assuming further develop-
ment of the existing shoppimg @eaters as presently authorized.

WULZ said he felt the aeceess control should not be relinqushed -
that he would support that ameist of commercial which can be gerved
trafficwise without the condermation of existing commer cial develop-
ment, the amount of which im eet (mown at this time. WULZ said
he would recommend the relismg.issing of an access control at one
additional point on Amidon prewidid the developer pays for the cost
of reconstructing Amidcn ~»d &i e ligation as necessary, and
necessary reconstruction om fls! Hirest, He pointed out that if
dual left turns are required, i¢ would require additional right~-of-
way (condemnation) of eximiify (v#secial development on the north
side of 21st Street and on Amidcs s well. He said he could not
reason out the justificatiom fis yranting more commercial zoning
to the extent requested, whieh would result in condemnation of
existing commercial davelepment 1o tha area.

BRANSON asked if any cost figwre had been determined to improve
the intersection as suggested. WiULZ said they had considered what
additional right-of-way would be reguired but was not prepared as
to cost. He pointed out that it weuld involve condemning property
from a new service station on tiw northeast corner. He pointed out
that in another condemnation of B service station site at the north-
east corner of Kellogg and Rock Road, the city is paying around 30
thousand dollars. Further, in proposed reconstruction of the inter-
section of Broadway and Pawnee, which is proposed to be reconstructesd
at less standard than subject intersection, the estimated cost is
$250, 000.

When guestioned as to cost of opaning up Amidon (a new street)
WULZ said that originally Amidon did not extend south of 2lst
Street and that when the bridge was built the city condemned and
acquired a couple of commercial establishments on the south side
of 21st Street in this area at a cost of 35 to 40 thousand dollars.




!
A

Page 21 - Planning Commission Minules
Special Meeting - Pabruary 9, i967

BLEDSOE asked wheth r or not assessment for improving Amidon
was assessod to adjacent proparty from subject property south to
13th Straet, and WULZ stated that invediately south of the bridge
the city bought land and g ] sw eomtrol and did not access,
but from 15th Street on south ta Ljth wae agscssed. He said there
was no assesament to subject property for improvement of Amidon
except For the north 200 feet wis; cewgs control was not acgquired.

FOSTER pointad out that acpews m the west side of Amidon
north of 2lst Stxeet is limited st there are homes on the east side
north of the present commercial uses,

WULZ commented that it would have been desirable if the medial
had been extended farther north of 2lst Street on Amidon to protect
the entrance to Sweetbriar and he thought that eventually it would
be extended,

The Chairman asked that, if j«wsible, those people in opposition
to this application have their opposition expressed by a spokesman
on behalf of all,

GEORGE POWERS, Attorney reprisanting the developers of Twin
Lakes Shopping Center, spoke in oppositiocn, EHe pointed out that
the northwest edge of the City had not developed very fast until
Twin Lakes was constructed and thaet this center and Sweetbriar and
Atlantic Thrift Center have giwen a tremendous lift and impetus to
the growth of northwest Wichita, MHe pointed out that in 1962 Twin
Lakes was just two sandpits, amd that there was little development
except for residentizl north of llst Street. He stated that the City
then proposed to develop Amidon and it is the cnly street tod i
West Wichita that goes from north to scuth uninterrupted.

The Attorney pointed out that there actually is not any land
available for the widening of Amidon since the fence on the west side
is right on the property line and right on the bank line of the lake.
He referred to the fact that the City has dcne wall to retain Amidon
as a controlled road, and pointed cut tht access from the apartments
on the west side just north of 13th Street wore denied access.

POWERS continued that in opening up this road, Dolese Brothers
({then owners of subj:ct property) agreed to the dedication of right-
of-way in axchange for not besing assessad for Amidon Street improve-
ments and the City having no accass control ca the 200 feet immediataly
south of 21lst Strast. Dola2ss Brothers also retained access of 30
feat at the southarn end of tha tract. In furthar nagotiating for
opening of the road, the City agreed with Dol:ssa Brothers to provida
the fenca on tha west side of the roadway right-of-way. POWERS stated
that the transaction for tha property was made with full «nowladge of
tha ownars of subject croperty that thare would ba no accass except for
th2 north 200 feet and a point on tha south zend.




paga 22 - Planning Commission Minutas
Special Meeting - Pebruary 9, 1967

POWERS raported that Twin L ., on tha 2ast sida of Amidon,
paid for its share of the paving of Amidon and ware grantad accass
at ona point., It was his contanti t tha davalofurs of Tuin
Lak2s should bs: able to rely nn ths City t> carry out tha plan of
not allowing access on ti 8t ‘ ! 1 . based on the plan
at that time, Twin Lakas davelo " tnt yd five million
dollars. It was his fzeling ¢ . acczgs the wast side
for anothar cantar would k rmntal to Twin Laxas,
strassed also that it dic 1 «imabla to condamn
commercial facilitiee in ordur f he devalo nt of
commarcial uses at a differen

POWERS submitted an aarial giotegraph taken in Decembar of
1966 of this intersection, noting ths traffic situation at that time
and tha fact that traffic congestion is bad under the prasent
situation, He maintainad that his client s opposition is not sel-
fish but is one of self-interest, particularly in view of tha
investment which they have,

POWERS pointad out that the shopping facilities already approved
in this genaral area have not b2 irwveloped to tha extent possible.
He pointed out that Sweetbriar has nsiderable expansion potential
and that Riverband Shoppina t~ tha east across the River on
21ist Street has not evan stavtaed a2 yet and that Twin Lakas has

developed only 57% of its approvt commercial ar2a. Hs commented
that tha present application oy an additional 560,000 squara feet
would result in more than ons=half of tha total downtown area for
the intarsaction of 2lat and Amidorn,

POWERS said he did not sgres with the proponents contention
that the Planning Commission should o consider the economic
feasibility of a request of this natura, He pointed out that while
th2 applicant‘s attornay maintains that whechar or not leases could
b2 cbtainad would determins tha wcfiomic feasibility, he did not
consider that proper planning or %= tha bast public interest. With
respact to light commercial #onmini on the other three corners of this
intersaction, ha did not consider it logical to have a policy of
zoning commar cial jost becaus> the ares across the street was so
zonad,

The Attorney said they felt th» reguast should not ba grantad
at all - that his cliants hava & right Lo expect protaction becausa
their development was based on the agreemst that there would not
be access to Amidon from tha area on tha west, except as previously
agreed to (200 feet south of 2lst sStreet a 30 feet at the south
end}. He commented that the traffic consultant has made no study of
21st Street traffic =s it did not seom likely that the project proposed
could prosper if oricnted toward 21st Street.
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said that he spok. 1
and for othar in the ares who hava
ing of tha re that thzy arc all
pPprova 3 ragquast,;
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ba hazardous for emall children, + posgibility of added assess—
mant for street improvements and th: possibility that their ho
would be devalued, and stated that thoy did not feel that additional
commarcial was nacessary. It was his contantion that while the-
proposad development looks great on paper, he felt tha developers
should locatz in an area other than this residential avea,

BRANSON thought the staff's Altaernate #2 seem2d the meat
reasonable,

GALBRAITH stated that he felt Mr, Nelson's analysis of the
staff report was not accurate, He stated that the staff had
emphasized its concarn with the over-concentration of commer cial
zoning in this on2 area: however, th2 staff had not made an econ
analysis of the area and pointad out that without a professional
analysis by an ecenomist or market analysis, it is impossible to
determine whether this center can b= justified in this area, He
further stated that the staff had tried to present the facts to the
Ccommission, however, the facts were bacoming confusing. stated
that both Mr. Armstrong and Mr. Graves had analyzed the traffic
problam bats pon a proposed 350,000 square feet of floor ar=a,
howaver, the plan indicates a propasal of 560,000 square feet of
retail and office floor spaca, plus another 161,000 sguare
proposed in t area requented for “C" zoning, ALBRAITH continued
that it appaars that the proposad development cannot b2 built at
this intersection and maintain the desired level of servic

BLEDSOE commented that according toc Mr, Powers'
that Twin Lakes is only 57% daveloped and from the congestion of
traffic as shown by the picture submitted, he wondered where the
har 43% would be developed. He did not think the Commission should
ount the fact that ic isn't going to be economically feasible,
and stated tha £ v indus
into the are

like en
this & and doubted that the
some ] cial zZoning in

e the city at large paid for
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Page 24 - Planning Commission Minutes
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of the west side of Amidon, then it would not be in the public
interest for the City to bear the cost of signaligastion and the
widening of the street to taka o#es ic which will ba
generated by tha proposaed dave « Be ouggenved as & compromise
that Alternate 2 as suggested e ®tafl be mer . ously considered
for approval, which wo N end recuction of the
request for commer cial zon * WitH ceientatcicn to 218t Street
rather than Amidon. the proposed commarcial is
reduced then the traffic i ‘eimeaniently handled by the
presant intersection improves asd mignalization,

MORION: BRANSOM WF #hst Alternate Two as suggested
by the staff be e | t the applicant be in-
structed to redemign ihe Pevelo nt Plan and amend
the zoning applicstion, ieducing the area of commer-
cial to that which will 86t generate additional traffic
to exceed the cepaciiy af the intersection of 2lst
Street and Amidon and following the genaral criteria

as follows:

1. Orient the commsrrial facility to 21st Streot
without extaend he conmercial zoring west of
Swaetbriar Strest,

2., Extend the “B" multiple-family zoning east to
Amidon along the sswihern portion of the tract.

3. Utilize that acwess which is now available.
(This motion was mut secended, )

BLEDSCE asked if this would leave 2 crossover on Amidon.
BRANSON pointed out that the Public Works Department had indicatad
that one opening could probably be allowed the proposed comme:cial
development is reduced to the extent that existing traffic facilitiea
could still result in thz levsl of service desirable for this intec-
section. BRANSON further clarified his motion to mean that the
development should be reduced suff iclently that it would not mean
a costly expenditure for the city at large in orxder to properly
handle the traffic generated at this intersection.

MOONEY inquired as to posuible cost of additional traffic
improvements which might be required in approving the reguest. GRAVES
said that the entire cost estimate was not available, that it would
require widening of Amidon on both sides, plus the signalization of
one of the entrances which would be around 8 to 10 +thousand dollars,
plus the improvement of 2lst Styrget and improvement of the inter-—
section. He pointed out that actually the necegsary improvements
would depand upon what amount of land is allowad for commercial as
far as level of service is concerned.
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BRANSON askad if 21lst Street and Amidon could carry a reason-
able amount of increasad traffic that would be generated if just a
portion of the "LC® request w spproved, GRAVES maid the carrying
capacity of both streets would be dapmnndant on the amount of sguare
feet of floor area a&approved

TROUT raferred to the residontisl area to the north and west,
and other commercial develop = 18 area, and noted that the
question is how much area car ® @4 in the public interest
without creating a tremendcoe o spenditure and at the same
time allow private interests ‘ he best use of their land.
TROUT continuad that he was ! . v the plap, generally, but
that the proposed density 3 tor the location. He stated
that it is a difficult pi i ¢ o do anything with since
a large part of it is water and a iot of filling will be necessary
prior to development, He indicatu«i that some development along
the lines proposed would be an assst to the city and the nieghbor-
hood in general. He noted that wdeally it would make a nice park
but that it is not probable thet it will ever develop as one, so from
the practical standpoint the Commission should consider what is the
best land use and how can it be implementad without causing some of
the problems pointed out. He considered the proposed multiple-family

use to be good development fur the pwoperty, but tha big problem is
the traffic congestion which would '« created as a result of commer=
cial development and the amount © ansity proposed. He indicated
his agreement with Branson to approve "LC" only for an area that
can be handled under present traffic improvements.

TROUT pointed out that apparently the Traffic Engineer agrees
that certain limited braaks ital would not be objecticnable
and they have indicatad that irprovessnts could be made to resolve
tha traffic problems. He said he assumed thot the developer would
stand the cost of some of the traffic controls, widening of streets,
medials and intersection improvements, that the city should not be
asked to stand this expsnse. TROUT referred tc the area to the north
and the fact that those four residential streate could not be cut off,
He felt that on a project of this magnitude all problems should be
brought out and then consideraticn be given to the reqguest, TROUT
said he did not see any way possible to allow the commercial requested
and expeact not to disrupt the whole neighborhood and on that basis
he was not in faver of the request.

TROUT referred to the suggestion that the commarial development
be oriented to 2lst Street and noted that with further developmant
of Sweetbriar Shopping Center along 21st Street, the same problems
would be created ag now being considered appliceble to Amidon, He
ramarked that the City often spenda considerable sums in providing
improved traffic service whichonly results inmguests for more
commercial development and thus overcrowding the improvad traffic
facilities,
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TROUT commented thal as scon as traffic carrying facilities
are provided it immediately creates a demand for commarcial devalop~
ment which, in turn, overtaxes the street syatem. He said he did
not know if Alternate 2 as suggeated by the staff and Mr. Branson
was the right answer or not, but he felt the commercial area should
be raduced insize. He said that i1nasm as tha attorney has agreed
they can develop with "LC* rathar than . he would be in favor of
approving "LC" inasmuch as thm &oward of ning Appeals could approve
Marina sales subject to conditiaue

TROUT pointed out that tha tiuird condition of Branson's motion
indicated that existing accass t miudon should be utilized and yet
the Traffic Engineer has indicaet that thay might recommend
approval of additional access pointn ander cartain conditions. He
suggested that more consideraticn be given to revising the develop-
mant plan which would not require the axpenditure of considerable
public monay.

The Chairman declared the above motion died for a lack of a
sacond,

ROBERT J. NELSON, Attorney for the applicant, said that the
antrance to the south which t Traffic Engineer indicated should
not be permitted, leads into a private road from Amidon to thes
nmultiple-family area. He pointed out that this ie a private road
providing access to the aultiple family area south of the inter-
section. NELSON said that on the plan they are dedicating addi-
tional right-of-way on the west #ide of Amidon with the idea of
having an additional lane on the weat side of Amidon which would
be a turn-off lane which they would provide,

KRATZER asked if the applicant wonld pay for all traffic con~
trols, NELSOM said he felt that cuuld e worked out but under the
Plan submitted they are dedicating an additional full lane of right-—
of~way immediately adjzcent to the wast side of Amidon,

BRANSON again sugoested that the Communiity Unit Plan be re-
designed on a smaller square footage basis and oriented to 21lst
Street to protect Amidon and not require public expenditures of
funds to reimprove the intersection,

BLEDSCE commonted that Twin La<es has probably been more
economically successful than Eastbate and yot this Commimsion perx-
mitted zoning in Rockwecod and he did not see how the Commission
could refuse subject reguest, although he recognized that thera is
a traffic problem.

GOEBEL was in favor of deferring the ¢ ication but suggesd
that “LC" be approv matching Twin Lakes to the east and ¢
to the north and that thea Commission not al any “Cc"
at all inthe lake area and that the marina les operation be
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worked out through the Board of Zoning Appsals, and “B" zoning
be approved for the balance of the arta,

MOTION: GOEBEL mowse! (Pt fhe applicat on be
deferred but that the (v issien would look with
favor on "LC" in iim® with Tein Lakes tC the

east and Sweetbrjiar Stress to the wesi, and the
balance for "B" Zumioig. ANEEY said he would second
the motion but not Wil #'@ grovision thet the
Commission would lrtik wil¥% favor, as he thought

the development plam ahculé# be approved ounly if
traffic can be handied ssascnably well without
expenditure of too mmeh public funds.

GOEBEL noted that if the spplicstion is turned down now the
applicant cannot patition for amsiher year. FOSTER s2id it could
be turned down without prejedies im which case thers would be no
time limitation,

GOEBEL said that he did met think the Commigsion had a right
to give back access rights en Asmidom and he did not thing light
commercial zoning should extemd any Farther south thin Tvin Lakes
or any farther west than braiar. It was his sughestion that the
plan be revised limiting *LC* dews logment.

BRANSON said that was the sesesee of his motion: that the
details as to how many entrances of sedials will be determined after
submission of a revised plan. MNMEY said it was not desirible to
make a pre~commitment that the (emmiseion will accept a plan which
it has not even looked at.

GOEBEL indicated that it was not his idea that the Commission
would indicate acceptance, but only that it would look favorab'y
towards it. GOEBEL said he was not in favor of turning down tlis
application because they would not resubmit it in less than a yaar
although he was not in favor of granting what is requested at t:is
time. He indicated he would be in favor of the development but on
a more limited basis, but was not im favor of granting access or
Amidon because of the acquisition of such access control by tha City.

MOTION: GOEBEL moved the application be deferred
and that a revised plan be submitted. (Thie motion
was withdrawn later,])

FOSTER pointed out that the applicant might prefer to have a
decision one way or tha other and that unless the applicant is
agreeable to a deferral the Commigsion may want to take definite
action,

i i ¥ i AR i
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TIHE CITY 0IF WICHITA
GOFFICE OF CENTRAL INSPFECTION DIVISION DATE September 17,

C. Bickley Foster, Director of Planning
Robert B. Felc‘mer,PS' ntendent of Central Inspectiol il

SUBJECT Sign for Krispy Crik -
2127 West 21st

Mr. Kobert Fezgins has requested that approval be given to arect a
sign on the ebove building to & height of approximately thirty-five
feet above the ground. In reviewing this request, it is noted from
the architectural plans that the sign is designed as an integral
part of the building structure.

&t the time the plans were checked for building code coupliance, the
fact that the height was more than thirty feet above the ground as
specified by the Community Unit Plan regulations was overlooked.
Since the sign is designed as a part of the building, and in view

of the oversight as to height; it is felt that in this case, approval
is in order.

Upon your review of this letter, your signature of epproval will
indicate that you concur that this proposal is in keeping with the

purpose and intent of the Community Unit Plan provisions, and is
not & substantial deviation of the plan.

RBF:ml

oo @, R M

ickley Foster,
Director of Planning

cc: Mr. Don E. Satterihwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc.

Mr. Robert Feagins
Feagins & Kirsch




Robexrt Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection
C. Bickley Postex, Director of Planning

DP-23 Marina Lake Development Plan

Attached is a copy of a letter, with accompanying illustrations,
from Robert Feagins requesting that & 10-ft. wide Promenade

be permitted to extend, or cantilever, over the lake azea

which is soned the "AA" Single Faaily classification. One of
the conditions of approval which offers limited flexibility

to the developer is as follows:

The development of this property proceeding in
accordance with the development plan as approved

by the Planning Commission and City Commission,

and any substantial deviation of the plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Centzal In-
spaction and the Dirxector of Plamning, shall con-
stitute a violation of the building permit
authorising construction of the proposed development.

In reviewing this request to extend this cantilevered sidewalk
into the "AA" zone, this department is of the opinion that this
does not violate the purpose and intent of the Community Unit
Plan provisions, nox is it a substantial deviation of the plan
which would require an amendment to the plan. Our opinion is
conditioned, however, with the understanding that under no
circumstances shall this sidewalk (promenade) be enclosed nor
shall any display of merchandise or promotional activities occur
on the promendde extending into the "AA" Single Pamily zone.

On the attached illustrations you will also note that the parking
lot is shown extending south of the south line of Lot 1, Marina
Laks 2nd Addition. If this illustration is correct, then a
violation has occurred in that the "£ill" of the lake area is
extending past the "Maximum Fill Line" as indicated on the
approved C.U.P. Bob Lakin has discussed this apparent extension
of parking into the "AA" zone with Mr. Feagins who has stated

that there was no intention to propose parking into the "AA®

sone, that the illustrations should be disregarded as showing
parking south of the south line of Lot 1, Marina Lake 2nd Addition.




Robext Feldner
July 31, 1968
Page 2

Upon your seview of this letter and the attached letter of
request and accompanying illustxations, your signature of
approval will indicate that you concur that this proposal
is in keeping with the purpose and intent of the C.U.P.~
provisions, and is not s substantial deviation of the plan.

CRP:JHG1]e

APPROVEDY o e
Robert Feldner, Superintendent
of Cantral Inspection

cc: Mx. Don E. Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc.
Union Mational Bullding

Mz. Robext Feagins
Peagins & Kixsch
6416 E. Centxal

M. D. Bledsos
11800 W. Highway 54




PEAGING L KIRSCH

ARCHITECTS ENGINEERS
NORMANDIE SHOPPING CENTER
6416 EAST CENTRAL WICHITA KANSAS 67206 MURRAY 4.

July 25, 1968

Re : Marina Lake Development
Lots 1 & 2 of 2ND ADDITION
Wichita, Kansas

C. Bickley Foster, Director
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept.
104 South Main St.

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Mr. Foster :

Our firm is representing the architectural interests of Mr. Harry
D. Bledsoe for the above referenced sites. Representative copies
of Mr. Bledsoe's proposal are attached hereto.

ractions to Wichitans is the lake itself.

One of the major att:
of this, particularly in the

Twin Lakes is an excellent example
evenings and Sundays.

For this reason we have encouraged our client to allow a 10'-0"
wide promenade completely around his commercial development pro-
posal. In order to utilize the full depth of the site for com-

mercial leasing, we are requesting that the covered promenade

be allowed to cantilever over the lake area.

Please let us know as early as possible if this will be permitted

so that we may advise Mr. Bledsoe's lease broker to proceed with .

the present plan arrangement.
We are designing the premises with complete adherence to the
C.U.P. General Provisions and feel that Mr. Bledsoe's Fashion
Center will be another asset to this beautiful area.

Yours very truly,

7. Lesn—

Robert T. Feagins

RIF : sc

cc : Harry D. Bledsoe
Don E. Satterthwaite

Enclosure

6576




January 25,

Glen Lytle, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Jack H. Galbraith, Senior Planner -) j@ i

8/D 67-110 Marina Lake 2nd Addition
D/P 23 - Marina Lake Community Unit Plan

The Board of City Commission at its regular meeting of Jan-
uary 23, 1968 considered the above-captioned plat, The action
of the commission was to approve the plat as submitted with

an 80 foot building setback from both Amidon and 21st Street
instead of the 100 foot setback as approved on the CUP, It
was pointed out to the commission that notices had been suh-
mitted to adjacent property owners advising them of the request
to reduce the setback.

Based upon this action, Parcel §1, 4 and 5 of the CUP should

be corrected to reflect an B0 foot setback instead of the
100 foot setback.

JHG:j8




April 5, 1967

Mr. Robert H. Nelson
816 Union Center Building
Wichita, Kan 67202

Subject: 2-0824 - Zone change from "AA" to “B"
and "LC"; and/DP-23°- Marina Lake Development
Plan

Dear Mr., Nelson:
At its regular meeting on April 4, 1967, the Board of City Com~

missioners considered the above-captioned cases, The action of
the City Commission was to approve th: zoning change as amended

T i | s et s

which provided that the lake area would remain as “AA" Single-
Family zoning. The Commission also approved DP-23, the commer-
cial and residential development plan, subject to:

1. Each parcel being platted prior to the issuance
of a building permit,

2, The applicant dedicating the necessary 75 feet of
half-street right-of-way for major street improve-
ments and bearing all construction costs of the
deceleration-acceleration lane at the southwest
corner of the intersection upon the platting of
Parcels No, 2 and 3,

The applicant petitioning for the improvement of
21st Street and paying the appropriate ssments
as platting occurs on Parcels No. 1, 4, 5 and 7.

The applicant vacating the present access control
for the proposed entrance from Amidon to Parcel
No, 1 at the time of platting,




April 5, 1967

waiver of the required rear yard setback on Par-
cels No. 1, 4 and 5.

The development of this property proceeding in
accordance with the development plan as approved
by the Planning Commission and city commission,
and any substantial deviation of the plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Central In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall con=
stitute a violation of the building permit auth-
orizing construction of the proposed development,

Any major changes in this development plan being
resubmitted to the Planning Commission and City
commission for their consideration as is the pre-
sent policy.

It will now be necessary that your architect amend and submit
three copies of the final development plan to our office., At-
tached with the architect®s copy of this letter is a "marked”
copy of the plan showing the necessary revisions, At such time
as these amended copies are submitted to our office, we will
mark them as official approved copies and forward one copy to
the Buperintendent of Central Inspection.

If you have any guestions concerning either of these cases,
please contact our office.

Sincerxely,

Jack H, Galbraith
JBG1bge Senior Planner

Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite, President Mr. K. O, Taylor
Clear Lake, Inc. 567 West Douglas
Union National Building

Mr. Mearle Mason
Mr. Robert Feagins Hill & Mason
Peagins & Kirsch 810 West Douglas
6416 East Central

Mr, Glen Lytle, Superintendent Mr. Theodore H. Hill
Central Inspection Division Hill & Mason
810 Weat Douglas
(Blind Copy)




March 24, 1967

Mr. Robert H. Nelson
816 Union Center Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Subject: 2Z-0824 = Zone change from "AA" to "B"
and "LC"; and - Marina Lake Development
Plan

Dear Mr. Nelson:

At its regular meeting on March 23, 1967, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission considered the above-captioned c . The
action of the Planning Commission was to recommend that the
zone change request be approved as amended, and that the Devel-
opment Plan be approved subject to:

1. Each parcel being platted prior to the issuance
of a building permit.

2. The applicant dedicating the necessary 75 feet
of half-street right-of-way for major street im-—
provements, and bearing all construction costs of
the deceleration-acceleration lane at the south-
west corner of the intersection, upon the plat-
ting of Parcels No. 2 and 3,

The applicant petitioning for the improvement of
21st Street and paying their appropriate assess-
ments as platting occurs on Parcels No. 4, 5 and
1

The applicant bearing all costs of necessary
street improvements for Amidon, including medial
construction and street widening and signaliza-
tion at the main entrance to the center upon the
platting of either Parcel No. 1 or Parcel No. 6.
No access shall be permitted to Parcel No. 6 un-
til the medial is constructed,.




Maxch 24, 1967

5. The applicant vacating the present access con-
trel for the major entrance approximately 1,100
feet south of the center line of 21lst Street at
the time of platting Parcel No. 1.

The development of this property proceeding in
accordance with the Development Plan as approved
by the Planning Commission and City Commission,
and any substantial deviation of the Plan, as
determined by the Superintendent of Central In-
spection and the Director of Planning, shall con-
stitute a violation of the building permit auth-
orizing construction of the proposed development,

Any major changesc in this Development Plan being
resubmitted to the Planning Commission and City
Commission for their consideration as is the pre-
ent policy.

The Planning Commission also pointed out that the approval of
the Development Plan does not vacate the access control to Ami-
don, and that this must be done by a separate application.

This matter will be forwarded to the Board of City Commissioners
for their consideration at their regular meeting at 9:00 a.m.,
Tuesday, March 28, 1967, in Room 201, City Building, 204 South
Main.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please call,

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Senior Planner

JHG 1bgs

cc: Mr, Don E, Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc.
Union National Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr. Robert Feagins
Feagins & Kirsch
6416 East Central
Wichita, Kansas 67206
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ccr  (Continued)

Mr, K. O, Taylor
567 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67213

Mr, William J, Armstrong
Chief Traffic Engineer
Burgwin, Martin & Associates
220 West 33rd Street
Ambassador Building

Topeka, Kansas 66611

Mr. George Powers
Ritchie Bros.

1820 North Mosley
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Mx, Michael A. Belluomo
2245 Bullinger
wWichita, Kansas 67204

Mr, Robert M, Shearer
2433 Benjamin Drive
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Mrs, Floyd Jones
2662 Hood
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Mr., Mearle Mazon

Hill & Mason

810 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Mr. Ralph Wulz, Director
Department of Public Worka

Mr, Paul Graves
Traffic Engineer

Mr. Glen Lytle, Superintendent
Central Inspection Division
Department of Public Works

Mr. Theodoxe H. Hill (Blind Copy)
810 wWest Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67203
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WICHITA-SEDEWICK. COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PILNNING COMMISSION

DATE: March 23, 1967
(Revised)

Case No. 2-0824 Reguest: From "AA" to "B" and "LC"
Cagse No. Dp-23 Approval of Residential and Commercial
Bl Davalopment Plan

Location: South side of 21st Street betwean Amidon and Mexidian

Acres: Approximately 60,8 {22.8 for "LC" and 38 for "BY)

Land Use Zoning

Bxisti Vacant “Ap"
North Single-family, duplex, office and TLOT AT "ap"
ng center
East Twi s Shopping Center A ¥ 0269 Sl ) %
South kan i nap
West Va ug
Unplatted _X
Existing R/W -
Proposed R/W ~ Amidon =~ half
Existing R/W
Proposed R/W
Existing R/
Proposed RAY Meri h History: N/A

Comments

1. The Planning Commission, at its ular meeting ofFebruary 9,
1967, unanimously recommended that the guested zoning change
and development pl i judice. The Plan-~
ning Commission stressed that if the applicant was willing to
amend his plan tc conform to the thinking of the Commission, a
more favorable response would be receivad. The Plan then woul
com ck to ithi nningy C ssion for reconsidevation and b
£or
to amend or raedes

1967, moved to re I toc the Plenning C
reconsideration, i : a the Comm
was concerned, s )

the applicat

in mind
nutes. )




Page 2 — Cases Z—0824 and DP-23
March 23, 1967 (Revised)

The applicants have amended their zone change applicaticn to
reguest 22.8 acres of "LC" Light Commercial zoning, extending
west to Sweetbriayxy Street and south on Amidon in line with the
Light commercial zoningy on the east. The amended application
includes a request for 38 acres of "B" Multiple-family zoning
of which 5.3 acres are proposed for medical offices. The
Marina Lake Devealopment P an has been amended and now proposeas
375,000 square feet of gro leaseable commercial area and
104,130 square feet for medical offices, making a total of
479,130 square feet of commwercial and office space as compared
to 560,000 square feet as proposed on the original plan.

The staff report for Februsry 9, 1967, pointed cut the poten-
tial (existing approved "LC" and cUP's) of 730,000 sguare feet
of retail floor ar existing in this area. This includes the
existing and £ development of Twin Lakes, Sweetbriar
Gardens, Atlant ihrift Centex, and F bend Shopping Center.
With the amendment to the plan, there is still a potential of
1,209,000 sguare fazet of commexcial and office spaca for this
immediate area. The gaff is still concerned about the over—
concentration of commercial zoning in this one area, which

ill have an ady e effect on the traffic~carrying capacity

Street intersection.

The amended develo now proposas one major access point
to the proposed commercial center from Amidon, located 1,100
fest sgouth of the center line of 2lst Street and 550 feet south
of the center li: the entrance to Twin Lakes. The plan
also indicates thz three original access points to Amidon for
right—-turn movemcnis only as they are in line with medial
improvemants w will be necessary if development cccurs

as proposed. At present time, the City has access control.
to the applicati ea from Amiden, except for the north 200
feat and one 30-foot opering at the southern end of the site.

The Traffic Bnginesr and the applicant's congultant were
originally advised by the applicant to conduct their traffic
analysis based upon a proposal of 350,000 square feat of
retail floor space. The Traffic Engincering Division, in their
original analysis, arrived at the conclusion that if the appli-
cation is approved as requested, it would necessitate the re-
construction he intersection of 21lst Street anmd Amidon to
adequately control the traffic which would mean condemnation
of existing commercial property at the intersection to permit
The amended plan has not changed the
ction,




Page 3 -~ cases Z-0824 and DP-23
ch 23, 1967 (Revised)

The staff is still of the opinion that two paxcels (#2 and #3)
should not be encouraged at the 21st Street-Amidon intersection
inasmuch as congestion is increased and the free—standing
structures tend to reflect strip commercial rathexr than shopping
center facilities., Therefore, it is still recommerded that
parcel #3 be deleted from tha plan and the proposed use be
pulled back and incorporated into Parcel #l.

Regidentinl Paxcel ~ Parcel #7 has not been amended and, there-
fore, still appears to be satisfactory as to density, proposed
building locations, open space, fencing and otler general
requirements.

parcels #5 and #6 — These parcels were both amended to regquest
"3 moning instead of "LC". The medical offices proposed for
each parcel appsar to be proper and logical buffering uses;
however, the propssed 104,130 square feet of f£loor space will
undoubtedly add to ths congestion of the area. The staff is
still of the opinion that all the exist \ng developable land
batween the lake za and the Arkansa would be best
utilized for gard and townhouse apar

Regompendation

thc p}...w. h1=‘ Lenn -'?ightl\ ancn-jcd, the Planning Depart-
ient need or
u.t].onal .;hopp;.ng center of this magnivode

oa the traf ic analys 8, it

amended,
to that
out lined below:
g and develop
ng west of sw
the south lina of
hpprove Z forx ind £ the a and approv
a redesi d @ & townhouse and garden

apartmern

has on Amidon,
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Page 4 - Cases Z—0824 and DP-23
March 23, 1957 (Revised)

aAlterpate Racommendation

Since the City Commission has expressed that this is a proper
commercial area if the traffic problems are resolved, and if in
the opinion of the Planning Commission the amended zoning applica-
tion and development plan are now in the best interest of the pub-

lic, it is recommended that in the event the amended applications
are approvad, they be approved subject to the following conditions:

1. Each parcel being platted prior to the issuance of a build-
ing permit.

Upon the platiing of Parcels #2 and #3, the applicant dedicating
the necessary 75 et of half-street right~of-way for major
strest improveme and bearing all construction costs of the
deceleration—accel tion lane at the southwest corner of the
intersection.

As platting occurs on Parcels 5 and %7, the applicant shall
ion for the i ovement: of 21lst Street and shall pay their
appropriate assessnents.

he platting of either Parcel #1 or # the applicant shall
bear all costs of necessary street improvements for Amidon,
inecluding medial r widening and signaliza-
No access shall be
s constructed,

The applicant
entrance appy

The development of
the development pl 2 : ithe Planning Commission and
City Commis 3 ¥ 1 deviation of the plan, as

Any major changes in this develo n being resubmitted to
tha Planning Col ion and City Comms on for their considera-
tion as is the p:
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not and that thev nrafarred to send the application en directly tc the City
Comm n for consideration. lie further stated ¢ the Planning Commission
Gelbraith

|
|
|

C. Bichklay Fauter, lLirsctor cf
recormendatica by the Plang
thic application 25 preseatly Lefcra the i'laani snission e denied, “itheut.
prejudice”, staved that as & 5 l:v a5 10 the uerdin
prejudica™ i tuat ihe proce

f an applicant is willing

d n had dngd - i n the

slar comen back tc the Planiing icn ard cn to ths
City Cormissien. lio stated thar tha applicant | ed [ they desirel
Fadsstan fhe prosace at (his sxagy and Couly Shimink Judtontes vhac abey ot

@ hres

1
{

fmele that sema Ccmmercial use should be permittec here Dut the question remain
as to how much. !i», Foster alsc pointed cut that beeidss the cemmercisl aspent
of this cess, thers i also the residentlal arez tc the north to be conaidered
to traffie generaticn problems.end that the Planning staff fesls thet this migh|
an cver=concentraticn of commercial development with rempect tc fraffic needs
as thiz area will have as much ag half cf the commercial develcpment comparad ¢
desmtewn Wichi if this applicatien is approvad.

Jack Galbraith, Senior Plenner, briefly reviewed the area requested
for rening change on & mep, and pointed cut the surrounding lend uss with Twin

Lakes Shopping Center developmant immediately to the sast of Anidon and aouth

of 218t Strest. reviswed the prament rate of develcpment of tha already F
sxiuting commercial zoning which has been appreved in this apea, !e alsc state
that e traffic srudy anslyeis of the Iintessection cf ?1st and Amidcn waw made
by the Traf? iresring Divisfon, !le alsc pointed cut That ths staff, after
seaing nc fustificeilon for another shoppinr ar alving 1he entire area
requasted, reccrmanded that ths project arsa ba redesigned, which was opposad
Talph Wulz, Directer of Public Werke, statad that this arsa and this
inversaction is quite differsat from most cthar ereas which have bsen considere
previously. Hr pointed out chat the only accessic by use of Amidon or 1
Streec from the south and ty and 4access beaycnd the piver
it will wesn changing the Mester Plan to inc Street wast of Amidon on
the Transportitien Plan & part of the mejer traffic street evstem and re-
build the bri a4t 7lst Street. lle alec peinted out that the City had cpened
Amidon frcm 21at to 13th and sonstructed a bridge and spent a total of 825,000
of eity at large funda, and in sc deing gained ace contzrol for virturlly the

entires disvance, h scme excepticns ¢n the a3t side as entrances toc Twin
Centor, Me further noted that access centrol and pight=-
SEgie e -

subject applicaticn "that i

1




o} from Doless Brotvhers, than the r3 ef aubject tract of land, by
agreeing 1ot TS Assess any of the t of the s.c23% against the projarty,
thes re he falt thar the City “as a conslderable investmant in protecting thi

facility. MNry Wolz also pointed out the importance af this street as a traffic

that n a4 devalopnent as this wae not anticipated and that the tourslane

bridges which were construcied would de inadequate to esrve the traffic neads
fer this area, lla statad that the Traffic knpinesr had arrived at the comclu-
sicn that if this epplication ia approved for the requested xmount of soning,

it would negessitate ths reconatrugtion of the interesctlon of 2lat and Amidon

|
I
!t
carrying artery north and south, Hs noted that when the streats wers canstru:-rlld
!
|
I

to adequitaly control tns :r«luuc. and would masn condemnation of sxisting
commerciasl proparty at the interseciion to permit the constructisn, Mp, Wulg
gstated that he was not oppossd 1o rercalng subjecr property ma suggested by the
Planning Commission; and would be 1ling te further study the effect &f ad-
ditional comme i development aiong tha sast sida as relates to this type
development in other cities; but bdased on the studies made heve »

ha could not recomzend such a largs amount of commercial as {t canaot be handl

trafficwisse, He statey that they would be willing to reconsider if further

! oatudy Prm'm; nthlmll;t;é-;;l; g::l: "';;"l: periods uom.& 'b.a uthu:-thim |
heen the case in olher areas, howaver he was not prepared at this time to recom
nend approval of thes project,

Taul Graves, Tvallic Englnesr, presented a brief history of the

traffic study analysis conductad by his staff relative =o traffic counts ana

{ peek shopper hours in Lhls area wnlch revealed that the peak shopper hour in
and out of Twin Lakes occurced at the peak traffic hours. He peviewsd vhat

might be pessidble soluticns to the traffic problem and alsc the medial con-

LU n wlth popriate Tura baye, ete., wnich he felit wc Le necessar:
in order to cope with the anticipated traffic whic) wculd be generated,

Mr, Robart . Nalsas, counsel for the petitioner, Clear Laks, Inc.,
appesred bafors the Commission in support of the application and tha propossd

development, Mp, liclson stated that hils client was not ncw quasting "C"

sification as indicated on tha eriginel peiition as they are wiiling :o
compronige with the recommendations of tha Mlanning staff, fupther sta
that the devaloper was planning pasking facilities based on an § tc
conpared to the requirsd & o 1 retic by or

IMHISSIONER TARDANT EXCUSED,
Mr, NHelwon alsoc pointed out that the developer employed the firm of

Burguin, Martin & Associates of Topeka und Xaweas City to naks a traffic study

R———

of the area, aud that fr. Armstrong co led the repert, which had Lean furnighel
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“ha & easlafian ‘t:at ad a.:.e tpralfic service toulu e
reslized b v proviling an trence Hith & cress ceoer 3. the mel.al at auproxi-
matsly the prerert antrance to Twin Lakes. Hr. lielscr =rated that after a
revisv of the access crizinally o red thev are now ssking that one access
point be included in.ndditlbr\ te the two which they now havs ione approxirately
200 feet gouth of ?lat and ome just nertn of bridge cn Amiden) which would ba

| located wither Cirecily oppesite the entrance of iwin Lakes, or somevhers in an !
arex of possibly 100 feax o the south. Ifr. Melsen presantad an architect’s
rendaring of the propossd facliity, showing pround level shopping ares being
bullt <ut over a porticn of the lake, and with some oselew ground-level parking,

ACOMMISSIONER TARRANT PRESENT.

Yr. fhslsen Them prasentad a map designating the lan! now being ecn-
sidered fer changa in zoaing,; excluding the "C" claesification eriginzlly re-
queasted, and armending the applicaticnm to just “LC" south te a point in line w

A and to the umet to Sseetbriar Lare, e sTated tnat the owizinal plan
win BDeing altersd in order to reduce the oppesiticn to the davelspment ,
#COMMISSIONER AHMDERSON ABSENT FOR SHORT F THE DISCUSSION,
Mr, holaon 2antented that ¢ ie coula bs handled at & "C" level
| which wae muggested as being proper service ir such commercial areas. He aiso
pointed out that surlflcient rignt=of-way exists on tho wast side of Amidon for
& third laue for traffic sovensnt 1o the Marina Lake Shepping ~enter, and in
anguer To lnguiry by Comm-sdicner bogd ‘elaon $fated that the applicant
woild pay the ccst of the eonstructien of the additional lane,

fir. £iil Armatfong, Hurgwin, Hartin [ Assosiates of Topeka, sppearsa
and revievad ths survey and traffic analysis study conducted by that £irm ccn-
cerning the 718t and l\_-g.dg_n intersaction and the projucted traffic gansration in|
tha project area u'- c-nntlr'dld that l’"n:l-th;u a:n.-l;;ls th‘n‘! t;-;"c.""lluv;z of

v rairtained for tile ares <ith a redesigning of the iatera

16 scecmmodate double left-turn Days and ether adjustiments,
| vanion,

anewer to question by Commissionsr dzgact regarding the pogaibility
¢t constructing a third lane on the west side of Amidon, Traffic Engineer ctates
that in nis opinicn a third lane would be nacessary on both sides of Anl ion to
help allaviata some cof the yraffic problem, plus recrnstry of the intepsect
with proper fadials and turn ba

Mayor svens ‘nquired if there wers those present who desirsd to

k to the matter,
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. 201 ne N F & Fliepping Center, appearal |

and srvated ti e W4t net oblaeting tipsued Jevelogreat cr the :o.n;e:i-i

o T e e

tion which woi:ld be Renarated, bur thas ke tas cp ¢ the rronting of any ad-

detrinental te traffic movemsnt in the sre

| Pa: scna, sprear . =+ Others appearing in oppesition to the propossd development and request
;i:-.c in opresi- X

T - Ty,

diticnal accesc te Anidon beyerd rhat whicn ¥ exints as he felt this would he
4

zoning chanqe included Mr, Michaasl Balluema, 2245 Pullinger; ¥, Bob Shearer,

l?’tlldl)nt in the areaj aud Hr. A, F. Simen, property cuner, as thay falt that

wculd affect property valuaticns in the Meidentinl area te the nerth a

it would ereate 2ud’ticnai traffic en *ha residential strests ncrth of Zlst
1 Steaet which would crasste a safery hazard for children,

P Tl Commiusicner Begart reviewsd the modification of tha CUP regulations

! which have taken place and which Svantually led te ths prasent commareial davelop~

mant baing allowed this area, and stated that he felr tha best use of the

proparty would be "Lf" in visw of the existing zening and uss in this apes,
cuesion,

In answer to inquiry by Commitalener Bogart, Traff > fn 2er stat

that with a devalopment of this siza, which will ‘{nvelve np;ruxlnn;ny 375,300

{
ar .- I
J e fnat cf floor apac that the probable sclution would that in £ to @
cars following ite completion the City will b= foureed inve reconstruation of

1
l:u: and amicen, un 1T exisT under axtremely poor rraffic opsrating ccndi -%‘-
i

‘e indicated, howsvar, that be orcper street vidth, medial treetnent, cecelerati

lanes, left turn bays and signalizarion of entrances te the ng areas, that

# eoluticn would e avellabl I
Diucumsmd. |

Ardersan -- Cumnissioner Anderson statsd tiat he ¢id not ses how commercial zoning

could ba denfed for the area, but that na dig see &ericus traffic sifects

isting condirions, end he felt The marter hould be returned to the

Commission for further study and possibly the t lem: could be wor
s rariras srson moved that this matter be returned to the Flanning Comm‘se
: n:i:::i:‘! an? that conslleraticn be given to tha rrafs Gtucy, and at such time se the
°§"5d:{::,, ts[Plannirg Comnission wakes a racommendeticn be raturnac
o i

ien returr.d
Rt With consent of the mover and tha s, cond, Begari moved to a

arand racomamen

atjon ta lnclu
_\tltl_ "1t

weccmmendation back to include & statement thit ag far as tha Commission
: woi &

B B S A v s S g
l‘l:cm.‘lhmd that *his is a Proper commercisl zrez and that it should be accordad

Nogart - to j

tresirnant as the othier commarci 1 ing in mind ths asses:c-
nent queeticn ar He

unanimuusly,




ROUTE SLIP '

(Please Circle Destination)

City Manager Director of Adm. Dir, of Public Works
Exec, Asst. to C.M. Auditing Adm,

Public Inf

Héa\ pt.P

e G Gt

0 5 Budget Central Insp.
Pniral Data Proc, Engineering

Audit'm Traffic Engr.

Maintenance
Sanitation

For: Duane Bock

— For your information — Reply sending me _copies

— For your comments — Prepare reply for my signature

— Note and return — You handle. No report required

MESSAGE: This letter sent to: Okleshoma City,

Tulsa, Springfield, Mo,, Lincoln, Neb.,

Kansas City, Mo., Topeka, Phoenix,

Little Rock, Colorado Springs, Denver,

Omaha, and St. Louis.

SIGNED IE DATE 3/9/67

000-013 ; z g
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING DIVISION *
AMHERST 2-8211 — AREA CODE 316
CITY BUILDING ANNEX &
104 8. MAIN ~WICHITA, KAN, 67202

Dear

I need your help and I need it in a hurry! We are presently involved in a
Community Unit Plan land development and the problem that we are faced with.

is determining the effect that a certain amount of sguare footage of light
commercial land use will have on the adjoining street system and nearby major
signalized intersections. We have made a rather comprehensive study of some
of our shopping center locations here on the local Wichita scene and we have
found that our peak traffic hour coincides with the peak shopper traffic hour
(5:15 to 6:15 p.m.) When we refer to peak shopper traffic hour we are talking
about the vehicles that actually enter and leave the shopping center complex
by the various entrances and exits, and is in no way related to the number of
shoppers that are within the various stores of the shopping center complex
within any given period of time. The land developer claims that the situation
that we have found to be here in Wichita is unique and would not necessarily be
true at other Regional type shopping centers. Our Division has reviewed what
material that we can find on shopping center generation rates, persons entering
and leaving, vehicles entering and leaving, etc.* and we were wondering if you
have conducted recent studies within your city and might have obtained this
information and have it available for our usage? Since this matter is of an
urgent nature, I would appreciate receiving your reply and any information thet
is available at your most earliest convenience.

Another matter that has been increasing concern to the City of Wichita is the
usage of off-duty police officers to control traffic at shopping centers,
"drive-in"banks, drive-in theatres, entrances and exits during peak traffic
hours. We were wondering if you have experienced the same problem, and if so,
what measures have you done to coup with the problem?

Sincerely yours,

Paul B. Graves
City Traffic Engineer

*Traffic Characteristics at Regional Shopping Centers, Cleveland, Donald E. and
Mueller, Edward A., Bureau of Highway Traffic, Yale University, 1961
Madison Arfea Transportation Study, Wisconsin State Highway Department, May, 1963
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Report from the MAPC to the Board of County Commissioners

Case No. _Z=0824 and DP-23 Considered by M.A.P.C._Lmldmgz —
3 Congidered by MAPC: 1-26-67
Request for: Change from "AA" to "IC", "BB" Congidered by MAPC: 2-9-67
and “B", and also reguest for
approval of Marina Lake Davelopmant Plan

Reason for request:

"To develop a shopping center complex together with a residential

and commercial community unit plan,"

‘Location of property: gouthwast corner of Amidon and 2lst Streat

Legal description of property:

See attached sheaet

Petitioner:

A Clear Lake, Inc.

Union National Building
Coneeliforgpetlsicnen; Robert H. Nelson, Attorney

Protesters (list counsel, if any): George Powers, Attornsy for Twin Lakes Shopping
Center,spoke in opposition, and Michael Belluomo, 2245 Bullinger, spoke in
opposition and submitted protest petitions containing 59 signatures.

Surrounding zoning! mo the north is "LCY, "A" and "AR"; east is "LC", "B" and
"AR"; south is "“AA" and west is "B"

Land use: gubject property is vacant as is that to the west: north is single-
family, duplax. office and shopping center; east is Twin Lakes Shopping Center,

mnnlng an-:ss uet efﬁ%?ﬁ&mﬁr and Eiﬂg’lﬁ-fﬂmil}[.
BRANSON moved, and GOEBEL seconded that the Planning Commission
raecommend to the Board of City Commissioners that this application
as presently before the Planning Commission be denied, without

prajudice.

HOTE: Percent of protest petitions will ba pointed out at

the City Commission meeting.
Respectfully submitted,

Vote of Planning Commission __Unanimows Secretary

ACTION: 1. Approve the recommendation of the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission and deny the applications: or
2, Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning Com—
mission for its reconsideration. The City Commission states
the following reasons for its action:




Lagal dascription of Proparty: (z-0824)
Change from "AA" to "IC" for the following:

: Beginning 75 feet west and 225 feet south of the NE
corner of the NWy of Lot 1 in Section 7, Township 27 South, Range
1 East of the 6th P,M,; thence south 125 feet; thence east 25 faet;
thence south 1515 feet; thence northwesterly to a point 725 feet
west and 1290 feet south of the NE corner of said Lot 1; thence
north 1240 feet to a point 50 feet south of the north line of said
Lot 1; thence east 375 feet; thence south 175 feet; thence east
275 feet to the point of beginning; and
Pract No. 2: Beginning 75 feet wast and 75 feet south of the NE
corner of Lot 1 in Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 Bast of
the 6th P.M,; thence south 150 feet; thence west 125 feet; thence
north 150 feet; thence east 125 feet to the point of baginning;
and
Tract No. 3: Beginning at a point 75 feet south and 200 feet west
of the NE corner of Lot 1 in Section 7, Township 27 south, Rangs 1
East of the 6th P,M, thence west 150 feat; thaence south 150 feet;
thence east 150 feet; thence north 150 feet to the point of
baginning; and
Tract No. 4: Beginning at a point 50 feet south and 725 feet west
of the NE corner of Lot 1 in Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1
East of tha 6th P.M.: thence west 480 feet; thence south 300 feet
to & point 1215 feet west of the east line of said Lot l; thence
east parallel to the north line of said Lot 1, 490 feet; thence
north 300 feet, more or less, to the point of beginningjy and
Tract No. 5: Beginning at a point 50 feet south and 1205 feet
west of the northeast corner of Government Lot 1, section 7, Town-
ship 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P,M,; thence south 300
feet to a point 1215 feet west of the east line ofsaid Lot 1;
thence wast 300 feet; thence north 300 feet; thance east 300 feet
to the point of beginning; and

Change from “"BA" to "C" for the following:

Tract No. 6: Beginning at a point 50 feet south and 1505 feet
west of the northeast corner of Government Lot 1, saction 7,
Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M,; thence south
300 feet; thence east 790 feet more or less to a point 350 feet
south and 725 feet east of the northeast corner of said Lot 13
thence south 700 feet to a point 1050 feet south and 725 faet
west of the northeast corner of said Lot 1; thence weast 200
feat to a point 925 feat west and 1050 feet south of the north-
east cornar of said Lot 1; thence north 500 feet to a point 550
feat south of the north line of said Lot 1j thence west 790 feet
to a point 550 feet south and 1715 feet wast of tha northeast
corner of said Lot 1; thence north 500 feet; thence east 200
feat to the point of beginning; and

Change from "AA" to "B“ for the followings:
: Government Lot 1, Section 7, Township 27 South,

Range 1 East of the 6th P.M., excapt Tracts 1 through 6 in-
clusive, above-dascribed, and except the north 50 feet thereof,

amidon and Meridian.




Legal description of Property: (DP-23)

A tract beginning at the northeast corner of Government Lot 1,
Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M,;

thence south 2086.5 feet along the east line of said Lot 1 to the
caenter of 18th Street extended west:; thence west 53 feet to the
left bank of the Arkansas River; thence northwesterly and wasterly
along the left bank of the Arkansas River to the west line of said
Lot 17 thence north along the west line of said Lot 1, 897.8 feet
to the northwest corner of said Lot 1l; thence east 2460.6 feet to
the point of beginning. i

“LAW and HILL were excused from the meeting.

14.a gcase No. Z-0R24 - Clear Lake, Inc, requests (See abova for
description of application.)

15.b gCaga No. DP=23 - Clear Lake, Inc., requests approval of a
Combined Residential and Commercial Development Plan for
an area described as follows: (Sea above for description

of property.)

The Chajiman stated that a request for deferral has been recesived
in these two cases, and in view of no opposition to such deferral, he
declared the above two cases deferred until January 26, 1967."

"l0.a (Case No. 2-0824 - clear Lake, Inc. requests (See above for
description of application.)

10.b (Casa No. DP-23 - Clear Lake, Inc., raquests approval of a
Combined Residential and Commercial Development Plan for
an area described as follows: (See above for description
of property.) :

HILL declared a conflict of interest and excused himself from
the meeting during consideration of these two cases.

One of the Commissioners requested a S5-minute recess, and such
was declared, after which the meeting reconvened with the following
members present: H. W. Kratzer, W. Harold Mooney, J. Jerald Branson,
Lee P. Blaser, John W. Trout and William J. Goebel. Members absent
were Theodore Hill and E, B. Law.

BLASER said that not because of any actual conflict of intarest,
but possibly an implied conflict, he would abstain from discussion or
voting on these two cases.

The Chairman stated that ha has not had an opportunity to
raeview the staff report in these two cases, and inquired whether the
Commisaioners wanted to hear the case at this time or defer to
another meeting.

MOOMEY said he understood the Traffic Engineer has developed
some ideas that they have not had an opportunity to discuss with the
applicant and suggasted that if it is agreeable with the applicant,
that the applications be deferred.




®

GEORGE POWERS,- Attorney for Ritchie Brothers, said thay would be
out of town on February 9, 1967, (next regular meeting of the Plam-
ning Commission) and ROBERT H., NELSON, Attorney for the applicant,
said he would be out of town on the following meeting date (February
23),

POWERS suggested the matter might be presented at this time to
present facts and no decision made until the Commissioners have a
chance to study the report and traffic studies.

BRANSON guestioned whether it would be fair to both sides to
hear part of the presentation and put off a decision.

MOONEY questioned whather it would be fair to attempt to resolve
traffic problems in a public hearing.

RALPH WULZ, Director of Public Works, suggested that if the
Ccommission could go ahead and hear some of the facts at this time,
it might assist the developer in accomplishing something in the next
two or three weeks, and observe the feeling of the Commission and
determine whether they want to make some revision before a final
decision, He said his Department intends to recommend some changes.

MICHAEL BELLUOMO, 2245 Bullinger, suggested that a meeting be
held in the avening when working people could more easily attend.
The Chairman said the Commission has had 52 meetings since September
and he did not feel that it is necessary to meet in the evening.

Discussion was had on setting a special meeting at which time
this matter could be heard, since it was anticipated it would take
congiderable time, and schedule of various meetings was checked,
as well as whether or not the Commissioners could attend at various
times., After full discussion and consideration, the Commissioners
and others interested in this matter, agreed that the matter could
be deferred until Thursday, February 9, 1967, at 12:30 p.m. The
Chairman declared the above two cases deferred until Thursday,
Pebruary 9, 1967, at 12:30 p.m. in the Planning Commission Confer-
ence Room in the City Building Annex,

No one offered objections to this deferral."




CASE NO, DP-23 - 168 NOTICES MAILED 3-9-67 FOR MEETING ON 3-23-67




EQHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROP TAN AREA PLANNING COMMIS

CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas

MER 9 1967

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will
consider the following item in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South
Main, Wichita, Kansas, at its meeting at 2:00 p.m. on 23 1967 3
at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or attorney, if
you so desire,

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary

DP-23 - A tract beginning 75 feet west and 75 feet south of the north-
east corner of the NWY% of Government Lot 1, Section 7, Town-
ship 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M.; thence south 275
feet; thence east 25 feet; thence south 1515 feet I; thence
northwesterly and westerly along the left bank of the Arkansas
River to the west line of Lot 1; thence north along the west
line of said Lot 1 to a point 50 feet south of the northwest
corner of said Lot l; thence east to a point 275 feet west
and 25 feet north of the point of beginning; thence south 25
feet; thence east 275 feet to the point of beginning

id 1 idian.

The Development Plan of this area has been submitted as required under the
Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28,04.190 of the City Zoning
Ordinance of the City of Wichita. The Development Phln is on file in the
Planning Department Office, Room 402, City Building Annex,104 South Main,
Wichita, Kansas, and is available for public information and review.

The Development Plan on file proposes a 24.5 acre townhouse and garden
apartment development, the density of which will not exceed 25 dwelling
units per acre, or a total of 265 dwelling units for the entire 24.5 acres.
Also proposed on the Development Plan is a 22.84 acre commercial develop-
ment for MARINA LAKE which will include shopping center facilities, a
restaurant, theaters, offices, a service station, places of public enter-
tainment and other commercial-type uses. In addition to indicating pro- '
posed building locations for the residential parcel, the Development Plan
indicates information on the ratio of floor area to ground area, a ratio
of land coverage to ground area, the number of parking spaces, proposed set—
backs for structures, proposed usable open spzce,means of ingress and
agress, and maximum height limitations.

NOTE: It is the policy of the Planning Commission that any request for a
deferral of the hearing of this case shall be submitted to the Secretary,
C. Bickley Foster, 104 South Main, 7 days prior to the meeting. The Chair-
man and Secretary may grant such a request for deferral. Persons requesting
deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing axd mailing new notices,




(Published! The Wichita Beacon on Ihg: 2, 1967)

OFFICIAL NOTICE
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO ALL PERSONS INTERESTED:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on March 23, 1967, at 2:00
.m, the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolifan Area Planning Com-—
mission, in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita,
Kansas, will consider an application for a COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN -
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT for property legally
described as follows:

DP-23 - A tract beginning 75 feet west and 75 feet south of

the northeast corner of the NW} of Government Lot 1,

Section 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the

6th P.M.; thence south 275 feet; thence east 25

feet; thence south 1515 feet +; thence northwesterly

and westerly along the left bank of the Arkansas

River to the west line of Lot 1; thence north along

the west line of said Lot 1 to a point 50 feet south

of the northwest corner of said Lot 1; thence east to

a point 275 feet west and 25 feet north of the point

of beginning; thence south 25 feet; thence east 275 feet

to the point of beginning.

Generally located on the south side of 21st Street

between *' don_and Meridian.

The Development Plan of this area has been submitted as
required under the Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.
04.190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the City of Wichita. The
Development Plan is on file in the Planning Department Office,

Room 402, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas,
and is available for public information and review.

The Development Plan on file proposes a 24.5 acre town-
house and garden apartment development, the density of which will
not exceed 25 dwelling units per acre, or a total of 265 dwelling
units for the entire 24.5 acres. Also proposed on the Development
Plan is a 22.84 acre commercial development for MARINA LAKE which
will include shopping center facilities, a restaurant, theaters,
offices, a service station, places of public entertainment and
other commercial-type uses. In addition to indicating proposed
building locations for the residential parcel, the Development Plan
indicates information on the ratio of floor area to ground area,

a ratio of land coverage to ground area, the number of parking
spaces, proposed setbacks for structures, proposed usable open space,
means of ingress and egress, and maximum height limitations.

j The hearing of this Development Plan, as provided in
section 28.04.190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the City of




Wichita, is to be held and the same will there be discussed and
considered by the said Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission. Those persons interested in this matter will
be heard at that time.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL this 2nd day of March, 1967.

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary
Wichita-Sedgwick County Metro-
politan Area Planning Commis-
sion
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220 WEST 33RD ST.
TOPEKA, KANSAS 65611

February 13, 1967

Mr. Robert H, Nelson

Kalrs, Nelson, Fanning & Hite
Union Center Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Dear Iir. Nelson:

In reviewing the orange covered report of the Iiacina Lake Traffic Study by the Traffic
Engineering Division of the City of Wickita, Ifind that it is the same report that was
submitted prior to the January 26th, 1967, Plannin; Commission meating.

. A8 youlnow, there were several differences in our raport and *hat of tie City's. Ispent
all day Friday, January 27, with Paul Graves, Jim Smith and Lar, v Rlgss, all of the
City Traffic Znzineering Dopartment, in an effort to resolve these diffsrences and to agree
on mutually acceptable procedures for the Marina Lake traffic assignments and traific
growth. General agreement was reached on the followin: items during this meeting:

1. Conslderation would be given to maia entrances to diarina Lake from
Amidon Street - one to be considerad opposite Twin Lakes entrance
and a second entrance to the south, which would serve all traffic move-
ments except left turns from the west to the north.

Fully actuated sigmals are to be considered and estimated turning move-
ments were to be submitted to a signal company for recommended pro-
gression.

City would not agres that shopping traffic would peak after the 5:00 to
6:00 P, M. street peak hour, and insistad that the street traffic peak and
the shopping peak would occur during the same hour (5:15 to 6:15 P.M.)

Iagreed to further analysis based on this premise, with the idea tiat we
would be investigating the most critical situation. If traffic could be
handled under tiis condition, ther certainly a less critical traffic operation

will exist if the peaks do not oceur simultancously.

Pt/
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4. Our report reflected traffic increases from the west and north as
new growth of the City is in this direction, but the City report
indicated no increase in percent of traffic from these directions.
It was agreed that further analysis would be based on the following:

1967*

20%
36%
. 30%
15%

*Based on study of Twin Lakes
**Used in our Traffic Projection Study

Traffic growth factor of one percent per year for city streets, as
used In our report, was based on the 25th Street study by the City.
They say it is probably too low and wanted to review other areas to

. determine a new growth factor. (They now suggest two percent
increase per year, which they feel is ronservative.

Generation of traffic by the Marina Lake complex to be based on:

3753°%,
350, 000 square feet of shopping area
52" 120, 000 square feet of office space
250 apartment units

The Clty's report assigned 1/3 of traffic from the south through the
21st and Amidon intersection to gain access to Marina Lake from
31st Street. Also 2/3 of the traffic from the west was assigned
through the intersection to gain entry to Marina Lake from Amidon.

I pointed out that these traffic assignments did not appear realistic
and the City agreed to review their assignments,

It was agreed the service volumes of Level "C" should be realized
on opening of Marina Lake and that by 1985 the service volumes should
not be lower than Level "D", ¥

The orange covered City report does not include any changes discussed at our January 27th
conference, and unless the City has prepared a supplementary report, they apparently have
not given consideration to the above items.

We revaluated our analysis after the January 27th meeting with the City, and the following
was our basis for the presentation at the February Sth, 1967 Planning Commission meeting:
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5 Mr. Robert H. Nelson
¢ Traffic Generated by Marina Lake
? :
350, 000 sq. ft. of shopping area
20 trips per 1,000 sq. ft. 14, 000 daily trips 7,000 trips in
120, 000 sq. ft. office space
5.8 person destinations per

(14 @rrsomajer-) 1,000 5q. ft. 1, 000 daily trips 500 trips in

260 apartments
5.7 trips per day = 1,420 daily trips 710 trips in
ToTaL -\, ure el s
Peak Hour (based on Twin Lakes = 16% of dally traffic) 1, 310 vehicles entering
per hour

(Our original report predicted 1, 600 vehicles entering center during peak
hour based on larger floor area)

These trips were diséc-ibmd by direction as indicited in Item 4

Existing traffic will include some of the potential shopping traffic. Our analysis assumes
20% of the new shopping traffic will come from the existing street traffic.

Projected traffic volumes are shown on the attached volume flow summary sheet. Street
traffic and shopper traffic is shown separate.

An intersection capaclty analysis indicates that the service volumes of the existing inter-
section of 21st Street and Amidon Street will be at Lavel "C", if street and shopping traffic
peak at the same time (5:15 - 6:15 P.M.). This analysis is basad on the most critical
condition and with the peak shopping hour occurring later in the evening (as analyzed in our
report) the intersection will operate below the service level of "C",

: . Our analysis is based on the existing geometrics of the intersection. Shopping trip assign-

; ments, as indlcated on the attached volume flow sheet, will not require dual left turns from

. at the east. (Previous trip assignments routed more trips from the east to the Amidon entrance,
; i which produced a more critical condition. This was explained at the T ebruary 9th Planning

Commission meeting, and it was pointed out that thls situation would require dual left turns
which could be accommodated without street widening by utilizing special signal phasing. )

] . With continued economic growth in the area, and usinga growth factor of kvo percent per

' year, the projected traffic volumes for Amidon Street are 26, 200 vehleles per day to the
north and 27, 700 vehicles per day to the south of Amidon Street. Trafflc foracast for 21st
Street: 22, 500 vehicles por day to the east and 18, 500 vehicles per day to the west of Amidon.

¢
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These projected future traffic demands will require additional traffic controls, use of dual
left turn lanes and other traffic engineering techniques, Some modification of the inter-
sectlon geometrics, depending on future turning movements, will be required by 1985,

It appears that the proposed Marina Lake Shopping Center is the best and highest use for
the area, and as previously stated, we feel that the City has a responsibility to provide
strects to serve the traffic demands which might occur by 1985,

This letter supplements our report, and includes revisions which were discussed with the
Wichita Traffic Engineering Division.

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact us,

Very truly yours,
- BURGWIN, MARTIN & ASSOCIATES, P,A.

By William J. Armstrong, P.E.
WJdA:le

CC: Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite
Mr. Robert T. Feagins
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February 10, 1967

Mr. Robert H. Nelson
816 Union Center Bldg.
Wichita, Kan 67202

Subject: 2Z-0824 - Zone change from “AA" to "B",
"LC" & "C"; u.- Marina Lake Development
e 2 :

Dear Mr, Nelson:

At its regular meeting on February 9, 1967, the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission considered the above-captioned zone
change request and community unit plan. The actior of the Plan-
ning Commission was to recommend that both the zone case and
development plan be denied.

Even though the Planning Commission recommended that these
cases be denied, we suggest that you submit six cop of the
development plan to our office by February 21, 1967, so that
copies of the plan may be forwarded to the Board of City Com-~
missioners.

These cases will be forwarded to the Board of City Commission-
ers for their consideration at 9:00 a.m., Tuesday, February 28,
1967, Room 201, City Building, 204 South Main, Wichita, Kansas.

If you should have any questions concerning these matters,
please contact our office.

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Senior Planner




February 10, 1967

cc: Mr, Don E, Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc.
Union National Building
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mr, Robert Feagins
Feagins & Kirasch
6416 East Central
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr, K, O. Taylor
567 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67213

Mr, William J. Armstrong
Chief Traffic Engineer
Burgwin, Martin & Assoc.
220 West 33xd Bt,
Ambassador Building
Topeka, Kansas 66611

Mr. George Powers
Ritchies Bros.

1820 North Mosley
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Mr. Michael A. Belluomo
2245 Bullingerxr
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Mr, Robert M. Shearer
2433 Benjamin Drive
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Mrs, Floyd Jones
2662 Hood
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Mr. Ralph Wulz, Director
Despartment of Public Works

Mr, Paul Gravos
Traffic Engineer

Mz, Theodore H, Hill, (Hind copy)
810 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67203
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HARRY W. SAUMS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
SUITE 880
FOURTH NATIONAL BANK BUILDING
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202
AMHERST 4.0338
AREA CoDE 316

February 6, 1967

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Annex Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Gentlemen:

Herewith enclosed you will find a written protest filed

on behalf of Robert M. Shearer in zoning case D. P. - 23,

Very truly jurs '

n/ (A >
arry Saums

HWS/rp

Enclosure
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WICHITA - SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

Re:

The undersigned, Robert M. Shearer, the owner of the property

located at 2433 Benjamin Drive, Wichita, Kansas, does herewith

file his written objection and protest of portion of case number

ppP-23 that calls for additional commercial facilities such as a

r aurant, theaters, offices and service station but the under-

signed does not object to construction of duplexes or apartment

buildings on the real property described in case DP-23.

Shearer

STATE OF KANSAS )
) 8s:

SEDGWICK COUNTY )
Before me, the undersigned, a Notary Publie, in and for the state

and county aforesaid, came Robert M. Shearer, and acknowledged to
me that the foregoing instrument of writing was done as his free

and voluntary action and deed.

and sworn to before me this 1llth day of January, 1967.

\@)&w M €

Notary Public

Subscribed

My commission expires:
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY DATE

METROPOLI
OPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEFPARTMENT February 3, 1967

Planning Commission Members Kratzer, Mooney, Branson,
7o Bledsoe and Goebel

FROM Jack H., Galbraith, Senior Planner

BUBJECT Case No. Z—0824 and Case No. DP—23

At the request of Robert H. Nelson, attorney for the
applicant on the above two cases, attached is-a‘copy of
their Traffic Consultant®s study entitled, "“Traffic Pro—

jections and Access Study for Marina Lake Development."

JHG :ber

Attachment




January 27, 1967

Mz, Robert H., Nelson

816 Uniocn Center Bldg.

wWichita, Kansas 67202 :
subject: 2-0824 - Zone change from "AA", to "B"
"LC" & *C"; and DP-23 - Marina Lake Development
Plan

Dear Mr. Nelson:

At its regular meeting on January 26, 1967, the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission reconsidered the above-captioned zone

change request and community unit plan., The action of the
Planning Commission was to defer further consideration of these
matters to their next regular meeting on February 9, 1967. The
Planning Commission will begin discussion of these matters at
12:30 p.m., rather than 2:00 p.m.

If you should have any questions concerning these matters,
please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Senior Planner
JHG :bgs

ecy Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc,
Union National Building
Wichita, Kansas 67

Mr. Robert Feagins
Feagins & Kirsch
6416 East Central .
Wichita, Kansas 67206




January 27, 1967

Mr. George Powers
Ritchie, Bros.

1820 North Mosley
Wichita, Kansas 67214

Mr, Michael A, Belluomo
2245 Bullinger
Wichita, Kansas 67204

Ralph Wulz, Director
Department of Public Works

Paul Graves
Traffic Engineer

Mr. Theodore H. Hill (Blind Copy)
810 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67203
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~ Cases No. z’a:zt; and Dp-23
Januvary 26, 1967

approximately 2% million square feet of retail floor area,

If the Marina Lake Center is approved, the 2lst Street and

Amidon area will approximate one-half the retail floor area
of the CBD.

The staff is concerned about the over-concentrztion of commercial
zoning in one ares and finds it extremely difficult to justify

a shopping center of over & half million square feet in this
area. Without a prcofessional analysis by an cconomist or market
analyst, it is impossible to draw & firm conclusion as to whe ther
thls center can be justified in this area, One of the leading
avthorities for development of all kinds - the Urban Land
Institute - has this, in part, to say about new shopping centers:

"...n shopping center does not in itself generate
new business; it distributes existing business. as
each new center opens, its business volume comes in
part from the central business district and in part
from other suburban shopping areas. Until the in-
creases in population and the readjustments in shop~
ping habits caich up, additional retail facilities
are justified only by actual increments in populstion
and purchasing pawer.

"The fact remains that there is just 56 much spend-

able income in any munleipality or locality. Whether
there are too many shopping centers or whether over—
development of retail facilities is tziing place depands
on how thinly the total available spandable income of the
community may be divided. cCondition:z and circumscances
indicate that no arbitrary answer can be offered for the
arithmetie number of shopping centers thit are justified.
This conclusion iz reached because commercial develop—
ment folleows along with purchasing pewer.

....shopping centers can be overdone, The concept has
caught on te the nxtent that nearly svery entrepreneur
wants to develop a shopping center.

"In the rulebook of the Community Builders'® Council, can~

"Concern for ithe welfare of the community and caution for
the safe investmant of capitsl are zgons why the Council
issues a note of caution about ove lding shopeing cen-

111y succesgful shopping center development
cannot go a2head faster than the community's ability to
absorb the incr i i selling,.*
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A full discussion of the feasibility and location of shop-
ping centers may be found in the Communify Builderg! Hand-
hook, Execcutive Edition, 1965 printing, pages 224 to 232;

234; 242 to 267.

Over-anticipating the commercial needs of an area results
in severzl partially developed commercial areas which, if
unsuccessful, de not lend themgelves easily to redesign and
redevelopment of s lesser use, Therefore, it ig the opinion
of the Planning Depsrtment that to avoid the fukture possi-

ility of either piecemzal or strio development on 21st

eet ard apmidon that, if the applicaticn is approved,

congtroction should not begin on Parcels #2, $#3, #4, and §5
unkil guch time as censtruction has started on the major
facility in Parcel #1.

There is not sufficient justification for another shopping
center in this ares and, therefore, the uge of the land
should be delegated to a use that can be justified.
Bxperience in the szres has indicated that reeidential de-
velopment on lakes or on former sandpits has been success=-
ful and the demand is good. The site has adequate access
for residential development without having an adverse affect
on the traffic-carrying capacity of Amidon. Therefore, it
is the opinion of the Planning Department that the majority
of the site should be developed for multi-family residen-
tial uses and that a small commercial area be approved adja-
cent to 21st Streest,

Traffic - During the preliminary review of fthe Devalopment Blan,
the Department of Fublic Works axpressed its concsyn for the
future traffic-carrying capscity of Amidon. As a result, it was
requeaied that the 2pplicant prepare € fie study to determine
location and number of curb cuts permitted on Amidon and also to
determine what affects, if any, the proposed points of ingreas
and egress would havae on the traffic-carrzying capacity of Amidon.
Before the general relaxation of the CUP reguirements some 2 or
3 years ago, such gtudias. as well as market analysisg, were
ztandard reguirements of the Planning Commission,

The applicents retained the firm cf Burgwin. Martin & Associates,
E.A., Congulting Bngineers, who prepared and submitted a report
entitled i i v i X
Levelopment. The consultants analyzed three proposals for in-
gress and egress to the shopping center and as a result recom-
mended that two major access points be provided: one directly
opposite the entrance to Twin Lakes and the other at the scuthern
end of the development. Also. two additional right-turn-only

N
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access points were recommended at the northern end of the
shopping center., The study further pointed out that the
shopping center would generate enough traffic to exceed the
lavel "C" capacity of the intersection of 21st and Amidon and,
therefore, additional improvements would bes necessary for the
intersection ir ovder to handle the increasged traffie.

At the present time, the City has access control to this site
from Amidon, except for the north 200 feet of the site and one
30~foot opening at the southern end of the site,

The Traffic Enginzar also prepared a traffic capacity analysis
of the intersection of 2lst and Amidon and a copy of their study
accompanieg this report, Based on the propoged floox area and
the Amidon orientation of the proposed Marina Lakes Shopping
Center, it is the conclugsion of the Traffic Engineer that an at- :
grade channelized intersection cannot handle the traffic that
will be generated. Therefore, in order to preserve the traffic-
carrying capacity of Amidon and the 21st Street intersection, it
is the recommendation of the Traffic Englneer that the City not
relinguish its access control, and that the applicant redesign
and reorient the center to 2lat Streat.

Tt is the opinion ¢ the Planning Department that if the shopping
center cannot be built orienting to Amidon without exceeding the
capacity of the Amidon-2lat Street intersection, it likewisge
cannot be built at the same size orienting to 2lst Street, wiih-
out exceeding the capacity of the intersection, I£ the center
were oriented to 2lst Btreet, it would encourage commercial
applications for properties which abut the north side of 21st
Street and eventually would result in the strip commercial deve-
lopment of 21lst Street west of amiden, which would further com-
pound the traffic problems,

There naturally are variocus alternatives which must be explorad.
First, if the cenier is not going to be reduced in floor area, %
& nevw intersection design is Decessary, such as ultimately having
Amidon overpass 21lst Street and construction of & diamond inter-
change. This will require a substential increase in the righi-of~
way on the west side of Amidon on both the northwest and south-
wast cornexs of the intersection. This will involve the removal
of an existing service station on the northwest corner and wiil
result in a substantial cost to the publie, The second alter-
native, if the shopping center is approved, is to redesign the
development plan as suggested by the Traffic Enginser: or re-
design of medials and relocation of access points as recommended
by the applicants' consultants,




No. %-0824 and Dp~23
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There aze sevexal other points that the staff is concexrnsd
about on e L e ghopping c er is to ba approved,
and they are ag X

(a) The staff is of the opinion that the zoning should
not be extended further west thar that on the north side
of 21si: Street and, therefore, it vs recommendad that

#5 be deleted and Parcels 7 ba adju: q
acco:Lcu.ng_.j.

It is the copinion of the staff that two parcels (#2 and
should not ba encouraged at the intexaection inasmuch as
congestion is increased and the free-standing structures
tend to reflect strip commercial rather than ghopping
center £acilities. Therefore, it is recommended that
Parcel i3 be deleted from the plan and the use be incor-
porated into Parcel 1.

In order to have outdoor display and sale of marina sup~
plies in e r Parcels #l or i, it will be necessacy to
have Board of Zoning Appzals approval, and it is the
opinion of staff that Pax 6 treated
similaxly. Therefore, it is recommended that Parcel #6
be amended m "C" to "LC" and that "subject to Board of
Zoning Appeals approval” be added at the end of condition
47 on Paxcels 1, #4, and #6.

Amending the 1500~foot dimension of 21lst Street for signs
to 1100 feet in General Provision #1.

Since the cuxl the key to the development and so
that no guestion in the future, it is recommended
that Gansral Pr n 43 xead as follows: ‘Curb cuts to
Amidon and 21 s shall be located as indicated on the

© Parcel #1, which ers to the setback
o Lhe off~street parhking strueture, is not
1 king atructore is unigue proposal but
£ is concex-ned about the approval of an off~street park-
th ho setbacks for the level or levels that
¢ zbove the alevation of Amidon., It is ouxr undex-~
on the site plan submitted by the applicant that
1s above the elevation of Amidon will set bact
from the property line approximately 120 feet; thexefore, it
is recommended that Condition #5 under Parcel #1 be rewordad
as follow
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“5. Setbacks shall be as indicated on the plan, but
shall no: rafer to ary f£loox of the parking
structura. In no event shall any £loor of the
parking structure exceed a maximum of 5 feet
above the grade of Amidon and any such floor
Of the perking structure above the grade of
Amidon shall maintain a minimum 100~foot set-
baek. "

n ~ The gtaff hes reviewed the regidential pox=
tion of the Development Plan, Parcel #7, and it appears to be
satiafactory as to denpity, proposed building locaticns, opan
space, fencing and other general requirements.

Eergumendption

It i the vecommendation of the Planning Department that the "Lct
ani “c" zoning, and Coumercial parcels of the Development Plan pot_be
appmoved inasmuch as there ig not sufficient need or Justification for
anyther shopping center in this area, and that it would severely handi-
cap the teaffic-carrying capacity of the major streets. It ig Ffurther
verommended that the plan be -edesigned with the majority of the tract
buing residentiel end only a limited amount of "Lo" approved adjacent
to 21st Strest.

If the Plmnning Commisgion recommends approval of the Devalopment
Plan, it is recommended that one of the two following alternatives
h2 approved:

Idtexnative One

1. The applicant dedicating the additional right-of-way
west of Amidon which is necessary for street improve~
ments,with the applicant bearing tha: cost of nacessary
atreet improvesents and signalization, and reserving
necasgary rights-of-way for possible future consiruc—
tionh of an overpass and diamond interchange and ralocate
the access points in conformance with the plan of the
Traffic Engineer,

Deleiing Parcels #2, #3 and #5 from the vlesn.

Parcels #6 and #7 being readjusted to incorpourate the
deleted Parcel #5.

Amending Parxcel #6 from “C" to "Le".
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5. Adding "subject to Board of Zoning Appeals approval” to
the end of Condition #7 in Parcels #1, #4 and #6.

Amending the 1500-foot dimension to 1100 feet in General
provision #1, sign Control.

Rewording General Provision #3 as follows: "Curb cuts to
Amidon and 21at Street ghall be as indicated on the Deve-
lopment Plan."

Rewording Condition #5, Parcel #l1 as follows:

%5, Setbacks shall be as indicated on the Plan, but
shall not refer to any floor of the parking structure,
In no evant shall any floor of the parking structure
excead a maximum of 5 feet above the grade of Amidon
and any auch floor above the grade of Amidon shall
mzintain a 100-foot minimum setbacc,”

Bach psrcel being platted prior to the issuance of a build-
ing permit.

The development of this property proceeding in accordance
with the develcpment plan ae approved by the Planning Com=
mission and City Commission, and any substantial deviation
of the Plan, as determined by the superintendent of Central
Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall constitute a
violation of the building permit authorizing donstruction
of the proposed development.

Any major changes in this development plan being regubmitted
to the Planning Commission and City Commission for their
consideration,

alternative Tuo

Instruct the applicant to redesign the Development Plan, reducing
the area of commercial to that which will not generate additional
traffic to exnceed the capacity of the intersection of 2lst andé Amidon
and following the general criteria as indicated balow:

1. Orient the commercial facility to 2lst Street without
extending the ccmmer cial zoning west of Sweetbriar Street.

2, Extend the "BY multiple~family zoning east to Amidon along
the southern portion of the tract.

Utilize that access which is now availzble.




Junuary 13, 1967

Mr, Robert H. Nelson
816 Union Center Bldg.
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Subject: 2-0824 - Zone change from “AA" to "B"
"LC" & "C"; and DP-23 - Marina Lake Develop- .
ment Plan for the south side of 2lst Street
between Amidon and Meridian

Dear Mr. Nelson:

At its regular meeting on January 12, 1967, the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission considered the above-captioned zone
change request and community unit plan application. The action
of the Planning Commission was to defer consideration of these
items in order to provide sufficient time for the Department
of Public Works and the Planning Department to complete their
analysis of a consultant's study and to make their recommenda-
tions.

These items will be reconsidered by the Planning Commission at
their next regular meeting at 2:00 p.m., Thursday, January 26,
1967, in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South Main Street.

If you have any questions concerning these matte please call.

Sincerely,

Jack H, Galbraith
Senior Planner




ccs

January 13, 1967

Mx. Don E. Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc,

Union National Building

Wichita, Kansas 67202

Mz, Robert Feagins
Feagins & Kirsch
6416 East Central
Wichita, Kansas 67206

Mr. Theodore H. Hill (Blind  c®)
810 West Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67203
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¢ and DP-23 ! Raques to "BY,. "Le* and "cP
and Re i a combinzd Cams
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Land Use Zoning
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; RAW = Amido
roposed J = Amidon
Bxisting : reet ~ half 30

Proposed - reet = half 50
d = half - 0 £
n = half -

During the preliminary review of the
rtment of Public VWorks reguested that ihe
what effect a shopping center of this siza
lermina where

The applicant wined a censultant who prepared a study which

submitted on I.-‘:cid . Jam\ary 6, 1967. ¥ ¢ Bngineering
Division has not had qdeqv_ate time to completely analyze the study

after briefly rev: g the study has found that some portions

report will peed additional work foxr c

11 hav2 to determing vyes in sigraliza-

ion w v to maintain a tele traffic sitvation on
Amidon and 2lst Btxe . and what changes e necessary concern=
ing medials, le t 1 and right tuzn stor bayas ant! addition
acecelerstion lane yais must be




Page 2 - Cases Z—0B24 and Dp-23
January 12, 1967

The City presently has access control for the majority of the
west side of Amidon and the staff is not in the position of recom-
mending that it be reliecased until such time as it is reagonably sure
that any changes will not adversely affect the traffic flow on Amidon.
It should alsc be pointed out that it is the ganeral congensus of
the Ciky staff that the traffic problem is the critical issue of the
entire development and that until a satisfaciory solution ia found,

a true analysis of the zcne change reguest and development plan cannot
be made.

£

The Department of Public Works is reguesting a two-week deferral
in order to complete iheir analysis of the consultant's study and to
make their recommendations. The Planning Department concurs with the
view of the Department of Public Works and recommends that the Plan~
ning Commission defer subject applieation to their next regular meet-
ing on Januaxy 26, 1967.




DP-23 = 172 NOTICES MAILED 12-22-66 FOR 1-12-67 MAPC MEETING
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY BUILDING ANNEX, 104 South Main
Wichita, Kansas

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS pFC 2 2 1966

The Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commission will
consider the following item in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South
Main, Wichita, Kansas, at its meeting at 2:00 p.m. on JAN 1
at which time you may appear either in person or by agent or attorney, if
you so desire.

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary

DP-23 - A tract beginning at the northe corner of Government Lot 1, Sec-
tion 7, Township 27 South, Range 1 East of the 6th P.M.; thence
south 2086.5 feet along the east line of said Lot 1 to the center
of 18th St. extended west; thence west 53 feet to the left bank of
the Arkansas River; thence northwesterly and westerly along the
left bank of the Arkansas River to the west line of said Lot 1;
thence north along the west line of said Lot 1, 897.8 feet to the
northwest corner of said Lot l; thence east 2460.6 feet to the
point of beginning. Generally located on the south side of 21st
st twee i idi

The Development Plan of this area has been submitted as required under the
Community Unit Plan provisions of Section 28.04.190 of the City Zoning
Ordinance. The Plan is on file in the Planning Department Office and is
available for public information and review. The Plan on file proposes a
24.5 acre townhouse and garden apartment development, the density of which
will not exceed 25 dwelling units per acre, or a total of 350 dwelling
units for the entire 24.5 acres. Also proposed is a 69.55 acre commercial
development for MARINA LAKE which will include shopping center facilities,
a restaurant, theaters, offices, a service station, places of public en-
tertainment and other commercial-type uses, In addition to indicating
proposed building locations for the residential parcel, the Plan indicates
information on the ratio of floor area to ground area, a ratio of land
coverage to ground area, the number of parking spaces, proposed setbacks
for structures, proposed usable open space, means of ingress and egress,
and maximum height limitations.

NOTE: It is the policy of the Planning Commission that any reguest for
a deferral of the hearing of this case shall be submitted to the Secretary,
C. Bickley Foster, 104 South Main, 7 days prior to the meeting. The Chair-
man and Secretary may grant such a request for deferral, Persons reguesting

deferrals will be charged with the cost of preparing and mailing new notices.

T9-215




SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF CITY OF WICHITA ZONING DISTRICTS .

One-Family Dwelling District

Permits one-family dwellings, parks, schools, libraries, golf
courses, nurseries, churches and home occupations.

Two-Family Dwelling District

Permits two-family dwellings and uses permitted in "AA".

Four-Family Dwelling District

Permits three and four-family dwellings, and uses permitted in "AA"
and "A".

Multiple-Family Dwelling District

Permits multiple dwellings, off-street parking areas, apartments,
boarding houses, cemeteries, medical offices and uses permitted in
“AA", "A" and "RB",

Office District

Permits apothecaries, clinics, hospitals; medical, business and
professional offices; motels under certain conditions; and all
residential uses,

Light commercial District

Permits all purely retail business conducted within an enclosed
building; service stations; all residential and office uses.

Commercial District
Permits all commercial uses and residential and office uses and
some fabrication uses.

Central Business District

Permits all commercial, office, wholesale, manufacturing and
residential uses. Prohibits those which constitute a hazard or
nuisance from smoke, dust, odor or fire danger.

Light Industrial District

Permits all manufacturing activities which do not constitute a
hazard or a nuisance; and all office and commercial uses, Re
dential uses are prohibited.

Heavy Industrial District

Permits ali office, commercial and manufacturing uses. Most
objectionable manufacturing uses are subject to conditional
approval. Residential uses are prohibited,

Mobile Home District
Permits mobile home parks and associated uses.

-

i iy . it
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(—) (Published in The Wichita Beacon on December 20, 1966)

QEEICIAL NOTICE
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN AND TO ALL PERSONS INTERESTED:

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on ry 1
P.m,, the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Com-
mission, in Room 401, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita,
Kansas, will consider an application for a COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN = gl
PLANNED RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT for property legally | R
described as follows: i

DP=23 =~ A tract beginning at the northeast corner of Gov-
ernment Lot 1, Section 7, Township 27 South, Range
1 East of the 6th P.M.; thence south 2086,5 feet
along the east line of said Lot 1 to the center of
l8tl. street extended west; thence west 53 feet to
the left bank of the Arkansas River; thence north-
westerly and westerly along the left bank of the
Arkansas River to the west line of said Lot 1;
thence north along the west line of said Lot 1,
897.8 feet to the northwest corner of said Lot 1
thence east 2460.6 feet to the point of beginning,

Generally located on the south side of 2l1st Street
between Amidon and Meridian,

The Development Plan of this area has been submitted as
required under the Community Unit Plan pmovisions of Section 28,
04,190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the Cityof Wichita, The
Development Plan is on file in the Planning Department Office,
Room 402, city Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas,
and is available for public information and review.

The Development Plan on file proposes a 24.5 acre town-
house and garden apartment development, the density of which will
not exceed 25 dwelling units per acre, or a total of 350 dwelling b :
units for the entire 24,5 acres. Also proposed on the Development ) Y
Plan is a 69.55 acre commercial development for MARINA LAKE which
will include shopping center facilities, a restaurant, theaters,
offices, a service station, places of public entertainment and
other commercial-type uses. In addition to indicating proposed
building locations for the residential parcel, the Development Plan
indicates information on the ratio of floor area to ground area,

a ratio of land coverage to ground area, the number of parking
spaces, proposed setbacks for structures, proposed usable open space,
means of ingress and egress, and maximum height limitations.




The hearing of this Development Plan, as provided in
Section 28,04.190 of the City Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Wichita, is to be held and the same will there be discussed and
considered by the said Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission, Those persons interested in this matter will
be heard at that time.

WITNESS MY HAND AND SEAL this 15th day of December, 1966.

C. Bickley Foster, Secretary
Wichita-sedgwick County Metro-
politan Area Planning Commis-
sion
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December 8, 1966

Mx. Robert Peagins
Feagins & Kirsch
6416 East Csntral
wichita, Kansas 67206

Subject: DP-23 - Marina Lake Community Unit Plan

Dear Mr. Feagins:

¥We have reviewed the Revised Preliminary Development Plan for
Marina Lake and £ind several areas vhich need to be clarified
prior to forwarding the Plan to the Planning Commission for their
consideration.

As expressed in our letters to you on October 28, and November
30, one of the critical problems is access to both major strests.
without the necessary information as outlined in our letter of
November 30, the Department of Public Works has expressed that
they would be opposed to releasing the access control that the
city of Wichita now has to Amidon. In our opinion, proper eval-
uation cannot be given this Plan prior to determining the access
points, medial breaks, medial extensicns, acceleration and de-
celuration lanss, and left-turn stacking lanes.

The Flood Control Division of the Department of Public Works
suggests several changes regarding dedication of drainage right-
of-way and minimum pad elevations, all of which have been marked
on the front shest and Shests 1 and 4 of the enclosed plans.
The Enginsering Division of the Department of Public Works has
stated that at least 35 feet of half-street right-of-way is
necessary for Meridianm.
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Pxovisions. Curb cuts to both Amidon and 2lst Street will be
determined after the traffic study.

Elanting Aceas

The required l0-foot planting areas of low shrubbery on the
perimeter of the development across from residential soning dis-
tzicts are not shown on the Plan., These are marked on the en-
closed copy for your information and must be indicated on the
Plan.

SasemliMo. 1

As indicated on Sheet 1 of 4, you are proposing setbacks of nsarly
340 feet for the principal shopping center structure. We would

d that th setbacks be placed on the front sheet so
that the intended setbacks may be assured, If it is intended that
the parking structuze be near Amidon, then Comment Mo, 5 under
Parcel No. 1 should reflact the proposed height of the parking
structure above street grade,

Razcal No. 3

¥We expressed our concern and dissatisfaction of Parcel Mo, 3 in
our letter of October 28, 1966. Again, this type of development
detracts from the area as a shopping center and tends to relate
moze to strip commercial developments., We still recosmend that
the use pxoposed for this parcel be either designed in Pazcel
No. 4 or be attached at the noxth end of the shopping center on
Paxcel No. 1. Assuming that Parcel No, 3 will xemain as you now
have it designed, the maximum building coverage shall not exceed
30 percent as provided by the oxdinance.

Razcala Mo. 4 and S

The minimum setback of 35 feet as indicated on Parxcels No. 4 and
S would indicate that this area may be strxip developed. The
buildings appear to be designed for a 160-foot setback, and we
would urge that a more realistic setback bs placed om the Plan.
We recommend that you elaborate on the intended "commercial uses®
89 that the Planning Commission will have a genexral idea of the
type of development intended on these parcels, The 65-foot
height proposals ageip do not appsar to be compatible with the
development north of 2lst Street, nor the heights pxoposed om
the Swesetbriar Center, It is still cur opinion that the requested
Light Commercial soning for Pazcsl No. 5 is not proper or logical
soning acxoss from the residential soning and dsvelopment to the
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north, We suggest that more thought be given to the development
of this pazxcel,

Ve also discussed with you that a commexcial marina is not a
permitted use in the Light Commercial District. Determination
should be made as to the type of marina proposed and whether it
is permitted on the lake proposed to be zoned for "B" Multiple-
Pamily soning.

Barcel No. 6

We discussed with you our concern with the design and obvious
lack of opan space for the garden apartments proposed on Parcel
No., 6. We have witnessed few garden apartment developments which
have a density higher than 15 dwelling units per acre. You have
indicated that 1.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit are to be
provided; however, the Plan is 110 spaces shy. It would appear
that there will be no open space if the additional parking as
stated is provided.

We suggest that Parcel No. 6 be redesigned creating more open
space and view of lake area for all buildings, and that a real-
istic density of dwelling units per acre be indicated on the Plan.
Fifteen dwelling units per acre of land area would appear to be
reasonable with the total number not to exceed 200 dwelling units.
Land area should be indicated under "net area®. The maximum f£4i11
line of the lake must also be shown on the Plan,

Eencing

One of the major concerns of this project is the proposed method
of fencing. The Plan does not indicate a specific fence pro—-
posal. It is the opinion of the staff that, in view of the re-
cent ordinance adopted by the Board of City Commissionezs con-
cerning the fencing of sand, gravel and borrow pits, the fencing
provision should be covered in detail so that there is not mis-
understanding when the actual development occurs. Therefors, it
is imperative that adequate fencing be provided and maintained.

It is the recommendation of the Planning Department that a minimum
58-inch high fence be constructed and maintained no closer than

15 fest to the edge of any shoreline along the north, south and
vast, on no less than 7-foot steel posts, with posts set not moxe
than 16 feet apart. The fence may provide for reasonabls access
gates installed at the same height and of the same construction

as tha fence, which gates shall be kept locked except when in use.
Such fence and gates shall be a minimum height of 58 inches and
shall be of the following types of constructiom:




4 December 8, 1966

1. A 48-inch or higher chainlink fence with three
or more strands of barbed wire;

2. A 48-inch or higher solid metal or solid masonry
fence with three or more strands of barbed wire;
or

3. A 48-inch or higher wood fence which may have
cracks or openings not in of 5 pe
of the area of such fence, with three or more
strands of barbed wire,

The term "barbed wire" shall mean any twisted wire with barbs
spaced a minimum of 4 inches apart and placed at the top of the
fence and gates at an angle not to exceed 160 degrees facing
away from the excavation,

It also will be necessary to provide a fence between the residen-
tial structures so that the lake will not be easily accessible
to neighborhood children. It is the opinion of the staff that
the fence would not necessarily have to be chainlink; however,
it should be at least a minimum of 6 feet in height and should
be of such construction that it would be difficult for children
to climb over, and further, no gates should be provided unless
they azre kept locked at all times. Therefore, it is recommended
that a 6-foot solid or semi-solid wall of brick, stons, steel,
masonry, architectural stone, wood (excluding redwood), or com=-
bination thereof, be constructed and maintained betwean the
structures. We are recommending a specific fence proposal be
designed and submitted for the areas between the building if it
is to be something other than the required chainlink.

The fence proposal for the entire site should be filed with the
Development Plan for approval as a part of the Plan.

One other problem relating to fencing concezns the timing of the
construction of the fence in relation to the construction of the
apartments. Therefore, we request that you submit a proposal
indicating the staging of the construction of the fence so that
this can be reviewed and become a part of the Developr-nt Plan,

Exivats Road

The private road, as indicated in Parcel No. 6, shall be paved
when openad and a note to this effect shall be included in the
comments undex Parcel No. 6. The width of proposed pavement
(depending on whether or not street parking is proposed) shall

be indicated. It is necessary that the private road be redesigned
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adjacent to Mexidian so that the entrance of the private road
to Meridian is approximately 150 feet north of the center line
of River Park Drive.

Homes Association EE

After the site has been completely developed, there is alvays
the possibility that portions will be sold off, If this occurs,
a question arises as to how the lake, fence, and open space will
be maintained., Also, the future maintenance of othexr facilities
such as playgrounds, pools, parking areas, etec., will need to be
guaranteed, It is, therefore, recommended that the applicants
indicate on the Plan, or by a separate letter, that a homss asso-
clation agreement providing for the maintenance of non-public
common areas, parking areas, community facilities, lake, fence,
etec., shall be filed with the platting of Parcel No. 6.

Uaakls Opsn Space

For the purpose of defining usable open space in connection with
Comment NHo. 12 of Paxcel No. 6, usable open space is defined as
land which does not include streets, alleys, off-street parking
and loading areas, private drives and driveways, public open
spaces or land upon which structures are planned to be built,
However, structures and improvements which are provided for
recreational purposes and are appropriated for the residents of
the development only may be included as open space.

Lleor Azea RatiQ

Foxr the purposes of this Community Unit Plan, the f£loox area
ratio for each parcel as submitted shall be the sum of the gross
horizontal area of every floor of a building measured from the
exterior face of exterior walls or from the center of party walls
including:

1. The basement floor area whea more than one-half
the basement height is above the finished lot
grade level where curb level has not been estab-
1lished;

Elevator shafts and stairwells at each floor;

Floor space used for mechanical equipment (ex-
cept equipment, open or enclosed, located on
the reof) ;s
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Attic space having headroom of saven feet ten
oF morej

Interior balconies and mezzanines; and

7. Enclosed poxches.

Ploor area devoted to off-street parking or loading shall not
be included in the floor area.

It will be necessary that you submit fifteen copies of the coz-~
rected Development Plan to our office no latex than 5:;00 p.m.,
Tuesday, December 27, 1966, so that ataff recomsendations may

be prepared and copies of the Development Plan may be forwarded
to the Planning Commission for their xeview prior to the Planning
Commission ting on January 12, 1967,

The cwnership list for both DP-23 and 2-0824 must be submitted
to our office by Wednasday, December 14, 1966, for these matters
to be scheduled for the Planning Commission meeting of January

Please contact our office if you have any questions concerning
this mattex.

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
JHG sbgs
Enclosure
ecy Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite, President
Clear Lake, Inc.
Union National Building ¢7:£0.2

Mr. Robert H, Helson, Attorney
816 Union Center Building £ 7202

Mx, Robert willard
405 South Hillside /£ 7.2//

Blind copy to Theodore H. Hill




Nz, Rebext Feagins
Teagine & Kixech
6416 Zast Cemtzal
wichits, Kaness ¢ 7706

Subject: DPF-2) - Marina Lake Cemmmaity Uait
Plan on the south side of 21lst stzeet between
Amidon and Mezidian

Deax Nz, Feagimss

On Nevenber 1), 1966, RMalph Wuls, Director of Publie Works,
Division Nsade of the Department of Public Werks, and repxe-
ssatatives fyom our oiiice, met with you to review your latest
sulmitted plans for “Marina Lahe BDeavelopment®, It was the
gomezal concensws of all those in attendames that it was im-
peseible to evaluate yous witheut & traffic study
of the axea. Although traffis is being sdeguately handled om
the therefaze of 21st Street and Amidom and at their intex~
sectisa, traffic volumes in excess of that which had been
anticipated by 1985 (xre: FTramsportatien Study, 1%64) axe mow
being expezienced at these levations.

As you are aware, three shopping cemtezrs mow exist at this
leestion, all with expansion plans, and amother potential ohop~
piag center has been approved just ssst of the Little Arkansas
River bridge. Becawse of this situstion, resezvations were
sxpressed that majex strest intersectiom of 2let strest

be sbie to handle the additiomsl traffic
genszated by the preposed Marins Lake Development im addition
to the planned expansion of othexr develepmsnts im the sxes.

ing,

|
|
§
1

As wes expressed st our meet the Public Works Deportmsat
zeceatly comstructed Amiden and the Anidon-21lst Strest imtez—
section for the primary puzpose of meviang tzaffic. In deling
89, and to protect agaimst conflicts zesulting from mumszous
ouzh cuts on subject propsrty, access cemtzel was acqguized
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sleag the Aniden fromtage, Therefore, it is the position of
the Public Werks Departmsat that pxier to the relsase of any
aceess ceatrol permitting unanticipeted curb cuts, evidence
sust be submitted by the spplicent zelatimg to the effect which
these curb cuts will have on Anidon and the operatiomal charae—
teristies of the Anidon-2lst Street intersectica.

Amsng the deterninastions which must be made is the status of
21lst stzest. As the Transpoctation Flam nov indicates, 2Zist
stzeet west of Anidon is met a wmajor stzeet and the bridge
aszess the Arksssas River is not proposed to bs replaced. The
dovelopnent nov existing, as well as the development mg: pro—
posed, may warzent a re-evalusiiem of 2lst strest a0 & majer
stxeet.

Specitieally, s study sheuld be made to deternine the following:

1. Projected tzaffic volums increases on 1lst Street
and /midon which will be experienced a8 a result
of the realisstion of the imtexim and ultimste
Marina Lake Development plans.

2., Mejected volumss of traffic movemsats at the
designated ingzess snd egress locstions em the
Marins Lake Developmaat plams,

3. Traffie flow charts ox diagzoume graphically ima-
dieating the vehicular volume justifications fer
physical medifications ofs

8. 2lst Styest adjaceant to ths developmsat site;

b, Amiden stzest adjacent to the development
olsey

£. The 2lst Strest and smidom imersection)

d, Ascess comtzol sevisions aleng the Amidon
frontage of tie development site.

4. Bvaisation of proposed thesefaze design nedifisa~
tions sweh as cuzb cuts, medisn hreaks, median
extendions, socelezstien amd decelsrstien lames,

and left-turn bays &8 they relate te:
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2lst Street and their intersectiem;
Ingress and sgress operstions of existing

1
i
'
:
:
i
|

a,
b

Unien Nationsl Building ¢ 7707
Babert Hslsom, Attozmey

81¢ Union Camtex Builéing - /7o
Bebezt Willard

Des E, Sattezthwaite, President

B, B, Saith, City Eagineex
Paul Gzaves, Traffic Eagimeer
Clsax Laks, Ine.

403 South Millside £ 77/
Blind Copy to Theodore H., Hill
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Mx, Robext Feagins

Feagins & Xirsch, Architects
6416 Rast Centxal

Wichita, Kansas ¢ /200

Subject: DP-23 - Marina Lake Community Unit Plan
on the south side of 2lat Street between Amidon
and Meridian

Deax Mx. Feagine:
We sppreciated the opportunity to review the Davelopment Plan

for Marina Lake Development with you and Bod Willard in the
office of Paul Gzaves and Jim Smith of the Traffic Engineering
Division on October 27, 1966. We were encouraged by your com-
ments that more thought is now being given to redesign, pro-
posed uses, amending the legal description of the soning appli-
cation and access to major streets.

Our concern with the submitted Plan is that it is not in keep~
ing with the purpose and intent of the Community Unit Plan
BMegulations, which aze to encourage well-planned and well-
organized development of residential and commercial areas. The
primary purpose of the Community Unit Plan provision is to pex-
mit more flexible development of a larger commercial or resi-
dential area without adversely affecting the adjacent neigh-
bozhood, On the enclosed Plan we have marked the boundary of
adjacent moning districts to the east and north an’ we would
fecommend that your proposed commsxrcial uses pgt be projected
and designed across from residential areas.

mlum-th'm.mlummmtmm
stead of just listing six ingress and egress points to Amidon
and ten to 2lst Street, that necessary access points to the
site be indicated on the Plan and designed in connection with
existing mediale, medial cuts and adequate proposed left-turn
stacking lanes. Access to the proposed apartments on the west
should be from Meridiam as total access contrzol has been taken
on plats west of Meridisn to the bridge.
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Exoposad Land Use and Paxcels

The Plan indicates two parcels at the intersection of 2lst and
Amidon, one for a service station and the other for an automo-
tive parts and supply store. This typs of development detracts
from the area as a shopping center and tends to reiate more to
strip commezcial development. Detached structures such as ser-
vice stations and automotive stores are not shopping center uses
but are the types of uses which would be found in smaller asso-
cisted commercial areas in the nearby vicinity of the shopping
centexr. BService stations have, however, been approved on pract-
ically every plan at major stxeet intersections, but as more
free-standing uses axe requested, such as for the automotive
supply stors, the character of the development as a sl

center is lost and a half shopping center and half strip-developed
axea is the result. There axze several areas in the City whexe
the automobile stoxe is attached to the main commercial structure
which, in our opinion, is more desirable. It is recommended that
Pazcel No. 3 be deleted fxom the Plan.

Parcel No, 1 indicates recreational facilities as a proposed use.
It should be pointed out that outdoor recreational facilities
axe not a permitted use in the "LC” sone and are first permitted
in the "C" Commexrcial District.

Sathacks

The Plan indicates a 35-foot building setback lins which is not
in keeping with the majority of othex development plans of thias
sise that have recently been approved. The Planning Coamission
has encouraged a minimum 100-foot building setback on major par-
cels and, in some . has in d this to 300 feet. The site
plan submitted with the Development Plan indicates that the main
structures facing Amidon will set back more tham 250 feet from the
street right-of-way line. Therefore, it is the opinion of the
staff that » more realistic setback line should be proposed keep~
ing in mind that the Community Unit Plan provisions of the Oxdi-
nance is to encourage well-planned and well~oxganized shopping
centezs,

The proposed 35-foot setback indicated on the minor parcels such
@8 Pazcels No. 2 and 5 is in conformance with Tecently approved
Plans and appears to be satisfactoxry.
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Stxeat Right-of-way

There is a policy of obtaining additional right-of-way at intex-
sections of major streets which is in conjunction with Chart 5D,
of the recently adopted Transportation Plan Element of the Com—~
prehensive Plan of the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan

Area. Specifically, Chart 5D requires 75 feet of half-streest
right-of-way for a distance of 350 feet in each direction from
the centex lines of the intersecting streets. The Plan has omit-

“ted this requirement but it will be necessary to indicate the

right-of-way on the revised Plan for both 2lst Street and Amidonm.

The Plan indicates 35 feet of half-street right-of-way for
Mexidian; however, the plat to the west (Indian Hills Fourth
Mdition), which was recently approved, has dedicated 50 feet

- of half-street right-of-way and, therefore, the necessary right-

of-way will have to be determined.

The Plan also indicates a road paralleling the river with an
intersection on Amidon. As expressed in cur meeting yestexday,
this road would sexve as a collector and would be utilised rather
than 2lst Strest. This cculd create enough traffic to warrant

a traffic signal light on Amidon and a traffic light would xe-
duce the efficiency of Amidon as a traffic-carrying street and
certainly would not be in the best interest of the publie. It
is, therefore, recommended that River Road be deleted from the
Plan.

Baxcel No. 6

We need to discuss the arxea indicated as Paxcel Mo, 6, which is
proposed for a Residential Community Unit Plan. The 780 dwell-
ing units appear to bs extremely high density for the approxi-
mately ten acres of developable land and certainly the filling
of the laks atea to sccomplish such density will be discouraged,
We will be available to discuss this area at your convenisnce.

GuEmAKY

These are just some of the comments concerning the submitted
Plan. Since you are now redesigning the area, there is no use
to comment on the submitted proposal in detail. We recommend
that in your xedesign and study of access points in relation to
necesaary improvewsnts of both Amidon and 2lst Street that you
considexr the following:
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Dealeting Parcel Mo, 3,

Aligning the west line of Parxcel Mo. 1 with
the east line of Sweetbziar Street,

Indicating a setback in line with propossd
structures,

Indicating 75 feet of half-strest right-of-way
for Amidon from the center line of 2lst Street
south a distance of 350 feet.

Indicating 75 feet of half-atreet right-of-way
for 2lst Street fxom the center line of Amidon
west a distance of 350 feet.

Determining the necessary half-street zight-of-
way for Mezidian

Deleting River Road from the Plan.

The applicant contacting the Traffic Engineex
regarding curb cuts, access control and medials.

Indicating a 35-foot building height om all
pazcels,

The applicant contacting the Flood Comtrol Divi-
sion of the Department of Public Works concern=-
ing dedications for drainage xight-of-way and
minimum pad elevations and indicating the in-
formation on the Plan.

Since you have propossed to substantially change the boundaries
of the parxcels and pricr to advertising the case for public
heaxing, the zoning application should be amsnded to conform
to the revised parcels on the Development Plan.

Enclosed is a marked copy of ths Preliminaxy Development Plan
for your information and files. If you have any questions con-
cerning this mattexr, please call,

Sincerely,

Jack H. Galbraith
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Mx. Don E, Sattexthwaite, Pres.
Clsar Lake, Ine. 3
Union Matiocnal Building ¢ 777

Mxr, Robert H, Nelson
816 Union Center Building ¢ 7707

Mr, Robext Willard
403 South Hillside (7.0//

Mx, Paul T, Graves
Traffic Engineer

ki

=




September 26, 1966

Mr. Robert Feagins, Architect
Feagins and Kirsch

6416 East Central

Wichita, Kansas & 720 (

Dear Bob:
Subject: Proposed Development Plan
shopping Center at 2lst and Amidon
Southwest Corner

After you were in the other day and after talking with Galbraith
and later seeing Ted Hill that day, I find there might be some
possible confusion that our comments, or failure to make comments,
at this preliminary stage constituted concurrence or nonconcur=
rence with all matters contained in the sketches shown us. As I
am sure you are aware, this does not hold, We would like to see
any proposals that you have in the form of a sketch after you
have made the necessary initial clearances with Traffic Engineer-
ing, Public Works and Flood Control.

When we have an opportunity to study the whole proposal, the item
which may concern us most, other than the rather shallow setbacks,
is the free-standing structure of major size towards the south end,
As you know, we are not necessarily opposed to free-standing
structures in shopping center layouts, but until we see more infor-
mation on entrances and general layout, compare the depth of zon-—
ing with the tract across the street to the east, and get some idea
of how you are going to treat the north bank of the river and the
western part of this tract, we may want to pull the free-standing
structure back and make it a part of the residential development
along the south bank area, However, even this comment is somewhat
premature until we have an opportunity to study the proposal a
little bit more in detail. This letter is being written so that
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any confusion which may have existed can be laid to rest, as
soon as you have some proposals for us to comment on officially,
let us have five copies of the prints and a few days to review
and reply.

Sincerely,

Robert A, Lakin
Assistant Planning Director




KAHRS, NELSON, FANNING & HITE
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

UNION CENTER BUILDING
AUSTIN M. COWAN (isas-isas

W. AL KAHRS WICHITA, KANSAS 67202 TELEPHONE
ROBEAT H. NELSON AMHERST 2-3777
H.W. FANNING October 10, 1966

RICHARD C.HITE

DARRELL D.KELLOGG

ROGER M. SHERWOOD

RICHARD L.HONEYMAN

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission
City Annex Building
Wichita, Kansas

Re: Community Unit Plan
Residential and Commercial -
21st and Amidon

Gentlemen:

Enclosed herewith is an application for community unit

plan covering the property located at the Southwest corner of
21st and Amidon together with with an application for change
of zoning as set forth in said petition.

Mr. Feagen has heretofore left with you five copies of
the drawings setting forth the proposed community unit plan
for the commercial area and copies of the residential community
unit plan will be furnished to you later.

I am also enclosing a check in the sum of $400.00 in pay-
ment of the filing fee for both the community unit residential
plan and the zoning petition. Abstractor's certificate of owner-
ship covering said zoning will be furnished to you within the
very near future. Please acknowledge receipt hereof and advise
the date of hearing set hereon.

Very truly yours,

i
- / 7
Wt e latr
OF KAHRS, NELSON, FANNING & HITE
RHN:1t
cc: Mr. Don E. Satterthwaite, Pres.
Clearlake, Inc.
Union National Building
Wichita, Kansas
Mr. Merle Mason, Sec'y.
Attorney at Law
810 West Douglas

Wichita, Kansas




APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN
SID. IAL O RCIAL DEVELOPMEI

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE
CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

This is an application for a Community Unit Plan - Planned Development.
The form must be completed and filed at the Planning Department, Room
402, City Building Annex, 104 South Main, Wichita, Kansas, in accord-
ance with directions on the accompanying instruction sheet. AN INCOM-
PLETE APPLICATION CANNOT BE ACCEPTED.

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

a. Applicant \Ale“ Lake, Inc. Xoelase st Bl 0.7

Address 816 tnien—Center Building Phone Amherst 2-3777

Agent ! ;Robe:t H. Nelson

816 Union Center Building
Address Wichita, Kansas 67202 Phone Amherst 2-3777

Applicant

Address,

Agent

Address

Applicant

Address,

Agent

Address Phone

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

II.A The applicant hereby requests Community Unit Plan approval on

property zoned _"AA" and legally described X¥XXSEK)

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

the space below or on an attached sheet.)

A Tract commencing at the Northeast cormer of Lot 1; in Sectiom 7,
in Township 27, in Range 1 East of the Sixth principle meridan, Sedgwick
County, Kansas; thence South 2,086% feet along the East line of said
Lot 1 to centerline of Eighteenth Street in Ford's Second Addition to
Wichita, Kansas, extended West; thence West 53 feet to the left ba
the Arkansas River; thence Northwesterly and West along the left
the Arkansas River to the West line of said Lot 1; thence North-along the
West line of said Lot 1, 897 8/10 feet to the Norrner of the said
Lot 1; thence East 2,460 6/10 feet to place of beginning. “E’

II.B There are APPROX. 60 acres (round to nearest tenth) in the above

described property.

T9-330-3




The Sol t 2
This property is located at (address) e ?Eh!fes corner 05 .151:

The general location is (use appropriate section)

a. at the corner of

and ; or

on the __ West side of Amidon (Ave.,

Street) between (Ave., Street) and

South of 21st Street (Ave., Street).

I (we), the applicant(s), acknowledge receipt of the instruction

sheet explaining the method of submitting this application. I

(we) realize that this application cannot be processed unless it
is completely filled in and accompanied by a current abstractor's

certificate as required in the instruction sheet.

CLEAR LAKE, INC.

o
By By
Authorized Agent (if any) Authorized Agent (if any)
Robert H. Nelson

By

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

QFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Department at

,3 :aé (AM,@ on _ /0O "/0 -4 6 (Day, Month,

Year). It has been checked and found to be complete and accom-

panied by required documents and the appropriate fee of

T9-330-4




STATEMENT OF OWNERSHIP

STATE OF KANSAS )

)
Sedgwick County, )

The undersigned duly bonded and qualified abstracter
within and for the Jounty and State aforesaid, does hereby certify:

That we have examined the records in the office of the
Register of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, with reference to the
ownership of the following property in Sedgwick County, Kansas, viz:

Property lying within s radius of 1,000 ft
of: Reg at the NE cor of Lot 1, Section 7, Township2T,
R 1 East; th South 2086.5 ft along the E line of Lot 1
to the center of 18th Street extended West; th W 53 ft
to the left bank of the Arkansas River; th NWly & Wly
elong the left bank of the Arkansas River to the W line
of sd Lot 1; th N along West line of sd Lot 1, 897.8 ft
to the NW cor sd Lot 1; th E 260.6 £t to beg.

And from such examination find that the owners there-
of are as set opposite the description of the property below, viz:

A-8679-76

PFeg at NE cor Lot 1, Sec 7-27-1E; S 2086.5 ft to center of
18th St., in Ford's 2nd Add., extended west; W 53 ft to
left bank of Arkanses River; NWly & Wly along left bank of
frkensas River to W line Lot 1; th ¥ 897.8ft to the NW cor
sd Lot 1; th E 2460.6 f't to beg.

)(glear Lakes, Inc.

’
Plocare 7atesrnal % z
D-18466-47 : T 7200
A tr in Gov Lot 4, in Sec 7, Twp 27, R 1 E, desc &s fol;
Beg 1056 Tt N of SW cor sd Lot 4; th E 330 £t; th N parl
to the Meridian line to the South bank of the Arkansas

River; th Wly slong sd river to the Meridian line; th S
to beg.

|/-T. A, & Mable Friessen, ux
1946 N, Meridian ¢ /50 5




D-18466-49 ; :
Beg 957 £t N of SW cor Gov. Lot L3 E 330 £6; N 99 ft;
W 330 ft3 S to beg. Sec 7, Twp 27, R 1 East.

./Oren & -m.nifrad F. Delaney, ux
1942 N. Meridian 4 Z7035

D-18),66-50

Beg 858 't North of SW cor of Gov Lot l, Sec 7, Twp 27,
R 1 East; E 330 ft; N 99 £t; W 330 £t; S to beg.

\/P. E. & Laura Hightower, ux
1932 N. Meridian [ 7763

D-18L66-51

Beg 759 £t N of SW cor Gov Lot lj, Sec 7, Twp 27, R 1 E;
E 330 ft3; N 99 £t; W 330 ft; 8 to beg.

|/Barl: A. & Della Stoner, ux
- 1922 N. Merildian LIAST

ADDITION OWNER

‘WOMER'S bth.
1, 2, 3, g. 5y 6, 1 /R, W. Womer
16, 17, 18, 19, 2 ) 120 L ocod Blvd, ;
oo ‘ "6 1378

23 & prt of 2lj, des ‘1 . /Gals D, & Sara L. Black, ux
as: beg st front cor 1502 Pleasantview (7707
com to Lots 23 & 23

Ely 15 ft; Nly 136.4

fb; NWly to rear cor

com to sd Lots 23 & 2i;

Sly 139 ft to beg.

Prt Lot 2, all 25 & 1 )(n. W. Womer
26, exc E 10 ft.

E 10 £t Lot 26, all 1 Véubert: M. & Shirley E. Snell, ux
Lot 27, 7500 Warren & 7.2/.2,

Lot 28 & prt Lot 29, 1 -\/william A. & Kathleen S. James, ux
1721 N. Sedgwick 472035

Prt Lot 29, all Lot 30, 1 ‘/R. We & S. H. Womer
LS e LT
31, 1 JH. P. Lent, Jr. & Ruth 8. Lent, ux
: 2162 Rells Vista &7.207%

32 & Prt Iot 33 /G. Gayle & Eula Jean Stephens, ux
215l Bella Vista £ 7.905

Prt Lot 33, all 34, 35, 1 R. W. Womer
36, 37 & 38, et X

Iots 1, 2, 3, L4, 5, 6, 2 B XR. W. Womer
Iﬁ 8, 9, 1o, 11, 12, 1
»

15 2 /Norem T. Garver
21,1 Bella Vista & 7705

16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 2 )(a. W. Womer
& 22,

23 2 \/Philllp C. & Constence L. Rader, uy

2201 Bella Vista oo




Lot ADDITION

24, 25, 26, 27, Womer's é6th XR. W, Womer

1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, : River Park. 1/'1'&1:1 Rivers Investments, Inc,
Res. Agt: G. R. Monroe
218 N. Broadwey /£ 7.i/%

2y 35 Uy 5, 6, .‘X'min Rivers Investments, Inc
10;013;492; \

2l 3' ul 5.' 6’
9

X Twin Riverz Investments, Inc
i :

25, 26, 27, it " )( Twin Rivers Investments, Inc

1 Indian Hills Lth ,/Indian Hills Development Co,)

D-6111-2LE

Beg 1040 ft N of SW cor Gov Lot L, Sec 12,
Twp 27, R 1 W; W 330 £t; N parl to Meridian
line to the S bank of Arkansas River; Ely
along S benk sd river to Meridian 11ne° th
S to beg.

D-1830-37

S 100 £t of: Beg 940 ft N of SE cor Gov Lot
L, Sec 12-27-1W; W 330 ft; N to S bank of
Arkanses River; Ely along 8 benk of sd river
to the Meridien line; S to beg.

D-18430-36

N 110 ft of: Bag on the Meridisn line & 720
ft N of SE cor Gov Lot L, in NEi Sec 12-27-
1W; W 330 £&; ¥ 220 ft; E 330 ft; S 220 It
to beg, exc prt platted as Cindy fddition.

Lot 1, Cindy Addition.

Lot 1, Blk 3, Meadowvale Add.
Lot 2, Blk 3, Meadowvale Add.
Lot 3; Bk 3, Meadowvale Add.

Lot 11, Blk 3, Meadowvale rdd.

Lot 12, Blk 3, Meadowvele Add.

Lot 13, Blk 3, Meadowvale Add.
Lot 5, Rlk 7, Benjamin Hills 2nd Add.
‘Lot 5, Rlk .3, Benjemin Hills 2nd Add.

Lot 6, Rlk 3, Benjemin Hills 2nd rdd.

H. Marvin Bastian, Pres, Inc,
1905 Southwest Blvd. /.2 /5

/lester Turley
1825 Hood 4 %503

Ahnrleu W. Sloan i
2218 St. Louis £ %¥0F

‘/Hevmn & Nellie M. Wolf, ux ,
2725 W. 16th St. é7407

/Frad I. & Juanita F. B:mars,u:
1912 N. Richmond & 7O

/Hutord Q. & Agnes C. Yetter,ux
1551 Payne & 7.703

oward L. & Doris M. McGregor,
1932 N. Edwards ¢ 7705 ux

/Truman 6. & Shirley L. Lyon, ux
1.926 N. Edwards & 7205

./Donald L. & Jacqueline R. Dsy.
1927 N. Richmond & 7205

Vparrel R. & Shirley E. Duncan,
1933 N. Richmond £/2/5 ux

/Noz-mnn E. & Alta Swanson, ux
1975 McLean Blvd. KW & 7-25:?

,/J_’ack E. & Elizsbeth J, Greene,

2302 Merigold £ 7.70% ux

VRicherd R. & Mildred M. Aya.sh,
2628 Benjamin & 7754

/3, ¥. & Ruby Millsap, ux
2616 Benjamin < 7o,




ADDITION

BENJAMIN HILLS 2nd.

./Kennal:h A. & Thelma J;an McGrew, ux
260l Benjamin ¢ %20

Arthur D. & Flo’rencaj. Busch, ux
2552 Benjamin & 7-20

J/obed T. & Evelyn A. Wells, ux
2542 Ben Jamin 47204

Virginia D. Spencer
'125 Benjamin £ 7264/

/Everest E. & Gladys L. Wible, ux
V' 2520 Benjamin & 72O

+ Raymond D. & Gail Geo:-}e, ux
2512 Benjemin &£ 7o

\/Mnrvin M. & Barbars H, Somers, ux
2506 Benjamin & 7204

Elizabeth H. Heinsohn
2305 N. Richmond £ /204

/Carl A. & Lucille Bessier, ux
2315 N. Richmond /7204

‘/Vera Stutsman
1002 Brookfield &£ %.0¢

./Garl A. & Marie Warne, ux
2339 N. Richmond & 7204

\/Hoz'ton E. & Benita L. Goss, ux
2355 N. Richmond & 7244/

/1. J. & Vivien L. Harder, ux
1226"s. Waco &7/

/Kenneth L. & Alberta M. Walker, ux
2377 N. Richmond ¢ 72¢

/.}’oh.n W. & Kathleen T. Schiffler, ux
232l W. Richmond & 7.2

\./John A, & E. ElResa Paul, ux
231 N. Richmond 47‘20‘/

‘/Lannard R. & Kellens M. yright, ux
2304 N. Richmond ¢ ¥.22

-’é‘rarﬂc H. & Mary L. Wright, ux
2305 Dogwood ¢ #&¢

./ﬁlbert €. & Mildred
2315 Dogwood ¢ 720

/Jack G. & J. Jarine Highley, ux
2220 Hyacinth & 7204

,?' Martin, ux

Aiilbur R. & E. Maxilne Elsea, ux
2529 Bullinger s /-2

‘4nna McLean
2359 McLean Blvd. WW & 720

Joliver R. & Marjorie L. Anderson, ux
1602 H. Charles ¢ /2d3




ADDITION OWNER

10
10
10
10
10
11

]
3

EENJAMIN HILLS 2nd. ‘/CQrdinal Construction Co., Inc
2220 Cardinali 7H 4

\/Joh.n M., Jr. & Betty L. char ds
230l . Richmond 4,7.@51 ux

J Michael A. & Mary Paula Belluomo
22,5 Rullinger (7 H0Y ux

/William W, & Colleen H. Green, ux
V 2701 Renjamin ¢ %.2¢

Milliam C. & June E. Miller, ux
1609 Selme & 7.2/¢

\/c. Raymond & Kathleen V. Goble,
2533 Benjamin & %4704 ux

\/Rieherd & Wilma Jesnne Bills, ux
151, Sabin ¢ 7.2 /42,

/Richard Dale & Alice M. Gass, ux
2551 Benjamin & 7204/

/C:onrad A, & Dorothy L. Smith, ux
2605 Ben jamin £ 7704

u/B ron R. & Bertha M.‘/Waggoner, uy |

2615 Benjamin £ 72s

r/Verland M. & Elaine Patterson, ux
2627 Benjamin (£ 7254/

AL, ¥ Acaisets /Wolf Construction Co., Inc.
J 1 9-27- bk S
7. a% ¥ ﬁdﬁ('y @_Kfrud&) 2457 L Id,?“’

. ¥l / oy Albert P. & Reva Guerra, ux
¥ el /3616 Fob White £7407

Gene B. & Mary Jean Martin, ux
2606 Bob White ¢ 72&

-/William D. & Wilma E. McLean,ux
2552 Bob White £ 7.7~

VRalph E. & Virginis K. Brumback,
2542 Bob White & 7204 ux

/Dean L. & Norms L. Babb, ux
253l Bob White £ 7204

/I. Carson & Virginia G. Rockhill
2505 Benjamin (£ 22o4 ux

—&esaie R. Trimble, sgle.
2521 Bob White /72.+/

il f Aegen® F 967 [Evelyn J. Caldwell, sgle.

733 Casletges 67205 John 0. & fnna B, English, ux
"é‘red J. & Virginie H. Soper, ux
3901 E. 2B8th N. é7.2.2a

L/William D. & Mona Beth Dopps, ux
2551 Pob White £ 7‘.25:7/

b/‘.‘:'smes J. & Norvell B, McKee, ux
2605 Bob White . 7.4/




ADDITION

BENJAMIN HILLS 2nd.
Ell F., & Agnes C. Ferris, ux
2615 Bob White ¢ #2004

Lowell W. & Lorraine F., Schreeder, ux
6500 W. Fwp—fiSl - (&W 67207

Cardinal Construction Co., Inc.
2220 Cardinal

Anna McLean
2359 Mclean Blvd, NW

Cardinal Construction Co., Ine.
\f‘ 2220 Cardinal

/Robert M. & Joan B. Shearer, ux
24433 Benjemin & %204/

William G. & Yonne W. Allen, ux
242 Benjamin £ 7204/

J/Xellis H. & Lucile K. Wilkinson, ux
23l Renjemin & 720"

Ray C. & Dorothy J. Hopson, ux
/2h26 Benjamin 27..2&‘5/ <

JC(Erd E. & Gloria J. Lewis, ux
2420 Benjamin &£ 725</

J/Administrator of Vetersns Affsirs
L5680 Ladl s ,{,&” b T/

/Robert R. & Betty J. Gibson, ux
2207 N. Richmond & %204

\/ Oswald ¥, & Clytle N. Edghill, ux
No fddress fvailable
PO Addteco et rrels
/Williem W. & Fldra M. Leblond, ux
2227 N. Richmond £ %204

JE. Kenneth & Lorene B. Miller, ux
2235 N. Richmond ¢ 720+

)(' Administrator of Veterans sffairs

/Lloyd D. & Flo L. Watson, ux
1339 Everett ¢ 7.2./35

/Henry Kleus & Darlene M., Jesse, ux
2261°N. Richmond & 7.20%

-/waltar J. & Ruth B, Broderson, ux
2262 N. Richmond 27205

/Robert P. & Mildred Kirkpetrick, ux
229 N. Richmond &7Zd+

JGeorge L. & Birdie M. Herris, ux
22l N. Richmond & 7.2 o</

VJohn M. & Virginia Lang, ux
2236 N. Richmond £ 7.2.04

J/Merle D. & Bonnle Lee Speer, ux
2228 N. Richmond & Z294




ADDITION

BENJAMIN HILLS 2nd.

>( Administrator of Veterans Affairs
lzy V. & Dorothy D. Ba‘}p, ux
2208 N. Richmond & %24

XJoe E. & Virginia R. Walton, ux

' No AddressAvailab

yﬂ el :lzta?/tf,aagé]}ildp

VMicheel J. & Glédys I, Dailey, ux
2219 Marigold & /=2¢%

-/Lar J
ry J. & Gwendolyn F, Armfield, ux
2229 Marigold & Y20F :

George L. & Jeannine A. Ramsey, ux
2239 Marigold ¢ /.2¢

)(Adminiatrator of Veterans #ffairs
,/Orvills We & Battia;n Smith, ux
2225 Dogwood £ 720

Xadministrstor of Veterans pffeirs

e

s

o
PORLNEL ARk

t/char-lms F. % Dorothy E. Danbury, ux
22,3 Dogwood & V.28

3t

V/Forrest V. & Evelyn A. Jackson, ux
2251 Dogwood & 7.264 R

/Ward H. & Esthe . Rlackford, ux
2238 Marigold & %Zo4/

\/Ray M. & Constence A. Christlanson, uxj
2222 Marigold ¢ 7404

/Howard L. % Suzanne Wilson, ux
2206 Marigold &720

/;'. E. & Shirley E. Pinkhem, ux
2210 Cardinal Dr. 6 %204

/Floyd J. & Maxine E. Mayer, ux  int.
81 Coolldge £ 7204
ong Floy Raye , Ux z int.
2616 Manhattan ¢ 7204

Presbytery of Wichita, Synod of Kansas :
Jazse Marigold G 7.204 2

V/Board of Education, Wichita, Kansas.
’Z?f;az-. ‘dﬁ.aa‘éu;n.ff 67202

/Board of Park Commissioners
&2?/ 6’[%}‘ Q?L;ﬂ:)&

A-10256-1

Peg at intersection of N line of 21st \/'Sueatbri ar Building, Inc.
St & E line Sweetbriar lLane; E 150 ft; Res pgt: Lester C. Arvin

N 150 ft; W to E line Sweetbriar Lane; L10 Schwelter Bldg. /7902
S to beg. Prt Blk 16, Renjemin Hills

2nd Addition /




p=10256-2

Blk 16, exc S 300 £t M/L & 1/2 vac Viwin River Club 204/
Helstead St., Benjamin Hills 2nd *dd, 22448 Sweetbriar Lane g 7Ho4

A-B679-Th

SEL SEZ of SW} Sec 6, Twp 27, R 1 E; Léweetbr:lar Garden, Inc.
exc that part platted ss Sweetbriar 2359 McLean Blvd. £ 7204
fddition.

Lots 1, 2 & 3, Sweetbriar Addition \/Sweetbrisr Garden, Inc.
& Replet of Part of Benjemin Hills 2359 McLean Blvd. (5%1»'(”/
Second Addition.

A-8679-78

W 1/3 Acre of 1 sq Acre in NW cor r]'/Noble Houts
of Lot 2, Sec 7, Twp 27, R 1 E. ,3.5' % Lloyd Houts, 2221 Campbell St.
E g ng Beach, 15 Calif.
/U! M s

A-8679-79 P

E 2/3 Acre of 1 A tract in NW cor V;‘[arcua D. Gow v
Lot 2, exc N 50 ft for St., NEL 7007 W 13th St. £72/2
Sec 7, Twp 27, R 1 E.

Blk 1, Lekeview Estates. /Lakavisw Development Co., Inc.
Evan D. Ritchie, Treas.
1820 N. Mosley &£ %2/

Lots 1, 2, 3, L, 5,681k A, Lakeview

Estetes 2nd & Replut Prt Lots 2 & 3, /fﬂka view,Deve lopment Co. Ieﬁ.
-./9' ‘ f,?_,/

O Bey 2345 6

Lekeview Add,

BIK ADDITION OWNER
2 Cook's River Ranch }(Lakevieu Development Co,, Inc.

2 ! jig Arlene V. Root
'/181;7 Lise Lane £ 720%

1 /G. W, Bragg Company, Inc.
1743 N. Broadwey & /.2/4

J/John L. & Anne: Orlene, Cook, ux
1833 Lisa Lane £ 7203

vEhristine J. Cleary
1829 Lisa lane & 7205

/Raymond & Margaret Horton, ux
1825 Lisa Lane £ 7205

V/Astrid Hayden
1821 Lise lane & 7205

A[abel W. Haines
1817 Lise Lane & #7203

‘/Richard L. & Ruth Ann Circle, ux
1813 Lisa Lane £ 7ocF

0/C].ara G. Frederick
W26 Garland €725

/Bverett C. & Delpha A, Moss, ux
1827 w. 18th st. £ %203

Mayne M. & Zelma D. Armstrong, ux
1809 W. 18th st, é 7203

/David H. & Leora M. Stanley, ux
1805 W. 18th Sh. & 7245




f"'.‘""’-'vv.“-\ ‘e

LoT BLK ADDITION OWNER

[ 1 COOK'S RIVER RANCH/Jack D., Sr. & val Emel, ux
1855 Woodrow Crt. £ 7205

6, exc S 1' 1 . Harlan B. & Phyllis J. Dixon, ux
1845 Woodrow Crt. & 7203

7 & S 1'of 61 Robert H. & Dorothy E. Jackson, ux
No Address Aveilable
St ad AN aa Fhierecl s

8 sEugene L. & Lorraine C. Jones, ux
2607 N. Chauteuqua ¢ %22./9

9 VChester H. & Aletha E. Wilson, ux
1815 Woodrow Crt. 4 72235

10 Frank L. & Leola M. Thomas, ux
1805 Woodrow Crt. 4 Z205

11, exc Nly2' 1 ‘/Paul J. & Dorothy C. Andree, ux
181 Lisa Lene ¢ /203

12 & Nly 2'of 1 Jeffrey V. & Martha L. Bexter, ux
Lot 11, No ﬂdd:e?{sﬂz!vailabéa Vo
7 a- 2 ey L2t

13 VHomer E, & LaDonn& Keith, ux
1828 Lisa Lane ¢ 7203

I E. Richard & Janet L. Franklin, ux
No Address Available
“Pto add v .—aalgj:m szt

15 o/ Ralph D. & Eve Radeliff, ux
1836 Lisa Lene & 7203

16 1 v Warren J., III, & Mary J. Rutledge, |
1840 Lise Lane £ #4273 ux f

1, 3, 5, Woodrow Crt. FORD & cmmvs‘[i_ A B G
1733 W. 1Bth St, & 7203

7 9, 11, 'éam & Lutie Schwein, ux
1848 Woodrow Crt. 6 720S

135155017, . " vberald B. & Grace N. Beat, ux
1842 Woodrow Crt. L7205

Reserve A, WOMER'S 6th VR, W. Womer
e L3 ohie & #2/%

& AN feaent
Blk 1, GARDNER'S RIVERLAWN “Gardner Lend, Inc. e
F90 Laet s
Lot 1, /Chester L. & Haith M. Mathes, ux
1927 W. 23rd St. £ 7204

Lot 2, V{eon E. & Darla G. Subera, ux
2132 S. Kensas (£ /.2//

Lot 3, /Donald A. & Lois M. Filby, ux
1915 W. 23rd St. & 720

L, N. A. & Mildred B. Miller, ux
1909 W. 23rd St. £ 7204

S J/Maybell Donovan
1901 W. 23rd St. £ 7904

6, VvE. W, & Nell M, Schubert, ux
1827 W. 23rd St. L7204




ADDITION

GARDNER'S RIVERLAWN

0. C. & Elsie M, Hinds
7 1821 W. 23rd St. 2I58

Jstephen J. & Janet L. Betton, ux
1815 W. 23rd St. & Z20%

/{Jilliam Henry Holsapple &
Mar jorie Holsapple, ux
1807 W. 23rd St. 47204
10 / Avis R. & Deloris Gutshall, ux
1801 W. 23rd St. A7244
221 S. Broadwey & 7.2d.2

11 ,John P, & Lola I, Hanson, ux
22, Amidon 47404

12 /Doyle W, & Wyota E, Davis, ux
2416 pmidon (4 704

11 thru 20, >(Gardner Land, Inc,

13 /Ray & Georgia I. Shropshire, ux
2410 Amidon 4 7.2¢

ki JFrederick L. & Margot Menefee, ux
24,02 Amidon £ 7.2/4 1

15 J/ Dean E. & Betty J. Norrig, ux
1918 W. 23rd St. £ 7244

16 VHenry D, & Dorothy J. Bogardus
2,09 Riverlawn £ 7;059 ux

17 /Paul W. & Katherine M. Reeves, ux
21,15 Riverlswn & 7204

/Frederick M. & Marjorie L Knodls,
2416 Riverlawn ¢£ 7204  ux

/Bill J. & Linda L, Mingle, ux
2410 Riverlawn J’woy :

J/Jemes & LaDonna J. Sanders, ux
121 Kevin Rd. £ 72,5

/Wendell E. & Betty M. Palin, ux
1824 W. 23rd St. £7.204

17 ./Thnmas E. & Doris A, Monk, ux
2409 Perry £ 7.2¢%

16 / Robert Milton & Donna Noll, ux
2402 Perry £ 7204

Lots 1, 2, 3, BRUNCH ADD. A. R. & Thelma Brunch, ux
i IR 5059 Valentine Rd. £ 7.2 /9

Dated et Wichita, Kansas this 25th
day of November, 1966 at 7:00 A. M.

FIDELITY TITLE COMPANY, INC.

oy Sl gecW W{\
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Tracer # 79100
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MARINA LAKE DEVELOPMENT
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Traffic Analysis
of
Twenty -First and Amidon
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Traffic Engineering Division

Public Works Department
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INTRODUCTION

The Marina Lake Development Study was based on studies of the
Twin Lakes Shopping Center Trip Generation for both pre and post seasonal
peak hour trip generations. The study covered all aspects of vehicular
movement, whether ingress or egress, during the peak traffic hour and
the peak shopping hour at the center. It is also unique in that data collected
at the Twin Lakes Center gives a base to determine the traffic that would
be generated by the proposed Marina Lake Development.

With the preceeding thoughts in mind, the Traffic Engineering Division
of the Public Works Department, City of Wichita, studied each ingress and
egress point at the Twin Lakes Shopping Center.

This survey was conducted through the cooperation of the Traffic
Engineering Division with the approval of the Manager of the Twin Lakes

Center,
STUDY PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to determine whether Amidon Street
and its intersection with Twenty-first Street would have adequate capacity
to accommodate the anticipated traffic volumes upon completion of the
Marina Lake Complex.

The survey was milti-purpose in scope. First it was aimed at

determining the trip generation ability of a shopping center such as Twin Lakes

(213, 000 sq. ft,) during the peak seasonal and non-seasonal periods.

=l=




Second, the trips generated by the center during the peak hours
Wwere traced to their direction of origin through the intersection of Twenty -
' first and Amidon by field investigations,

Finally, the trips generated by the Twin Lakes Center were loaded
to the surrounding streets thus showing the actual distribution of the traffic
generated. Also, a factoring process was used based on floor space.to

determine probable generation by the proposed Marina Lake Development.
STUDY AREA

Figure I shows the location of Twin Lakes as compared to the
proposed Marina Lake Development.

The intersection of Amidon and Twenty-first Streets is located
three and one-half miles northwest of the central business district in
Wichita, Kansas,

The Marina Lake Shopping Center is being planned in the southwest
quadrant of Twenty-first and Amidon as shown in Figure I.

The Marina Lake VDevelopment envisions a shopping center comprised
of approximately 450, 000 square feet of floor area and a 250 unit apartment
complex. The shopping center would be constructed on piers over a lake

with two-level parking for 2, 250 cars,

UDY PROCEDURE
—_— R

Survey personnel were stationed at each entrance to and exit from the

Twin Lake Center, as shown on Figure II, to record the following information:
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Time Ingress and Egress of vehicles by 15-minute increments.
Also, directional approach and departure of each vehicle by
turning movement direction through the Twenty -first
and Amidon intersection where possible (Western and
Northern sectors only).
The number of individuals stationed at each section varied from one
to three depending on the movements at that particular location,
The observers were able to station themselves in parked cars near
the access points to Twin Lakes to enable them to obtain data from given
positions.

Data was recorded in 15-minute increments throughout the survey.

This increment was deemed sufficient to determine the information desired.

TIME SURVEY

The survey was conducted during two different seasonal periods in
order to determine seasonal and non-seasonal peak hour traffic generation
by the Twin Lakes Center.

The first survey was conducted on Thursday, December 15, and

Saturday, December 17, 1966, to determine peak hour seasonal traffic

generation. A second study was conducted on Friday, January 13, 1967

to determine peak hour non-seasonal traffic generation by the center.
The weekday data collection phase was from 3:00 to 9:00 P. M. and the

Saturday phase was from 2:00 to 5:00 P. M.
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ANALYSIS

Trip Generation

This report analyzed non-seasonal peak hour traffic generation by
the Twin Lakes Center as a basis for determining the traffic to be generated
by the proposed Marina Lake Development. Table I shows the seasonal
peak hour trip generation by the Twin Lakes Shopping Center to be 1, 455
vehicles between 5:15 and 6:15 P. M, Also, there were 1,456 trips generated
by the center between 7:00 and 8:00 P. M. the same evening. We note at this
point that Twin Lakes is generating the same amount of traffic during the
peak grid traffic hour as during the consultants peak shopping hour (7-8 P. M. ).

Table II shows non-seasonal peak hour trip generation by the center
to be 1,191 trips during the peak traffic hour (5:15 to 6:15 P, M, ). There were
only 824 trips generated during the 7-8 P. M. period. Therefore, with a
majority of the vehicles being generated during the peak traffic hour, this
period must be analyzed because of the excess traffic circulation involved.

The access point locations shown within Tables I and II can be located
within the study area on Figure II (Twin Lakes Ingress and Egress Points).

A determination by actual trip generation produced by the 213, 000

square feet of floor space at the Twin Lakes Center during the non-seasonal

period peak hour was used as a base. As previously stated, the Twin Lakes

Center generated 1,191 non-seasonal peak hour vehicle trips.

Sl
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Table III shows the probable vehicle trip gencration during the peak

non-seasonal shopping hour based on 450, 000 square feet of floor space for

the Marina Lake Development.
TABLE III - 1967 TRIP GENERATION

Peak Traffic Hour
Floor Space 5:15 5 Gen.

Twin Lakes Center 213, 000 sq. ft. 1,191 trips

Marina Lake Development 450, 000 sq. ft. 2,517 trips#*

Plus, an additional 250 ingress vehicles would be generated due to the other
facilities at the proposed complex. There are factors to consider when pro-
jecting the traffic that will be generated in 1985, The increase would be due
to growth in the economy, population and car ownership. OQur assumption is
that traffic volumes will increase at one per cent for each year through 1985.
Figure III shows the present non-seasonal peak hour turning movement

at Twenty-first and Amidon.

Traffic Assignment

Trip distribution for the trip generation by the Marina Lake Develop-
ment was based on the same directional distribution for the non-seasonat
peak as the Twin Lakes actual trip distribution. Table IV shows a directional

distribution of the Twin Lakes traffic.

*Projected
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TABLE IV
Twin Lakes Traffic Distribution
—————nef "Iailic Nstridution

Ingress (%) Egress (%)
North 22,3 22.5

South 30.5 25.5

East 33.4 40.3

West 13.8 1.7
Figure IV gives an actual account of traffic movement within the Twenty-
first East and Amidon South streets legs as compared to the 1966 ADT volumes.

The report by the consultants assigned one-third of the trips generated

by the proposed center to the access points on the northern sector of the
development and two-thirds along the eastern sector. The Traffic Engineering
Division has assumed that a vehicle circulation study of the proposed parking
sector of the Marina Complex was made by the consultants prior to their
report. Thus, the same percentage was used within this report. It was also
assumed that ten per cent of the shopping traffic will be produced by existing

traffic.

Figures V and VI show 1967 proposed ingress and egress to the

development using the percentage splits as shown in Table IV, Figure VII
shows the 1967 traffic movements for non-seasonal peak hour at the intersection
of Twenty-first and Amidon after loading the Marina Lake Traffic. Figure

VIII shows the 1985 turning movement at the intersection.

SURVEY RESULTS

The Traffic Engineering Division used the same assumption as the

consultants for a capacity analysis summary. Table V shows that with the
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existing proposal of facing the Marina Lake Complex on Amidon, the
intersection would not handle the traffic that would be generated during
the peak traffic hour. Table VI shows the capacity analysis when the 1985
traffic was assigned to the intersection.

The fature ADT at the given intersection with the development of
the Marina Lake Complex would be as follows:

1967 1985

Amidon - North of 2lst 16, 680 19, 665

Amidon - South of 21st 23,855 28, 160

2lst - East of Amidon 19, 165 22, 620

2lst - West of Amidon 16, 755 19, 845
The above traffic projection does not consider the future development of
Sweetbriar, Twin Lakes and the Farha Development East of the little river,

With an assumption that additional development of the preceding centers will

increase the trafiic projections an additional ten per cent, the traffic pro-

Jjection would be as follows:

1985 1955 Aefaecl
Amidon - North of 2lst 21, 630 le, 48]
Amidon - South of 21st 30,975 1555 )

2lst - East of Amidon 24, 880 15 yvee
2lst - West of Amidon 21, 830 t5s5¢7

CONCLUSIONS

The Traffic Engineering Division in performing a traffic analysis of
the intersection of Twenty-first and Amidon with the proposed addition of the

Marina Lake Development, has concluded that Amidon Street would not




sufficiently handle the traffic generated by the center if it was oriented
toward Amidon Street.

Amidon Street traffic has increased on the North leg one hundred
per cent in the past two years since the opening of the South leg on June 4,
1964. With Amidon being a major arterial and connecting directly with
K-96 which extends to the Northwest, (and possibly with 2 new Hays-Wichita
Turnpike) it would be difficult to accurately project the rate of growth of

future traffic volumes that the facility will be required to handle.
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is the recommendations of this Division that a request to relinquish
access control at given points along Amidon be denied under the present
development conditions as proposed.

: At the present time, 2lst Street from Amidon westward is not
classified as a part of the major traffic street system and replacement of
the 21st Street Bridge over the Big Arkansas River is not contemplated within
the existing 1967-72 CIP i::rogram. Considering the recent land use changes
and those contemplated land use changes within this general area would
indicate that serious consideration should be given for including both 2lst
Street west of Amidon and the 21st Street Bridge within the CIP program
prior to 1972. It is our opinion that if the Marina Lake Complex were to be
oriented toward 2lst Street, an improved 2lst Street facility could be adequately
designed and constructed to provide for the existing and proposed traffic
volumes by utilizing 2lst Street as the main line traffic facility to service

the area.
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Figure AT

4967 Diractional Ingress and Assignment
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents an analysis of the effect the proposed Marina Lake Shopping
Center and Apartment Complex will have on traffic conditions on Amidon Street and
its intersection with Twenty-first Street.

The intersection of Amidon and Twenty-first Streets is located approximately three
and one-half miles northwest of downtown Wichita, Kansas.

Shopping centers exist in three quadrants of the intersection, and a fourth shopping
center has been approved east of the Little Arkansas River adjacent to Twenty-first
Street and approximately four blocks east of Amidon Street. Marina Lake Shopping
Center is being planned in the southwest quadrant of the Twenty-first and Amidon
intersection.

Marina Lake Development envisions a shopping center comprised of over 450, 000
square feet of floor area and a 250 unit apartment complex. The shopping center
will be constructed on piers over a lake, with two-level parking for 2, 250 cars.

Properly designed points of ingress and egress to shopping centers provide conven-
ient, efficient and safe access. Such qualities provide smooth traffic flow which is
important to both shopping center management and those concerned with maintaining
adequate traffic service and capacity on the arterial street system.

PURP AND SCOPE
‘The purpose of this report is to determine whether Amidon Street and its intersection

with Twenty-first Street will have adequate capacity to accommodate the anticipated
traffic volume upon completion of the Marina Lake complex.

Previous studies show that shopping centers open on week day evenings experience
a shopping peak just prior to closing time. Therefore, peak shopping traffic and
peak street traffic do not occur simultaneously.

The number and location of access points and a volume capacity analysis for both the
peak shopping hour (7:00 - 8:00 P. M. ) and the P.M. peak traffic hour (6:15 - 6:15 P.M.)
is presented for three separate conditions.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Presently Amidon Street south of Twenty-first Street is 74 feet in width with two lanes

for southbound traffic and two through lanes plus a right and left turn lane for north-
bound traffic, A left turn bay is also provided at the main entrance to the Twin Lakes
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Shopping Center located in the southeast quadrant of the intersection. A raised concrete
median extends from Twenty-first Street to a point 820 feet south of the intersection
where Amidon narrows to 48 feet.

Access rights were acquired by the City of Wichita on the west side of Amidon from
a point 200 feet south of the intersection to the north bank of the Arkansas River, with
the exception of a 30 foot opening beginning 1, 600 feet south of Twenty-first Street.

Access rights also have been acquired by the City along the east side of Amidon between
Twenty-first Street and the north bank of the Arkansas River, with the exception of 2
246 foot opening beginning 374 feet south of Twenty-first Street and a 30 foot opening
beginning 1, 660 feet south of Twenty-first Street. Existing conditions along Amidon
Street are shown in Figure 4.

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for 1966 on Amidon and Twenty-first Streets are
as follows:

Amidon North of 21st Street 11, 850 vehicles per day
Amidon South of 21st Street 11,470 vehicles per day
218t Street East of Amidon 10, 830 vehicles per day
21st Street West of Amidon 7,620 vehicles per day

Turning movements at the intersection were noted during the pre-Christmas shopping
period for the morning peak hour (7:30 A.M. - 8:30 A, M.), the afternoon peak hour
(6:15 P.M. - 6:15 P.M.), and the peak shopping hour (7:00 P. M. - 8:00 P.M.).

Turning movements and total traffic entering the intersection are shown in Figure 1,
Figure 2, and Figure 3, respectively. During the P.M. peak hour, 2,486 vehicles
entered the intersection, while only 1, 578 vehicles entered during the peak shopping
hour.

FUTURE CONDITIONS

The only street facilities available to carry traffic to and from the proposed Marina Lake
Development are Amidon Street and Twenty-first Street. Traffic generation by Marina
Lake, based on 20 vehicles entering the center per day for each 1, 000 square feet of
floor area, indicates that 9, 340 vehicles will enter the center on a typical day. These
vehicles, which also will leave the center, represent 18,680 trips each day. It is
estimated the 250 apartments will generate an additional 1,425 trips per day.

On a typical shopping day, an estimated 960 vehicles will enter the center during an
average shopping hour, and an estimated 1, 600 vehicles will enter the center during
the peak shopping hour (180 percent of the average shopping hour).




b

-

i 3 * EXISTING TRAFFIC
o Sy ~ Burcwin AND MARTIN ﬁ—

B
Ckd By____Date, Job No,

TR R P A i T gt

Subject, Existing Traffic Movements AM Peak Hour

i TIME Amidon and 21st Street -- Wichita, Kansas
5 ;
1, 643 Entering Vehicles
(@
o

Day of Week
12-19-66

" INDICATE NOl-iTB

21st Street
“(STREET) -

624

b=
0
o

~
B
2]
I

o

[
<3




_ EXISTING TRAFFIC
BurGwin AND MARTIN 0w .

Date 12-19-66
Job MO oo

subject Existing Traffic Movem 5 Hour
Amidon and 21st Street -- Wichita, Kansas

TIME

o,
From__ 5:15 (P.M.) 2,486 Entering Vehicles
i

To _ 6:15 (M)
= - : 2

_Thursday
Day of Week
12-15-66
Date

JAD.T. -

218t Street
“{STREET) -

580 .

(STREET)




BurGwin AND MARTIN

By, Date_12-19-66
Chkd By. _Date___

subject_Existing Traffic Movements SHOPPING Peak Hour

-rmf. " Amidon and 21st Street -- Wichita, Kansas

From__ 7:00 (P.M.) 1,578 Entering Vehicles

To . 8:00 (P.M.)

" INDICATE NORTH

“{STREET)

Amidon
(STREET)
392

FIGURE 3

e

I I Al T e




In general, the shopping center faces Amidon Street, and approximately two-thirds
of the shopping traffic s expected to enter from Amidon Street with the remaining
traffic gaining access from Twenty—first Street.

Marina Lake traffic was assigned to the shopping center entrances under three
different plans. Turning movements were developed for each plan, based on trips
distributed by direction as follows: South - 30%; North - 25%; East 25%; and West
20%. A capacity analysis was computed for each plan for both the peak P.M. traffic
hour and the peak shopping hours, which provides a basis for selecting the most
desirable plan of access. The three plans are: Case I -- access utilizing existing
openings; Case II - access proposed by the Architect; and Case III - access recom-
mended by the Consultant,

CASE I -- EXISTING ACCESS TO AMIDON

Existing access openings on Amidon Street permit two points of ingress and egress
to the proposed Marina Lake site, one located 200 feet south of Twenty-first Street,
and the second located 1, 600 feet south of Twenty-first Street. These entrances
are shown in Figure 4. Projected traffic volumes for both peak shopping and peak
P, M. traffic hours are also indicated in Figure 4,

Revised street geometrics required to accommodate these connections involve
extending the curbed median south to the Arkansas River bridge. A left turn bay is
required for northbound traffic turning into the south access., Left turns from the
south would not be permissible at the north access, as it is located too near the
intersection of Twenty-first Street.

During the peak shopping hour, 400 vehicles from the south desire to turn left into
Marina Lake at the south entrance. An analysis of the capacity of the south entrance
reveals that this left turn will be operating 22 percent above the Level "C' capacity*
(design capacity). The right turn from the north also will be operating slightly above
capacity during the shopping peak hour. A summary of capacity for the Twenty-first
Street and main entrance intersections (Case I) is tabulated in Table I and Table II,
The Twenty-first Street intersection will operate well below capacity.

Although access along Twenty-first Street was not a part of the study, 725 vehicles
were assigned from Twenty-first Street with 425 vehicles turning left from the east.

Entrances under this plan tend to concentrate entering traffic and will present some

capacity problems. The plan is also undesirable from the stand point of causing
delays in the parking area because of the limited number of egress points.

*Highway Capacity Manual, 1965, Highway Research Board Special Report 87
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TABLE I
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CASE 1

21st and Amidon Intersection

e e ey
Capacity
Green Time Demand V.P,H. Min,Length %Demund
V.P.H. _level C  Turn Ba 1

890
436

1,028
404
396

1,028
404
418

945
433

M. Peak Hour 5:15 - 6:15 P.M.

North Through and Right
Left

‘Through
Right
Left

Through
Right
Left

Through and Right
Left




TABLE 1II
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CASBE I

Marina Lake Main Entrance and Amidon Intersection

_— e
Capacity
Green Time Demand V.P.H. Min, Length %Demand

Approach Lane % V.P.H. Level C Turn Bay Capacity
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CASE @I -- PROPOSED ACCESS TO AMIDON

Case II, shown in Figure 5, considers the access points on Amidon as proposed by
the Architect for the Marina Lake Development.

Entrances to the Marina Lake Development and the Twin Lake Center are offset and
three points of access from Amidon Street to Marina Lake are proposed. Location
of each access point is as follows:

1. 250 feet South of Twenty-first Street
2. 1,023 feet South of Twenty-first Street

8. 1,438 feet South of Twenty-first Street

Traffic to and from the apartment complex would have access to Amidon through
the parking area provided for the shopping center.

The northern most access point could not have provisions for left turns from the
south, as it is too close to Twenty-first Street. The remaining two access points
are proposed to provide left turn service from the south on Amidon; therefore,
left turn bays and extension of the median to the Arkansas River would be necessary
to expedite traffic movement.

The peak P.M. traffic hour volumes and the peak shopping hour volumes anticipated
on opening of the Center are also shown in Figure 5. Analysis of street capacity
indicates that the proposed points of ingress and egress properly designed will operate
below the Level ""C'" capacity. Traffic to and from the north during the peak shopping
hour will be near capacity.

Table Il summarizes capacity for the Twenty-first Street intersection, which will
operate well below capacity, and Table IV summarizes capacity for the main
entrance intersection. .
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TABLE III
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CASE II

21st and Amidon Intersection

1 i
! Capacity
Demand V.P.H. Min.Length g Demand
Lane V.P.H. level C

Shopping Peak Hour 7:00 - P.M.
North Through and Right

South

P.M. Peak Hour 5:15 - 6:15 P. M.

North Through and Right
Left

South Through
: Right
Left

Through

Right
Left

Left
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TABLE IV
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CABE 1II
Marina Lake Main Entrance and Amidon Intersection
Capacity

Green Time Demand V.P.H.
V.P.H. level C

P.M. Peak Hour 5

Min. Length ¢ Demand
Turn Ba; i




CASE II -- RECOMMENDED ACCESS TO AMIDON

The Consultant, in analyzing traffic requirements of the Marina Lake Development
Project, recommends a third case to provide traffic service to the site area as shown
in Figure 6.

The main entrance to the Marina Lake Center is proposed opposite the entrance to the
Twin Lakes Center where an opening in the median presently exists. Projected traffic
volumes of 600 vehicles entering the center at this entrance during the peak shopping
hour indicate the need for signal control. A new opening in the access control would

be required for this entrance. An 80 foot opening in the access control is recommended
beginning 548 feet south of the center line of Twenty-first Street. A 44 foot entrance
opening is recommended. This entrance would be divided by a four foot median into

an 18 foot inbound lane and two 11 foot lanes for outbound traffic.

A second entrance from Amidon Street is recommended near the south end of the
Marina Lake Development, which would serve the apartment complex as well as the
shopping center. The existing 30 foot access opening should be closed, and a new 80
foot access opening is recommended 1, 398 feet south of the center line of Twenty-first
Street. Geometrics for the construction of this entrance would be the same as for the
main entrance.

Two entrances at the north end of the shopping center would serve only right turning
vehicles. The northern most entrance would serve only service station traffic. The
second entrance would serve both the service station and the shopping center. To
provide better service to the internal shopping center traffic, the second entrance
should be located south of the existing 200 foot access opening. It is recommended the
access control begin at a point 285 feet south of the center line of Twenty-first Street.

Revised street geometrics for Case III included a third traffic lane on the west side of
Amidon Street from Twenty-first Street to the main entrance into the Marina Lake

Center. A right turn lane is also proposed for the south entrance. These added lanes
provide a turning lane for south bound traffic, desiring to enter the center, thus

reducing conflicts with the through traffic, Extension of the median south to the

Arkansas River bridge, and provision for left turns from the south at the south and main
entrances, would also be required. Recommended entrance location and street geometrics
for Case III are shown in Figure 6.

The P.M. peak hour traffic volumes and the shopping peak hour traffic volumes,
anticipated when the center is opened, are shown in Figure 6. Capacity analysis for
both Twenty-first Street and the main entrance along Amidon Street indicate these inter-
sections will provide adequate traffic service, functioning well below Level "C' capacity.
Capacity for each lane of the Amidon and Twenty-first Street intersection is tabulated

in Table V, and capacity for the main entrance to Marina Lake is tabulated in Table VI.
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TABLE V
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CASE III

21st and Amidon Intersection

Through
Right
Left

Left

g
l
E Through and Right
g

P.M. Peak Hour 5:15 - 6:15 P. M.

North Through and Right
Left

Through
Right
Left

Through
Right
Left

Through and Right
Left '




TABLE VI
CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
CASE III

Marina Lake Main Entrance and Amidon Intersection

5. .. .

Capacity
Demand V.P,H. Min.Length o Demand

" Green Time %
I Approach % V. Level C ‘Turn Bay Capacity

Shopping Peak Hour 7:00 00 P. M.

North Through
Right
Left

Through
Right
Left

g
E

|
E East

Left

g
g

Left

Peak Hour 5:15 - 6:15 P. M.

il

North Through
Right
Left

Through
Right
Left

Through and Right
Left

Through and Right
Left
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Special attention was given to design of the entrances which are unique because
convenient access must be provided to both the lower level parking (immediately above
the water) and the upper level parking which is approximately the same elevation as
Amidon Street.

The entrance design recommended provides for a one-lane entrance to the center,
widening to two lanes (one leading down) at a point approximately 100 feet from the
edge of Amidon Street. A two-lane exit is recommended, one for left turning vehicles,
and one for right turning vehicles. A median divider is suggested to eliminate erratic
movements at the entrance. Ramps from the lower level parking are removed from
entrance points to eliminate turning conflicts with entering traffic.

1985 TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS

The type and number of traffic facilities and traffic controls required for the future is
dependent upon the traffic volumes to be served, There are several factors to be
considered in projecting the expected traffic volumes through a certain intersection in
a given year. In this case, traffic volumes are being projected to the year 1985 for
the intersection of Twenty-first Street and Amidon Street.

Development of land uses and street facilities influences the attraction of traffic to a
given area. In addition to the predicted 20, 105 daily vehicle trips to and from the
Marina Lake Development, 12,400 daily trips are expected from expansion of existing
shopping facilities at Twenty-first and Amidon and construction of a new center on
Twenty-first Street east of the Arkansas River.

Other factors to consider in projecting future traffic include increase in traffic due to
growth in the economy, population and car ownership. Traffic volume increases of one
percent per year due to these factors are included in the projection.

Assumptions play an important role in projecting traffic; however, assumptions based on
past trends, research data, experience and observation of travel habits provides a basis
for realistic appraisals.

Ten percent of the added shopping traffic is expected to be attracted from existing
traffic. Therefore, of the 32, 505 trips generated, 29,255 will be new traffic in the area.

Street facilities are assumed to be improved. Considerable growth is expected to the
west of the flood control channel.

Future traffic projections for 1985 are as follows:

New 18% inc.
1967 ADT Shopping Traffic 1985 1985
Amidon Street, North of 21st 11,970 7,310 3,470 22,750
Amidon Street, South of 21st 11,580 8,780 3, 660 24, 020
21st Street, East of Amidon 10,940 5, 600* 2, 980 19, 520
21st Street, West of Amidon 7,700 5, 850 2,440 15,990
*New shopping traffic east of the Little Arkansas River not included
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Capacity of the Twenty-first Street and Amidon intersection with two through lanes,
plus a right and left turn lane on each approach, would have a capacity (Level "C")
of approximately 1, 500 vehicles per hour on each approach. This hourly capacity is
equivalent to an Average Daily Traffic volume of over 27, 000 vehicles on each leg
of the intersection.

Level "C" capacity will be exceeded due to anticipated heavy left turns and no doubt
an improved signal system will be required and possibly such features as dual left
turns will have to be utilized to increase capacity.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The foregoing investigations and analysis were made to determine the amount of traffic
that would be generated upon opening of the proposed Marina Lake Development.

Traffic was assigned to the entrances under three different access plans. Projections
were made of the 1985 Average Daily Traffic for Twenty-first Street and Amidon Street.

If ingress and egress is limited to the existing points of access to serve the proposed
Marina Lake Shopping Center, as studied in Case I, capacity will be exceeded at the
south access. Although the Twenty-first Street points of access were not investigated,
725 entering vehicles were assigned to the center from Twenty-first Street during the
peak shopping hour. With one major entrance to serve the center from Twenty-first
Street, some congestion is anticipated.

Location of the main entrance to the Marina Lake Center opposite the existing entrance
to the Twin Lakes Center, as proposed in Case IIl, is the most desirable plan for access.
This plan provides convenient access to the shopping center, as well as allowing Amidon
Street to retain its arterial street characteristics.

After evaluating the traffic assignments, capacity analysis, internal circulation and
traffic movements on Amidon Street, it is the conclusion of the Consultant that Case I
provides the most desirable solution for access to the proposed Marina Lake Development.







