
DP-116 - MAXWELL'S C.U.P. at the
southwest corner of Douglas and
Webb Road.
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Map No. 6047B DATA SHEET
Sec. COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

DP - 116

Twp.
1 Range Associated : 4 

APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed MAXWELL'S CUP Case: Z-2388 -11 F.,

(Residential) (Commercial) Comwmity Unit Plan.
1. Applicant Hugh S. Maxwell, Executor for Marv Margaret Maxwell Estate 4 3Address 2381 Algonquin Rd.,Schenectady,N.Y.12309 Phone518-393-5-P

: 2. #gen" Phil Ruffin. P.O.Box 17087. Wichita 67217 · 265-6201 ENGR: 11%¤]t P.E.C. .P.A. (G.Wilev)1440 E.English,67211 Phone2U11QZ--1-3. General Location: Southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.
Address

4. Proposed Use:

AREA DATA:

1. Acres: 57.8 ft. by ,46 44 ft,1 0 0:2. Existing Zoning "AA"&"LC" Proposed Zoning
,: 1 3. Area (is) (is not) platted. Addition q *

HISTORY
f.

r

PROCEDURE DATA

1. MAPC Meeting:

Date Action c Ad!

93

44%15 -
¢214. 2. Governing Body

Date Action

NOTES:

17 f ,

11

CASE FILE

.. ,iib»

McGREGOA.7
X.LOCUST NO. £-120. ·.ame
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Map No. 6047B DATA SHEET DP - 116

Sec. COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN Filed g-18-81

Twp.
Range Associated

Case: .Z-2181-
APPLICATION REQUEST: Approval of proposed 2.3:ELL' S CUP

*97>·
(Residential) (Commercial) Community Unit Plan.

1. Applicant Hugh S. Maxwell. Executor for Mary Margaret Maxwell Estate |
... Address 2381 Algonquin Rd.,Schenectady.N. Y.12309 Al A'79*'hone 518-393-5133

. Agent Phil Ruffin. P.O.Box 17087. Wichita 67217 lA 5-9201
.E.r.32>0 ENGR: SNE P P.A. (G.Wilev)1440 E. Enell .h 67211 Phone 263-1101_

-IN< 3. General Location: Southwest corner of Douszles and Webb Road·.
Address

(\Wric,·u„i >+·3
C A $ 10 ft. by Al €D ft.)

235 1 2 Existing Zoning: "AA"&'LLC"
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10- 5. Preient-land Use is for: t,Alve, C /6 Ftp '

6. Area (is) (is not) platted.

911·. PHOTO DATA:.  DP-!14Taken by Date Time
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i  July 19, 1982

Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inspection

Jack H. Galbraith, chief Planner

DP-116 - Maxwell' s Commercial C.U.P. Generally located
at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

The Board of City Commissioners on May 13, 1982, considered
the above captioned C.U.P. Their action was to approve the
C.U.P. subject to the following conditions:

a. A general provision shall be added that reads as follows:
•The height limitations shown on Exhibit A are based upon
Chapter 28.08 of the Code of the City of Wichita that was
adopted on October 25, 1955".

b. General Provision No. 15 shall be reworded as follows:

"The maximum number of buildings for Parcels 2 and 3
shall be limited to three provided that additional build-
ingo may be added after a site circulation plan has been
reviewed and approved by the Director of Planning".

c. "Parcel 4" shall be added to General Provision No. 9.

d. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance with
Improvement Plan A of the Revised Traffic Study dated
March, 1982. The revisions (Iteme 38, b, and d) in the
Traffic Engineer' s letter, dated March 26, 1982 shall be
incorporated into the final design of the Webb Road Im-
provements.

e. The following shall be added to General Provision No. 1;
"If Parcel 1 in developed with apartments there shall be
only one opening to Webb Road".

f. Platting of subject property within two years from the 39. I 13
date of approval by the Board of City Commisoioners; or 2. ,+
the application be considered denied and closed. f.  U

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

July 19, 1982

1
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Any major changes in this development plan @hall be resub-
mitted to the Planning Commission and to the City Commis,ion
for their consideration.

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

The general provisions in the plan shall be changed to show
complete access control to Bonnie Brae along the wait and
north boundaries of Parcels 6 and 7.

The plan shall be changed to show the east entrance to
Parcel 1 from Douglas shall be limited to "in" traffic '1
only; the second opening (two-way) to Parcel 1 from Douglas 14
uhall be located in the west one hundred feet; and Parcel 223
4 shall not have an opening to Webb Road.

The Plan shall be changed to show 1.5 parking spaces per 2
dwelling unit for Parcels 1 and 6 and 2.0 parking space
per dwelling unit for Parcel 7.

The following shall be added to Parcel 3: "Maximum number
of buildings - 3 (See General Provision 15)•; and that
Parcel 3 shall be added to General Provision 15. (See
item b above)

The General Provision 6 shall be changed to include the
prohibition of portable signs.

The plan and General Provision 11 shall be changed to
reflect a ten foot planting atrip for Parcel 6 and a
twenty-five foot landscape area along the north boundary
of Parcel 1. The landscaping for Parcel 1 shall include
a combination of trees, grass, mhrubs and landsculpturing.

The lait sentence in General Provimion 14 shall be deleted
and the following added: Prior to the development of mor•
than 300,000 square feet, the improvements to Webb Road
(as shown in the approved Improvement Plan A of the Traffic
Study dated March 1982) shall be under construction.

4%,- r .

I

Parcel 1 shall be deleted from General Provision *d.

The plan shall be changed to show a 60 foot maximum building
height for Parcel 1 and a maximum building height of 35 feet

919 %;*

€3.fal

At

121.

.250*.1..i*•. 1Mi,:874
......... IC»'..4*I

9%4

Il-illmilll

em

1-•



r

f

Page Three
Robert B. Feldner
July 19, 1982

for that portion of Parcel 6 lying southwest of the ingress-
egress easement.

s. The plan shall be changed to show complete access control
between Parcels 1 and 2.

Please note that prior to the igguance of any building permits,
and in accordance with condition •f" above, the property must
be platted.

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

Jack H. Galbraith
Chief Planner

JHG:ADC:el
Attachments
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DIRECTORS

C. 0. KNOP ...·

R. I. P.U.H. ...·
C. J. FREUND. I. I

W. H. KILTNER. ...·

I. D. MIDDLETON. .... ..•·

D. E. MALTBIL ....

M. O. SCHOMAKIR.....

July 14, 1982 '

P ROFESSIONAL

ENGINEERING
Mr. Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner CONSULTANTS
Metropolitan Area Planning Department

DIVISION10th Floor - City Hall
..ESSION. ASSOCIAUON

455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: Maxwell C. U.P. DP-116
PEC No. 36-78414-1014

Dear Art

Enclosed are four revised copies of the Maxnell C. U.P. as approved by the
Board of City Carmissioners.

In addition to the changes required by the City Caimission, we have tevised
the drainage easements between Parcels One and 'I\,0, and Parcels TWo and Three,
in accordance with the approved drainage plan on file in the Engineering
Department.

Should you have any questions, please call

Very Truly Yours,

&8"t XY
Garyiley
land Development

ce: Gary Snyder
Jim Gregory

LOCATED AT:
ORWARI ALL MAIL TO:

355 ZLLIS :*,1440 'AST INGLISH

WICHITA. KANSAS 67211 WICHITA. MANBAS 8721'

(318} 263-1107

4.
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WICHITA -SEDGWICK COUN/

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING
COMMISSION

CITY HALL -TENTH F00/

4SS NOATH MAIN STAEET
WICHITA KANSAS 67202

{3161 26.456'

May 18, 1982

Gary Wiley

Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 East English
Wichita, Ks. 67211

t
Re: DP-116 Maxwell's Commercial j·hiC.U. P. and Z-2388 - "AA" to "BB"

& "LC"

Dear Gary:

On May 18, 1982, the City Commission reconsidered the above
captioned cases. Their action was to approve the zone change and
C.U.P. subject to the MAPC recommendations (items a through i below),
and subject to additional items j through s:

a. A general provision shall be added that reads as follpws:
The height limitations shown on Exhibit A are based upon

Chapter 28.08 of the Code of the City of Wichita that was
adopted on October 25, 1955".

A€Fy, b. General Provision No. 15 shall be reworded as follows: "The
maximum number of buildings for Parcel 2 shall be limited to

4 three provided that additional buildings may be added after a
site circulation plan has been reviewed and approved by the
Director of Planning".

C. Parcel 4 shall be added to General Provision No. 9.

d. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance with Improve-
ment Plan A of the Revised Traffic Study dated March, 1982. The
revisions (Items 3a, b, and d) in tlie Traffic Engineer' s letter,
dated March 26, 1982 shall be incorporated into the final design
of the Webb Road Improvements.

e. The following shall be added to General Provision No. 1, "If
Parcel 1 is developed with apartments there shall be only one
opening to Webb Road".

liffif
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f. Platting of subject property within two years from the date of.1 approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or the application
be considered denied and closed.

g. The development of this property shall proceed in accordance
with the development plan as recommended for approval by the
Planning Commission and approved by the governing body, and 1¢ , any substantial' deviation of the plan, as determined by the ,
Superintendent of Central Inspection and the Director of Plann- iming, shall constitute a violation of the building permit authoriz-

-=28=

13=
' ing construction of the proposed development.1 -

'39¢ h. Any major changes in this development plan shall be resubmitted 7 · to the Planning Commission and to the City Commission for their '
consideration.

i. The transfer of title of all or any nortion of the land included
within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute a termination
of the plan or any portion thereof, but said plan· shall run with
the land for commercial devlopment and be binding upon the present
owners, their successors .and assigns, unless amended.

j. The general provisions in the plan shall be changed to show complete
2 access control to Bonnie Brae along the west and north boundariesof Parcels 6 and 7.J.

164%6?

lir/Fl
.JL*?€52:k. The plan shall be changed to show the east entrance to Parcel 1

from Douglas shall be limited to "in" traffic only; the second *qk=a#?1
p*j*Ay..1.opening (two-way) to Parcel 1 from Douglas shall be located in
*Of.the west one hundred feet; and Parcel 4 shall not have an opening

to Webb Road.

1. The plan shall be changed to show 1.5 parking spaces per dwelling
unit for Parcels 1 and 6 and 2.0 parking spaces per dwelling unit

.409.
17

14?2*Kn.
for Parcel 7.

113**145=Pm. The following shall be added to Parcel 3: "Maximum number of '
buildings - 3 (See General Provision 15)"; and that Parcel 3

.9*AE-'t,. shall be added to General Provision 15. (See item b above)

n. The General Provision 6 shall be changed to include the pro-
hibition of portable signs.

Call
o. The plan and General Provision 11 shall be changed to reflect

(WAa ten foot planting strip for Parcel 6 and atwenty-fi,e foot
:Zilandscape area along the north boundary o f Parcel 1.. The land-scaping for Parcel 1, shall include a combination of trees, grass, -
4%*¥shrubs and landsculpturing.

5%'iR

Attf*p. The last sentence in General Provision 14 shall be deleted and the
following added: Prior to the development of more than 300,000
square feet, the improvements to Webb Road (as shown in the approved
Improvement Plan A of the Traffic Study dated March 1982) shall be
under construction.

q

//AL:*...,t ' irff>.spi*:6'r*  Ge 1 +··,t7*@21214cj, *3,<4.»«,22<·t,-0-06 1 t.

. 2/6/2#K.1:*'<ff 'fi\1

-ID¥. zn v

8%



t

WICHHA - SEDOWICK 00111- 3

tti,

F q. Parcel 1 shall be deleted from General Provision 4d.

r. The plan shall be changed to show a 60 foot maximum building height
for Parcel 1 and a maximum building height of 35 feet for that

F portion of Parcel 6 lying southwest of the ingress-egress easement.

The plan shall be changed to show complete access control between
Parcels 1 and 2.

The City Commission also in their action instructed the Planning
Commission to require the following items to be included with the final
plat:

a. The final tracing of the plat of this site shall show complete
access control to the north and west of Parcels 6 and 7.

b. The final tracing of the plat of this site shall show complete
access control to Parcel 4 from Webb Road and the west opening to
Parcel 1 from Douglas shall be in the west 100 feet.

c. The final tracing of the plat of this site shall show complete ?9
access control between Parcels 1 and 2.

d. The development shall only use the 30 diameter War Industries

Sewer.

e. As a condition of approval, at the time of platting the developer
shall be required to construct or financially guarantee necessary
sanitary sewer, drainage, street improvements, signalization, etc.

Four revised copies of the C.U.P. will need to'be submitted to this
office for administrative uses. If you have any questions, please call.

incerely yours,

kA H. Galbraith
Clb•Jf Planner

JHG:ADC:sad dfA'·,

ec: Phil Ruffin, Ruffin Properties, 1725 East Douglass Wichita 67211
Hugh Maxwell, 2381 Algonquin Road, Schenectady, N.Y. 12309
C. T. Spines, President, Spines Real Estate Development, Fourth

Financial Centers Wichita 67202

3:tf David Aspelin, 28 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206
Henry Pack, 8121 Mockingbird Lane, Wichita 67207
George Trombold, 144 Bonnie Brae, Wichita 67207
Austin Rising, Vice President, Beech Aircraft, 9709 East Central,

Wichita 67206
Jim B. Growe, 8126 Peach Tree I,ane, Wichita 67207
Peter 0/hs, 22 Hawthorne, Wichita 67206

il, 2
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Jim Gregory, P. 0. Box 85, Wichita 67207
Gary Snyder, Ruffin Properties, 1725 East Douglas, Wichita 67211
Dick Linn, P ofessional Engineering Consultants, 1440 East English,

Wichita 67211

Charlotte Kleffner, President, CPO Council "H", 8629 Stoneridge,
Wichita 67206

Jake Hartmetz, CPO Council "HI' , 234 North Armour, Wichita 67206
Sharon Ryan, CPO Council "H", 8324 East Morris, Wichita 67207
Harold Harp, property owner, 22 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206
John McKean, property owner, 24 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206

Jeanette S. Rees, President, Bonnie Brae Homeowners Association,
139 Bonnie Brae, Wichita 67207

Clemencia Prieto, Citizen Participation Aide III

At: i
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THE CITY OF WIC:lirA
CITIAEN PARTICiPATION May 18, 1982OFFICE OF DATE

1  Ng, ,)1
TO E. H. DENTON, City Manager

1.V

FROM Clemencia L. Prieto. Administrative Aide III
4££ AROut'

SUBJECT DP-116 - Maxwell's Commercial
C.U.P. and Z-2388: Generally
located at the southwest corner
of Douglas and Webb Road

On Monday, May 17th, CPO Neighborhood Council Area reviewed Robert A Lakin's
memorandum to the Board of City Commissioners, dated May 10, 1982, which outlines
the agreement reached on the CPO recommendations at the May 7th meeting with the
applicant, agents, area residents, CPO representatives and City staff.

The Council concurred with the information provided in the memorandum, with the
addition of two items which were ommitted, but agreed upon by the interes ted
parties at the May 7th meeting, as follows:

C.U.P. PROVISIONS

CPO Suggestion d. In residential areas it was considered that building height
of 120 feet was excessive.

The plan shall be changed to shaw a 60 foot maximum building
0\4 height for Parcel 1. The triangular portion of Parcel 6

lying southwest of the ingress-egress easement shall be 35
feet in height.

PLATTING I
CPO ic Was included under the C.U.P. provisions and was agreed to

.Al also be considered at time of platting.

The Council voted 9-0 to recommend approval of the zone change and C.U.P.
subject to those changes agreed to by the applicant and CPO representatives as
outlined in Robert Lakin's memorandum and such other changes relating to the
C.U.P. deemed appropriate by the City Commission; instruct the Planning Commission
to require those conditions set forth in the above memo relating to platting,
to be included in the final plat; and instruct the Planning Department to
forward the ordinance for first reading when the plat is forwarded to the City
Commission.

i In reference to item lb and suggestion c, the only two items on which no agreement
was reached at the May 7th meeting. the Council voted 9-0 to continue to
recommend that Parcels 2, 3, 4, and 5 have no access to Douglas Avenue, and to
modify suggestion c to only oppose the establishments of restaurants with drive-up
or drive-through windows.

The Council wishes to thank the City Commission and staff for providing the
opportunity to area residents and CPO representatives to meet with the applicant
and his agents to discuss the CPO recommendations in detail.

L

L

L
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E.H. Denton, City Manager
CPO Area "H" Maxwell C.U.P Recommendations

May 18, 1982 - Page 2

CPO Council Area also wishes to express its appreciation to the Board of City
Commissioners for the serious consideration it gave to the Council's recommendations.

Please provide the Council's recommendations to the Board of City Commissioners
when it considers the application for approval of the Maxwell Commercial C.U.P. on
May 18th.

Clemencia L. Ptieto

Administrative Aide III

CLP:dm

Noted:

Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

cc: Phil Ruffin, Ruffin Properties
Gary Snyder, Ruffin Properties
Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants
Dick Linn, Professional Engineering Consultants
Charlotte Kleffner, CPO Council Area "H"
Jake Hartmetz, CPO Council Area
Sharon Ryan, CPO Council Area "H"

Harold Harp, Property owner
John McKean, Property owner
Jeanette S. Rees, Bonnie Brae Homeowners Association

L



WICHITA-SEDGWICK CINTY DATC

)May 10, 1982
METFKPOLm-AN /UNIA PLANNING DEPAn'FEV'ENT

The Board of City Commissioners
To (througli E. H. Denton, City Manager)

FROM Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

SUWJECT DP-116 - Maxwell' s Commercial C.U.P. and

Z-2388 -"AA" to "BB" & "I,C". Generally located at the
southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

On May 4, 1982, the City Commission considered the above
captioned cases. After considerable discussion conc'erning C.P.0
Council "Ii" comments outlined iii C].emencia L. Prieto' s memo-
randum to the City Manager, dated April 28, 1982 (copy attached)
your action was to defer final actj.on for two weeks. You asked
staff to meet with the applicant and C.P.0. representatives
to discuss and see what items of the C.P.0. comments and recom-
mendations could be agreed to by both parties and identify them
relative to the platting process and rezoning/C. U.P. process.

A three-hour meeting was held on May 7, 1982 to discuss the
C.P.O. comments and recommendations. The following people
were present in addition to City staff: Phil Ruffin, applicant;
Gary Snyder, Ruffin Properties; Gary Wiley and Dick Linn, agents
for the applicant; Charlotte Kleffner, President of C.P.O.
Council "Il"; Jake Hartinetz and Sharon Ryan, members of C.P.O.
Council "11"; Harold }larp and Jon Mel:ean, area residents; and
Jeanette Rees, President of the Bonnie Brae Homeowners Associ-
ation. There was some discussion about which items needed to
be shown on the C.U.P. and what items are considered during
the platting process.

We agreed as to which item should be shown on the C.U.P. or
required during the platting process. There were also items
that were found not to be a part of either the platting or
C.U.P. process. ·The following i.s a list of the items from the
Apri.1 28 r.lemorandum as they re].ate to the platting or C.U.P.
process. Beneath each iter,1 is the agreement reached at the
May 7 meeting.

r
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Page Two
The Board of City Commissioners
(through E. H. Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

C.U.P. PROVISIONS

Items agreed to by all. parties that should be added to the C.U.P

C. P.0. la. Complete access control west of Parcel 6 and 7 to
Bonnie Brae.

The general provisions in the plan shall be changed
to show complete access control to Bonnie Brae along
the west and north boundaries of Parcels 6 and 7.

C. P.0. le. The plan shall be changed to show the east entrance
to Parcel 1 from Douglas shall be limited to "in
traffic only; the second opening (two-way) to Parcel
1 from Douglas shall be located i.n the west one
hundred fect; and Parcel 4 shall not have an opening
to Webb Road.

C. P.0. 4. Two parking spaces per dwelling unit in Parcels 1,
6, and 7, regardless of ownership.

The plan shall be changed to show 1.5 parking spaces
per dwelling unit for Parcels 1 and 6 and 2.0 parkin
spaces per dwelling unit for Parcel 7.

C.P.0. 5. Limit the number of buildings in Parcel 3 to three.
Include Parcel 3 under General Provision number 15.

The following shal.1 be added to Parcel 3: "Maximum
number of buildings - 3 (See General Provision 15)";
and that Parcel 3 shall. be added to General Provisio
15.

C.P.0. 7. Incorporate uncler Gene,-al Provision number 6 that no
portable signs should 1,e allowed.

The General. Provision 6 shall be changed to include
the prohibition of portable signs.

C.P.O. 8. Provide a planting strip of 25 feet instead of 10
feet in Parcels 1 and 6 regardl.ess of residential or
financial. dave].opment. This recommendation would
amend General Provision number 11.

The plan and General Provis,on 11 shall. be changed
to reflect a ten foot planting strip for l'arcel 6
and a twenty-five foot 1.andscape area along the
north boundary of Parcel 1. The landscaping for
Parcel 1 shall include a combination of trees, grass,
shrubs and land<:culpturing.

-1
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Page Three

The Board of.City Commissioners
(through E. H. Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

C.P.O. 9. Amending General Provision number 14 to read that
Traffic Improvement Plan A should be accomplished
prior to the development of more than 300,000
square feet.

The last sentence in General. Provision 14 sha].1 be
deleted and the following added: Pri.or to the
development of inore than 300,000 square feet, the
improvements to Webb Road (as shown in the approved
Improvement Plan A of the Traffic Study dated March
1982) shall be under construction.

C.P.C. 11. Delete Section D of Item 4 in the plan's General
Provisions. This section refers to sotbacks not

being required if Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 are
developed under the same ownership.

Parcel 1 shall be deleted from General Provision 4d.

C. P.0. Suggestion d. In residential areas it was considered
that building height of ].20 feet was excessive.

The plan shall be changed to show a 60 foot maximum
building height for Parcel 1 and that portion of
Parcel 6 lying southwest of the ingress-egress
easement.

Items on which no agreement was reached.

C.P.O. lb. Parcels 2,3,4, and 5 having no access to Douglas
avenue.

The applicant stated that he did not want to lose the
flexibility of having an internal circulatj.on system
that would have access to Douglas. The C.P.O. repre-
sentatives stated that they would discuss these items
with the entire Council for a final decision and

report to the Board o f City Conimissioners.

r L

L



r

Page Four
The Board of City Commissioners
(through E.H.Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

C. P.0. Suggestion c. Area residents and the Council are opposed
to the establishment of service stations and fast

food restaurants in the area.

There was no concensus on how to regulate those
uses.

PLATTING

Items agreed that shon].d be added to the zoning approval motion
for ·the MAL'C to deal with,

C.P.0. la. Complete access control west of Parcel 6 and 7 to
4 iiI Bonnie Brae.

The final tracing of the plat of this site shall
show complete access control to the north and west
of Parcqls 6 and 7.

C.P.0.2. Sanitary Sewer Service 4, e.--f'.8.-.4..06.0, 62-8,uwil,· v
The devel.opment should only use the 30" diameter War
Industries Sewer. As indicated by the Sanitary
Engineer, this sewer is the only one that has
capacity for the ultimate development of the Maxwell
C.U.P.

This should be a condition of approval of the final
plat for this site.

C.P.O. 10. The developer should incur the cost of improvements
in public services (sani tary sewer, drainage, street
improvements, traffic signalization ctc.) necessitat-
ed by the development.

As a condition of approval, at the time of platting

the developar shall be required to construct or
financially guarantee necessary sanitary sewer,
drainage, street improvements, signalization, etc.

r

r



Page Five
The Board of City Commissioners
(through E.11.Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

Items on whi.ch no agreement was reached

C.P.O.  and ;p<· See  and lo above under C.U.P. requirements.
/b

Items that are not. applicable to this project (already taken
care of) or aqreed, by both parties, to bo deleted.

C.P.0. 3. Fire Protection

The adoption of the Fire Department' s recommendation
for a "Looped" system and additional hydrants.

This will be handled during plan review prior to
the issuance of building permits.

C.P.O. 6. In Parce]. 15 all personal services shall be incor-
porated under one building.

There will not be any free standing personal services
and is covered by General Provision 16.

C.P.O. Suggestion a. The development' s impact on the Rock Road
and Douglas, and Harry and Webb intersections.
Signalization required.

Agreed to delete. This is a City Commission CIP
problem.

C.P.O. Suggestion f. The need for additional resources to pro-
vide basic police service to the new development.

9%·ft. Agreed to delete.

Suggesticns for discussion agreed not to be required.

C P.O. Suggestion b. Un.i formity of architectural design for
the deve].01,[Dent.

The C.P.O. representatives oncouraged the applicant
to construct architectural.ly compatible buildings.

L
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Page Six

The Board of City Commissioners
(through E.H.Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

C.P.O. Suggestion e. No changes in the Capital Improvement
Program should be made to accommodate improvements
needed on Webb Road.

It was agreed that the proposed amendment to the
CIP could he addressed separately by those inter-
ested as a separate agenda item at the City Commis-
sion meeting.

SUMMARY

The ·fol.].owing is n table listing those i.teins from the April 28
mombrandum that: should be considered during the platting process;
should be included in the C. U.P.; can be deleted; or should
be noted. In addition, the table shows which j.tems were
agreed to by the participants of the May 7 meeting.

Platting C.U.P. Delete Note

Agree as Items la,2, Items la,5,7, Items 3,6 and suggest-
recommended 10 and 9 suggestions ions "b

a" and " f " and "e"

Agree with Item le Items 4,8,11,
changes 1c and suggestion

No aqrec- Item lb Itein lb,
ment and suggest-

ion C

ACTION: The Board of City Commissioners may take any of the
following actions.

1. Concur with the findings of fact of the Metropolitan Area
P].anning Commiss.lon and approve the zone change and the C.U.P.
subject to t.he recommended conditions, and instruct the Planni.ng
Department to Ion.·ard the 01.0.in,·nce for first reading when the
plat is forwarded to the City Commission; or

r

1
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Page Seven
The Board of City Coinmissioners
(through E.H.Denton, City Manager)
May 10, 1982

2. Concur with the findings of fact of the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission and approve the zone change and C.U.P. sub-

ject to the MAPC recimmendations, and subject to those changes
agreed to by both parties as outlined in the above memorandum
and such other changes relating to the C.U.P. deemed appro-
priate by the City Commission; instruct the Plannj ng Conunission
to require those conditions set forth in the above memo relating

to platting, to be included in the final plat; and instruct the
Planning Department to forw.ird the ordinance for first reading
when the plat j.s forwarded to the City Commission; or

3. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsiderat.i.on. The City Commission states
the following reasons for i.its acti.on.

40 Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

RAL:ADC:el

Attachment

cc: Phil Ruffin, Ruff.in Properties, 1725 E. Douglas,67211
Gary Snyder, Ruffin Properties, 1725 E. Douglas, 67211

Gary Wiley, P.E.C., 1440 E. English, 67211
Dick Linn, P.E.C., 1440 E. English, 67211
Char,·.out· e Kleffner, Pres. CPO Council "H", 8629 Stoneridge,

67206

Jake Hartmetz, CPO Council "H", 234 N. Armour, 67206

·· Sharon Ityan, CPO Council "It", 8324 E.Morris, 67207
Harold Harp, property owner, 22 Douglas Parkway, 67206
John Mc]<can, property owner, 24 Douglas Parkway, 67206
Jeanctte S.Rees, Pres. Bonnie Brac liomoowners Association,

].39 Bonnie Brae, 67207

Clemencia Prieto, Citizen Participation Aide III

r
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 ATTENDNCE RECORI

Date: /24

Place:

Meeting Arranged By:

Name Organization Address

Phone 2165720 1

(7ks E
Phone: 24 5--- 7201

G,mew 41:(.rl
Phone: 242-//07

a

Phonet .265 -//0 7 114¥=

Phone

JAKE HARTMETZ 234 N. ARM 00 14 ·44
Phone: /686-9134

S\Aeobill Atj
Phone: 6&2-6469

Phone: 625--7 015 fwwl

Low modf,/4
Phone: 6 54 q459

1/4-

;Phone: 4856/46

Phone: /. i· ' -5 2 .7.9

WICHITA SEDGWICK COUNTY METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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11„%*dif f v
Z-2388 & DP-116

1\ f
*EQUE»f FOR: "AA" to "BB"

Page

POLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION TO

RD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

tEQUEST FOR ZONING 16
' COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

..4*pwJ7-jAV //
} e...0.4r lili

CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 12-03-81 & deferied
RECONSIDERED BY MAPC: 4-08-32 34-31

& "IC" (as amended) and approval of -Maxwell Commercial C.U.P.

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT) : 30- 1©1£,1-
34--gr Ck#

"For the construction of shopping, Hotel/Motel, and Office Park."
34 -*-- 762

GENERAL LOCATION: Southwest. corner o f Douglas and Webb Roadf!

/LIPAL DESCRIPTIOH: /(see excerpt fri1 J /jk,fAccewber 3. i

¥PLIC 7'NT : Hugh S. Maxwell, Ekecut
R.qi-71+A 71!11 Ale,Anrnili.

Plannin ission mi

I, andkpR.1 8, 1982)

fc¥ f la

nudes

well

4*34

:or fbi- Marf Margaret Max,
, Schenectady, NY

AGENT FOil APPLICANT: Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants,
1440 E. En gl. ish.

PROTESTORS ( LIST AGENT ) IF ANY: Charlotte Kleffner, 8629 Stoneridge;
Sharon Ryan, 8324 E. Morris; Jeanett.c Reese, 139 Bonnie Brae, David J.
Asi)elin, 28 Douglas Pai·latiiv.
SURROUNDING ZONING: North and West, "AA" & "BB"; East, "E"; south, "LC". f

¥228.1.:-

LAND USEExisting, Undeveloped; North and West, Single-family & officer *ft'_-
East, g,06Il Aircraft; South, Motel, K-Mart, office & apartments.
.cD,•4MENDATION: CPO Council Area "il" voted

/ 74. approval of the applica

0, 4, bt,f
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATI t¢j

-0trqgglim,- gjil c]Nif>
·. \ A.25-«4-

-1

subject to approval of the associated C.U.P. and the property being
That the amended zone change request from "AA" to "BB" & "Le" be approved

platted wi.thin two years from the date of approval of the zono change by
the Board of City Commissioners, or the zone case be considered denied
and closed; and that the ordinance establishing the zone cha ;ge not be
published until the plat has boon recorded with the Rcgj.ster of Deed.-4
and that the C.U.P. be approved subject to the conditions as shown in
tlie excerpt from Planning Commission Minutes of April 8, 1982.
liansen moved, Chisholm seconded and it carried unanimously. Jones, Lofton
and Martens were absent.

ACTION 1. Concur witli the findings of fact of the Metropolitan Area
Planning Comniissioii and approve the zone change and CUP subject to t:he

recommended conditions, ;mci instruct hPlanning Department to forward the= ordinance for first reading when the 1,· fon.,n,-cle,1 1-n elle City Commis-
Sion: or

2. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration. The City Commission states the
following reasons for its action:

rek:
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THE CITY OF WICIIITA

OFF'ICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE April. 28, 1982

TO E.H. Denton, City Manager

FROM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT DIP-116 and 2-2388:

Southwest Corner of Douglas
and Webi, Road

On Monday, April 19th CPO Neighborhood Council Area "11" reconsidered the
captioned request for approval of the Maxwell Commercial C.U.P. and the
related zone change. The Council voted 9-0 to no longer support the
Maxwell Commercial C.U. P. application because the following CPO recommen-
dations were not included in the C.U.P. approved by the MAPC on April 8th.

1. Traffic

a. Complete access control west of parcel 6 and 7 to Bonnie Brae,
b. Parcels 2,3,4, and 5 having no access to Douglas Avenue.
c. Parcel 1 having only one access to Douglas,

2. Sanitary Sewer Service

The development should only use the 30" diameter War Industries Sewer.
As indicated by the Sanitary Engineer, this sewer is tb, only one that
has capacity for the ultimate development of the Maxwell C.U.P.

3. Fire Protecticn

The adoption of the Fire Department' s reconmendation for a "Looped"
system and additional hydrants.

4. Two parking spaces per dwelling unit in Parcels 1,6, and 7, regardless
of ownership.

5. Limit the number of buildings in Parcel 3 to three. Include parcel 3
under general provision number 15.

6. In Parcel 85 all personal services shall be incorporated under one
building.

7. Incorporate under general provision number 6 that no portable signs
should be allowed.

8. Provide a planting strip of 25 feet instead of 10 feet in parcels i and
6 regardless of residential or financial development. This recommendation
would amend general provision number 11.

9. Amending general provi.sion number 14 to read that Traffic Improvement
Plan A should be accomplished prior to the development of more than
300,000 square feet.

L

L
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E.H. Denton, City Manager
Maxwell C.U.P. Recommendations

April 28, 1982 - Page 2

10. The developer should incur the cost of improvements in public services
(sanitary sewer, drainage, street improvements, traffic signalization
etc.) necessitated by the development.

11. Delete Section D of Item 4 in the plan s General Provisions. This

section refers to setbacks not being required if parcels 1,2,3,4,5,
and 6 are developed under the same ownership.

Area "H" al.so requested that the MAPC consider the following suggestions
and concerns:

a) The development's impact on the Rock Road and Douglass and H.cry and
Webb intersections. Signalization required.

b) Uniformi.ty of architectural design for the development.

c) Area residents and the Council arc opposed to the establishment of
service. stations and fast food restaurants in the area.

d) In residential areas it was considered that building height of 120 feet
was excessive.

c) No changes in th/ Capital Improvement Program should be made to
accommodate improvements needed on Webb Road.

f) The need for additional resources to provide basic police service to
the new development.

Neighborhood Council Area "H" is especially concern that the following three
recommendations be incorporated in the Community Unit Plan.

Recommendation la. - Complete access control to the west of parcel 6 and 7
to Bonnie Brae.

Recomnendation 10 - The developer should incur the cost of improvements in
services (sanitary sewer, drainage, street improvements
traffic signalization, etc.) necessitated by
development.

Recommendation 8 - Provide a planting strip of 25 feet instead of 10 feet
in porcels J and 6 regardless of residential or
financial development. This recommendation would amend
general provision number 11.

r

r
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E.H. Denton, City Manage!-
Maxwell C.U.P. Recommendations
April 28, 1982 - Page 3

Please provide the Council's recommendations to the City Commissioners when the
request for approval is considered by them on May 4th.

Clemencia L. Prieto

Administrative Aide III

CLP:dm

Noted:

Sarah Gilbert
CP Coordinator

cc: Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

L

L
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April 27, 1982

Board of City Commissioners

(through E. H. Denton, City Manager)
Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Webb P,Dad, South of Douglas to North of Kellogg -
CIP Amendment

Background

Before the Maxwell C.U.P., this department, together with the
varioul County departments, undertook at the direction and
request of the Board of City Commi,sioneri, the preparation of
a County Capital Improvement Program. Prior to thia, the City
and County entered a joint State design contract for a safety
project for the Kellogg and Webb Road intersection. This design
work ii now underway with Poe and Associatee. Last year, the
County rebuilt Central and Webb Road. This leaves a remaining
•action between Central and Kellogg which needs to be improved
to urban standards including channelization and signalization at
Dougla, and Rock Road.

1837#*

.,2!*t

Webb Road is a boundary with the Wichita City Limit on the weit
and the Beach Industrial District on the east. With the fore-

going H background, the County CIP Administrative Committee,
chaired by my,elf, included and approved a CIP project which ve
Bugge•ted to be funded as a City-County project on a 50-50 bagin.

It was Buggested that Beech dedicate needed right-of-way and that
the City ainw a portion of the cont to the land south of Douglas
which was to have direct acce,8.

> I>.41*7

*t»*ail

@P=

Maxwell C.U.P. In November, the MAPC heard and deferred a request
for a 44 acre development Iouth of Douglas and weit of Webb Road
known am the Maxwell tract. This project, with some 900,000
•quare feet of nonresidential use, was required to prepare a

traffic study to help assess the development' s impact on Webb
Road and Douglas.

This study was reviewed in February and revised in March. On
April 8, it was presented to MAPC. On that day, uhe MAPC
approved the C.U.P. subject to Improvement Plan A (channelization,
rai,ed medial, accel-decel lanes, and signalization at the major
entrance) of the traffic study and nubject to platting and a
number of other conditioni. As with many other major developments,

if approved by the Board of City Commissioners, we would secure
petition, or other guarantees • 7 insure the implementation of
Plan A at the time of platting. It is auumed that the conts of

such work would be assigned to the development with the cost of
the balic arterial (Webb Road) being handled in a "normal manner".

...AM -: t T , I.•7/2 Ailm - eIfu ./ &41 761/
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Board of City Cogniomioner,
April 27. 19@2
Page 2 2.4.7%3*1
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Preblem

·1·8- liue de El/:1 05- 0/ uggiuinaaiw/, E.A=U,9 -au Aining,Ely.
The County hai a 50-50 Webb Road project in their CIP. The City
doe, not. The developer 11 being a,ked to add to what will be a

78 regular urban arterial.

To tak• advantage of a joint project po••ibility. thi City i•
aiked to amend their CIP to provide for delign in 1982 and con-
•truction in 1983.

=DI To assist in financing thil project, Mr. Shelor identified
unumed Urban Aid System money which has bion unuid by th,
County the last two years and which can bi allocated (th• last
18 months and the next 18 months) to a project of this type.
This must be matched with 25 percent local mon•y. Thu, the
maximum exposure for the City and County of the normal four-lane
improved section would be 25 percent of total con,truction and
adminiotration coat of the project. Thul on a 50-50 basil, the
City hal an expoiure of 12-1/2 percent. Alluming a 3/4 mile
project at $950,000, thia would be a $120,000 coit to the City.
Since the City would normally asses, thi cost of a residential
striat to the Maxwell property, the special assaisment can be
uled to reduce the money nwided to meet the 25 percent match.
Add to this the other improvements required of Maxwell (accel-
decel, channelization) the SA portion may be nufficlent to
cover all local match except the colt to local governments for
the State to administer the project (150). Thum it would Hem
to be a very low dollar project depending on State approval of
match itemi in the Maxwell improvements.

;illmi

The CIP Committee of thi City of Wichita hai reviewed the
above approach and reconmended that the CIP bo amended.

Reco=Indation

It i, recomionded that th, City of Wichita CIP be amended to
provide for the above deocribed project (aliuming Maxwell CUP
approval and platting) and inatruct the City Manager to negotiate
a joint agraemint with the County and return the project initiation
and final financial conoideration; to Board of City Commi••ioners
for final approval.

Robert A. Lakia

Director of Planning
FULL: rme
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Board of City Commissioners
April 27, 1982

Page 3

ce: Board of County Commissioners (3)
City CIP Committee

Robert Finch, Deputy City Manager
Don Anderson, Director, Housing & Economic Development
Ruiwll Brenner, Director of Administration
Glen Dockery, Re,earch and Budget Officer
David Stove, Director, Operation/Maintenance Department
Ray Bruggeman, Director of Engineering

Claud S. Shelor, Director, County Department of Public Workl
Phil Ruffin, P. 0. Box 17087, Wichita, KS 67217
Gary Wiley, ProfiE,ional Engineering Con,ultant„
355 Ellis, 67211

Hugh S. Maxwell, 2381 Algonquin Road, Schenectady, NY, 12309
'4444,2 CPO Ccuncil Area "H"

Jim Gregory, Beech Aircraft Corp., 9709 East Central, 67206

r
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
1 Sedgwick County 1982-1987

EVALUATION OF C.I.P. DOCUMENT AS IT RELATES TO THE FINANCING OF ROADWAYS
BRIDGES AND PUBLIC BUILDINGS.

The projected six-year road improvement program consists of 36 specific
projects requiring an estimated expenditure of $20,223,000. The financing of
the program is predicated upon:

£45/1

1. The availability of $13,067,000 in Federal Aid Secondary grants,
together with $7,156,000 in local effort revenue; or,

2. The assumption that if the $13,067,000 in F.A.S. grants is not
forthcoming, projects may be delayed or financial deficiencies
satisfied by the issuance of G.0. bonds under K.S.A. (1981 Supp.)
68-584, or satisfied by other (unspecified) sources.

The prospect of rasing an additional $6,959,000 in local revenue over a
six-year period is virtually nonexistent. In view of the demise of House Bill
No. 2742, any local revenue which might be generated must be generated under-=4433%"I'l'
and within the County's tax lid. K.S.A. 1981, Supp. 68-584 does not appear to
be the proper vehicle to raise funds for highway improvements by the issuance
of G.0. Bondr. The statute deals only in improvements to primary arterial
highways in the county and connecting links within cities which have been
designate·- as primary or secondary arterial highways. It is doubtful that the
provisions of this statute can be liberally construed to cover the broad range

, of projects contemplated under the Capital Improvement Program. This statute
1 1

J,4 was examined carefully before our introduction of House Bill No. 2742, and was444 9
found unsuitable for our purposes. Moreover, 68-584 limits the aggregate
amount of bonds issued without an election to li percent of the County's

Jassessed tangible valuation, and even then, subjects the bond issue to a
protest petition of only 2 percent of the County's qualified electors (not a
serious challenge for a determined protest group).

•*Er

221'93 1

-pilill-.fy
-        4

I submit that is is unlikely that the voters within the corporate limits S
ilp

of Wichita will vote favorably for bonds intended for highway construction or
reconstruction within the unincorporated areas of the County. Ad valorem
taxes levied upon properties within the City of Wichita comprise more than 70
percent of the total taxes levied by the County, and the deceptive argument 3
that City taxpayers do not receive commensurate benefits from the taxes
charged by the County - particularly in the areas of public works and law f
enforcement - has been used quite effectively by H.O.T. in its effort to
defeat our highway and bridge bills. If it could be assumed that the voters 
would react favorably to a highway bond proposal, we have at our disposal
sundry statutes that are better suited for our purposes than is 68-584.
Additionally, K.S.A. 68-5,100 authorizes the County to levy up to 5 mills
outside the tax lid for highway construction and maintenance - with voter
approval, of course.

...14?01*
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The bridge replacement portion of the C.I.P. document acknowledges the

County's effort in the Legislature to strike the $1 million annual limitation

on bridge bonds, while offering asanalternative the implementation of the
provisions of K.S.A. 68-1135. This statute authorizes an annual 2 mill tax

levy for the creation of a special bridge fund. While the 2 mill levy would

be exempt from the statutory levy limitations imposed by K.S.A. 1981, Supp.

79-1947, language similar to that contained in this statute may be found in

numerous other statutes. It was concluded long ago that such language is. irrel-

evant to the severe tax limitations imposed by the provisions of the Tax Lid

Law (K.S.A. 79-5001, et seq.), and the suggested 2 mill special bridge fund

levy would not be exempt from those provisions. With respect to existing law
and the recent action of the Kansas Senate, it appears that Sedgwick County is

limited to $1 million in bond proceeds annually for the construction and recon-

struction of the County's bridges.

me.='.aN

».·6·=ar
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It is also suggested in the C.I.P. document that a substantial portion of

the proposed public building financing can be accumulated by levying & 1 mill

tax annually for the purpose of creating a building fund. Here again, the

language contained in K.S.A. 19-15,166 reads: "All such levies shall be in

addi tion to all other levies authorized or limited by law and the tax limita-

tions provided by article 19 of chapter 79 of the Kansas Statutes Annotated

shall not apply to such levies" (emphasis supplied). The provision cited refers

to the old statutory .121 and aqqreqate levy limitations and in no way is it
germane to the aqqreqaqe tax limitation imposed by article 50 of chapter 79

(the Tax Lid). Any tax levy for a building fund or for any other purpose author-
ized by statute is included in taxes levied under the Tax Lid unless the levy

is specifically excluded from the Tax Lid's provisions. Conceivably, the con-

struction of a new jail, civil preparedness building or expansion of the Coliseum

could be realized under K.S.A. 19-15,166, however, through an intricate combina-

tion of bonds and fractional tax levies. Any such proposal would demand careful

consideration and scrutiny by both the County's Legal Department and bond counsel.

'gpy'**01 As researched by:
Lew Korn

*til Department of Administration
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City Manager's Agenda Item

RECOMMENDATION FROM DETRO PC)LITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISS ION TO
BOARD OF CITY COMMISSIONERS

REQUEST FOR ZONING
AND APPROVAL OF COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

CASE· NO .
Z-2388 & DP-116 CONSIDERED BY MAPC: 12-03-81 & deferred

RECONSIDERED BY MAPC: 4-08-82

REQUEST FOR: "AA" to "BB" & MI,C" las amended) and approval of
Maxwell Commercial C.U.p.

REASON FOR REQUEST (AS PROVIDED BY APPLICANT):

"For the construction of shopping, Hotel/Motel, and office Park.

GENERAL LOCATION: Southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: (see excerpt from Planning Commission minutes
of December 3, 1981, and April 8, 1982)

294%

APPLICANT: Hugh S. Maxwell, Executor for Mary Margaret Maxwell
, Estate, 2381 Algorquin Rd., Schenectady, NY

AGENT FOR APPLICANT: Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants,
11'0 E. English.

PROTESTORS C LIST AGEE·i ) IF ANY: Charlotte·Kleffner, 8629 Stoneridge;
Sharon Ryan, 8324 C. Morris; Jeanette Reese, 139 36nnie Brae, David J. ./46*-
Aspelin, 28 Ilouglas P.o']:un).. ·SURROUNDING ZONING: North and West, "AA" & "BB"; East, "E"; south, "LC".

LAND USE: Existing, Undeveloped; North and West, Single-family & office;
East, Beech Aircraft; South, Motel, K-Mart, office & apartments. .441.73

CPO RECOMMENDATION: CPO Council Area "il" voted 6-0 to recommend I
approval of the applications. i

»11 PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: r·· F

That the amended zone change request from "AA" to "BB" & "LC" be approved subject to approval of the associated C.U.P. and the property being
platted within two years from the date of approval of the zone change by ZYthe Board of City Commissioners, or the zone case be considered denied -
and closed; and that the ordinance establishing the zone change not be
published until the plat has been recorded with the Register of Deeds;

I'
and that tl·'.3 C.U.P. be approved subject to the conditions as shown inthe excerpt from Planning Commission Minutes of April 8, 1982. ..
Hansen moved, Chisholm seconded and it carried unanimously. Jones, Lofton ft
and Martens were absent. 42;m-

Efjg

A ..1

T'ff
.tin-

ACTION 1. Concur witfi the fi.ndings of fact of the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission and approve the zone change and CUP subject to the
recommended conditions, and instruct the Planning Department to forward the
ordinance for first reading whrn the plpt- i- forwai-ded to the City Commis-
sion; or

2. Return the applications to the Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission for its reconsideration. The City Commission states the e
following reasons for its action:
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF DECEMBER 3, 1981

7a. Case No. Z-2388 - Hugh S. Maxwell requests zone change
from "AA" to "LC" for the East 575 feet of the Northeast
Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 20, Township
27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal Meridian,
Sedgwick County, Kansas; AND, the North half of the South

-Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section 20, Township 27
South, Range 2 East of the Gth Principal Meridian,
Sedgwick County Kansas, except beginning at a point on

described tract; thence Southwesterly 325 feet more or less

the North line of Lot 1, Wiedemann Addition to Wichita,
Kansas, a distance of 120 feet East of the West Line of
Southeast Quarter of said Section 20; thence North 6 feet.;
thence East 90' feet; thence South 6 feet; thence West
906 feet to the place of beginning; and except beginning at
the Northwest corner· of the North half of the South half of

said Quarter Section; thence East along the North line of
the South half of the North hal.f of said Quarter Section,
1322 feet more or less; thence Southwesterly 965 feet more
or less, t.0 a point 440 fect more or less East and 266 feet
more or less North of the Southwest corner of the above

to a point on the South line and 250 feet more or less East
of the Southwest corner of the above described tract; thence
West 230 feet more or less to the West line of said Quarter
Section; thence North along the West line o f sai.d Quarter
Section 663 feet more or less to the point of beginning.
Generally located at the southwest Cornor of Douglas and
Webb Road.

7b. Case No. DP-].16 - Hugh S. Maxwell requests approval of
Commercial Community Unit Plan for the East 575 feet of
the Northeast Quarter of tile Southeast Quarter of Section
20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal
Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas; AND, The North Half of
the South IIalf fo the Southeast Quarter of Section 20,
Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal NEW

Meridian, Sedg-wick County, Kansas, except beginning at a
point On the North line of Lot 1, Wiedpmann Addition to
Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 120 feet East of the West 14=
line of Southeast Quarter of said Section 20; thence North P-»E

6 feet; thance East 906 feet; thence South 6 feet; thence
west 906 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located
at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

CHAMBERS pointed out land use, zoning, and showed slides i.

of the general area. He reviewed the following staff report:

COMMENTS: 4

The following should be considered by the Planning
Commission in making findings of fact:

In compliance with the provisions of Section 28.04.190
of the Code of the City of Wichita, an application has
been submi.tted requesting approval o f the Maxwell' s
Commercial C.U.P., located at the southwest corner of
Douglas and Webb Road. Associated zone change Z-2388
is requesting a change from "AA" Singlefamily to "LC"
Light Commercial for most of the same area. A portion

of the C.U.P. is to remain "AA" Single-family and
developed with residential uses. The C.U.P. proposes
to develop a maximum of 9].5,918 square feet provided
that any development over 450,000 square feet would
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.4.4-

372 +

' 2

*2,9 ?27:%13,2132, ·&4*"*DeSal

Il@Uout

N.
.r

41··c



4.

416. I

..

FF"'Fl./pl"IMMIMI'Bl, 44%  -· 341.....IF7'-99
. 7. 1 1-2925<A:6'PeM€e:#r, . ; "31*.

nal

F¥U>7

./ml : 21

" I.*12,2

fa"i//All

mw#:*0
Pl 61,
521

Mt€

p require the owners to identify and solve problems 24associated with large scale developments. Proposed . .
uses for Parcel 1 include financial, office or apartments
(120 dwelling units). Parcels 2 through 5 are intended .1
for development with a shopping center, financial
institution, hotel/inotel, offices, retail sales,
personal services and other similar uses. Parcel 5

also permits apartments at a density of 30 dwelling
units per acre (the same as Parcel 1) or a maximum of -
294 units. Parcel 6 is to remain zoned "AA" and would

permit 26 townhouses or 72 garden apartments at a
density of 7.2 dwelling units per acre.

Due to the close proximity of this C.U.P. to the Beech
Airport, height limitations are governed by the Airport
Zoning Ordinance which establishes height limits based
on distance from the runways. The C.U.P. also places a
maximum building height of 120 feet. Building coverage,
setbacks, landscaping and other information relating to
further development is shown on the plan.

2. Staff is generally supportive of the proposed uses, but
has some concern about the amount of commercial uses
that could be developed on this site. The impact of

large developments, such as proposed by this C.U.P., on
City services is a concern of staff. Generally, pro-

posed developments of this size (Towne East or Towne
West) are required to complete impact studies and to
contribute to the costs of some improvements. This

C.U.P. states that studies would not be required as
long as development is less than 450,000 square feet.
While staff tentatively agrees with that statement, it
is felt that additional guidelines should be included
that will assist the City in providing services in a
cost effective manner while allowing the developer
f lexability in meeting market demands.

The Woodlawn Development No. 15 Cominercial C.U.P. at
the northeast corner of 29th Street North and Rock Road
was recently approved with a similar provision about
additional studies. However, it also included a state-
ment saying that the C.U.P. was general in character
and that a detailed site plan would be submitted to the
Director of Planning for review and approval prior to
the issuance of building permits. By having City staff

review site plans, it is easj.er to analyze impacts and
to insure that City services are adequate to handle
proposed development.

5 f.f)%<-
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3. Another concern of staff is that 450,000 square feet of-                           lillided,id..commercial and office uses could be developed on Parcels
-eep.%1 2, 3 and 4 without eliminating the residential option
-                on Parcels 1 and 5. This could result in total development

of the site without any further study. One alternative
would be to allow 300,000 square feet of development to          --           occur on Parcels 2, 3 and 4 without any additional -
studies required. Parcel 1 could develop under the ...
guidelines of the parcel description, provided that (imhal'/Ram.wall
site plans are submitted for residential uses. Parcel 2 9/

5 would not be allowed to develop until detailed site
plans are submitted, at which time the need for additional
studies would be determined.

Another alternative would be to restrict the amount of
floor area permitted for commercial use to 200,000
square feet wi.thout requiring additional studies. The
remaining 250,000 square feet could be developed with
offices or a hotel/motel..-

-2-

*-VR-1

£ 7--- 4............&1#b ./AN'Milr

f,6/

A.-.44-"

4 - I. 1.*.9/4

F



7 19"43%04@*R 5% #40/4.1144.4:.

l

44./..:':I,::**&#.24·:·.;fe<.:Di

l

Due to existing ownerships and drainage areas, it will
be difficult to provide access to Parcel 6. One possible

solution would be to seek access through the Cloisters
or the Pizza Hut property to the north. This would

eliminate the need to serve Parcel 6 by a half mile long
access easement from Webb Road.

As can be seen on the plan, there is a substantial
amount of drainage on this site that will have to be
addressed at the time of platting. Staff would encourage

the applicant to cont-ct the Department of Engineering
to discuss potential drainage problems and solutions.

The Department of Engineering has indicated that sewer
service for this area will have to connect with the War

Industries Sewer·, which may be more expensive than
connecting with other sewers. Again staff would
encourage the applicant to contact the Department of
Engineering to discuss the sewer situation.

7. A reconmiendation of approval of the zone change by the
Planning Commission should be subject to approval of
the associated C.U.P. and t.he property being platted
within two years from date of approval of the zone
change by the Board of City Commissioners, or the zone
case be considered denied and closed; and that the

ordinance establishing the zone change not be published
until the plat has been recorded with the Register of
Deeds.

Should the Planning Commission determine that the
proposcd C.U.P. is appropriate, the following are
recommended conditions of approval:

a. The Plan shall be· changed to show two (2) points
of access to Douglas from Parcel 1.

b. Preliminary site plans for residential uses for
Parcel s 1, 5 and 6 shall be shown on the plan.

c. General Provision No. 13 shall be reworded as
follows:

13a. The C.U.P. document is general in character and
will require submission of a detailed site Ilan
and a landscape buffer plan were required fbr
each parcel or portion thereof. This site plan
will require administrative approval at the plan
review stage prior to issuance of a building
permit. The plan shall show land use relation- .10:'.g=:2.

ships, access points and/or control, setbacks,
interior circulation, parking, screening and other
similar design considerations which may affect
adjacent property or the general health and welfare

4 of the public. The plan shall be submitted to the
Director of Planning for review and approval.

13b. This plan provides for the construction of up to
613,581 square feet of office, commercial, and
related uses for Parcels 2, 3 and 4. Should the

owners desire to construct over 300,000 square feet
of such uses on Parcels 2, 3 and 4, the owner(s)
shall identify problems created by the additional
size and provide solutions to those problems (as well6 - A.f.1
as other problems identified by City staff) satisfactory
to the Director of Planning and other affected Depart- 1
ments within the City.

f
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13c. Prior to the issuance of any building permits on Parcel
5, a detailed site plan shall be submitted to the
Director of Planning, in order to determine if additional

studies or improvements are needed prior to construction.
If Parcel 5 is proposed for development in conjunction
with Parcels 3 and 4, then Parcel 5 shall be substituted
for Parcel 2 in General Provision No. 13b and Parcel 2

substituted for Parcel 5 in General Provision No. 13c.

./

Platting of subject property within two years from
tlie date of approval by the Board of City Commis-
sioners; or the application be considered denied
and closed.

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

Any major changes in this development plan shall
lie resubmitt ed to the Planning Commission and to
the City Commission for its consideration.

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

CHAMBERS stated thal the staff has been concerned about.

the proposed ainount of square feet in this development, and after
discussing it with staff, the applicant has reduced the amount
that can be developed without doing studies. There have been

some comments about the need for a traffic study and the City's
4 Traffic Engineer is present to answer questions about the study.

lie said that the County currently has a project planned for next
year to improve Webb Road from Central to a point 900 feet south

I of Douglas to four lanes. The City has a project to improve the
Kellogg-Webb intersection which will go 600 feet north of Kellogg,
which leaves a thousand foot section of Webb with no plans for
improvement at this time. He said that the applicants are pro-
posing a third moving lane, or decel lane, along Parcels 2 and 3.
CIIAMBERS pointed out that staff was still concerned about the
amount of commercial proposed for this area. The applicants
are also agreeable to a site plan review for any development.
This will give staff the opportunity to assess the impacts.
Regarding the sewer, CIIAMBERS said that the Department of
Engineering has indicated that there is a 30-inch line running

, along the western boundary of the C.U.P., and the developer will
have to tie directly into that main. He said that there was

capacity and this development would not create any additional
problems. The app].icant is aware and has been informed of the
drainage problems in this area which will be handled at the time
of platting. CPO Council Area "H" voted 8-0 to deny the appli-
cat ions because of the neighborhood opposition, and because some
of the concerns have not been properly addressed. CHAMBERS

stated that the staff was generally supportive of. the applications
but did have some concerns about the ability of Webb Road to
handle the traffic to the site.

BILL McKINLEY, Traffic Engineer, stated that his Department
does have a concern regarding the size of this property and the
ability of Webb Road to handle the traffic. As has been pointed
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out they do have a project for the Kellogg and Webb intersection.
It is a safety project, and they are negotiating with the State
to agree on a proposal to improve that intersection. It will

take them about 600 feet north of Webb Road. The County does

have a project that goes a few hundred feet south of Douglas.
There is a thousand feet in the middle that they are concerned
about. This development is proposed to be half the size of
Towne East or Towne West, to possibly the total size of either
one, depending on what is approved. McKINLEY felt that it would

be more appropri.ate that if a large total square footage WaS

approved, that they have a private consulting traffic engineer
prepare a traffic study for this site, such as was required
at Towne East and Towne West. He said that Webb Road could be

rebuilt and should be rebuilt to a minimum of four lanes with

decel lanes aiid le ft turn bays. He did mention that there were

problems on who could build it. At this moment only the County
or the developer could build it. The Department of Engineering
would recommend improving the street to an urban standard.

EK-JA*Am
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LAKIN contmented on ways to build the road. He stated that

the City could annex the total. right-of-way and finance 100 percent
of the roadway (Wobb Road). Tliey could require the. developer, as a
conditi.on of the plat approval, to participate in the cost of
that im,provement, particularly if the City felt the development
was inducing a special need for it. There a].so could be an

intergovernmental. agreement. The area to the east is an industrial

development district and they also have the right. to issue bonds
and participate in costs.

4841.-0 JU

EUGENE COOMBS, attorney, representing the applicant, stated
that cast of this t.ract there is light industrial; on the south
there is light commercial that is developed; on the west there
is residential; and on the north there is residential and office
This tract of land is an expensive and valuable piece of land.
There has been a great deal of effort and work on the applicant'
and staff's part in bringing it to this position. Ile said that

the slaff comments and requirements are satisfactory to the
developer amd the owner. ·rhey think it is a solution to this
problem. The reason it is a solution is because of the expessions
and ideas tliat have been stiated here. On a development of this
size, it is impossible for this Commission to take one look at
this and vote that this is the way to do it or not to do it. He
mentioned that traffic studies were expensive and the land is
expensive. Someone has to pay the cost for all of this. The

applicant recontmended that the applications, with the restrictions
that the staff has recommended, be approved.
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C. T. SPINES, representing the Cloister Homeowners Association,
stated that he has reviewed this development over the two and hal f
years that it has been evolving. He felt that basically the oveiall 1
outline fits the needs of their community and also the surrounding 3
land uses. Ho said that he had one specific problem and that was i
with Parcel 6. An access through the Cloister is totally impossible.
It is a private road, 24 feet wide and could not handle any addi-
tional traffic and that was what was intended when they built six
residences on three acres. Pizza mit has a corporate running track '
and exercise area in the southwest and it would be impossible for i
them to grant that type of access. In order to approve any type 
of development on Parcel 6, this Commission must find some definite
way of egress and ingress other than through the Cloisters or
through Pizza Hut. Ile felt that this development makes a lot of *19&1/vt '44/8
sense the way it is laid out. 793

BAYOUTII addressing the applicant, stated that the density
in Parcel 6 see.ns Lo Le aboul Lite of,ly p.oble,0 thal he has heard
today.
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ClIARLOTTE KLEFFNER, Chairman cf CPO Council Area "H",

stated that Area "11" voted to recommend denial of the C.U.P.

and the associated zone change. She said that she was present
to address the concerns raised by the Council and to strongly
recommend that a comprehensive feasibility study be completed
prior to considering the approval of this proposed development.
As Mr. Coombs stated, the impact is not known. If 450,000
square feet was developed, a study would be required. It will

be possible to get 915,000 square feet into this area, so they
waiit the development to be done in a good and orderly manner.
They feel strongly that a feasiblity study needs to be made.
Area "H" based their recommendation of denial on the neighborhood
opposition and the concerns not addressed by the C.U. P. KLEFFNER
mentioned other concerns such as traffic, water pressure, fire
protection, sewer capabilities, drainage and screening and land-
scaping. She said that Area "}i" was not opposed to commercial
developments. Thoy need to be assured that the area and its
services can support another project of this magnitude. Area "11"

has the most "fast food" establishments in Wichita, it has large
and small developments, new and old deve.1 opments, some attractive
and some are not, some that are vacant, some that are overcrowded.
They have various commerci.al businesses, but the one thely do not
have is a deluxe Neiman-Marcus, Crown Center type creative
development. This is a desirable and attractive piece of land
whe]-e developnient could be a tremendous asset to the City of
Wichita. Area '111" has usually voted for approval of zone changes,
but sonietimes they have become concerned when the area did not
develop as was proposed to the Council. KLEFFNER said that they
wanted to strongly stress that more consideration be done in the
planning stage before approval is granted.

BAYOUTH asked if the Council had a chance to read the

staff recommendations.

KLEFFNER said that they had a large meeting the other evening.
There were 64 people wlio signed their books and there were con-
siderable more people present. They read the recommendati.ons one
by one to the group that was present.

JOHN McKEAN, 24 Douglas Parkway, speaking in opposition,
stated that the request for a zone change and the Maxwell community
unit plan was too premature. lIe felt that the comprehensive
study for traffic was very important. He mentioned that Douglas
Parkway was becoming a very serious traffic problem with Pizza
Hui and Beechcraft. He felt that: adding curb cuts entering
into Douglas would be a tragedy at this time. Ila said that the

residents in the area would be most uncomfortable to see this
development be given any permission to proceed without some real
indepth comprehensive studies. Because of the proximity of Towne
East, Eastgate and the Crossroads shopping center, he questioned
the need for additional commercial development. Ile said that

landscaping was mentioned but ten feet of landscaping would not
nearly be enough. McKEAN said that the main thing that he was
concerned about was trash. If this project is approved, the
Forest IIills residents on Douglas Parkway respectfully ask that
the developer and the City move the trees that are in Parcels 2,
3 and 4, particularly the evergreens, onto the Douglas Parkway
for screening instead 01 destroying them as they have done in
many other shopping areas in the City. He asked why the City
did not consider this prime area for a park. The drainage is
perfect for a lake.

AN€f
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DAVID ASPELIN, 28 Douglas Parkway, speaking in opposition,
stated that his main concerns were the high density of the pro-
posed shopping center and the lack of transition between the
residential area on the north and the shopping conter. He said
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IL that he has lived in the area for about two years. IIe mentioned

that the trafl.ic to and from Beech did not move much faster than
a crawl. The water pressure was another concern of Mr. Aspelin.
The tie would come off of the 20-inch main and he did not feel

that the area would have adequate water pressure. ASPELIN

1 mentioned that the drainage was poor. He asked that curb cuts

not be put on Douglas because of the bottleneck on Webb Road.

'ki

HENRY M. PACK, 8121 Mockingbird Lane, speaking in opposition, W=.
stated that he was a member of the Board of Directors of the 4*425-?
Bonnie Brae Homeowners Association. lie said that he supported --
some of the comments that wore made and he would like to elaborate
on tlie traffic issue. He felt that the traffic problem was far -.
greater than what has been mentioned. Rock Road is now suffering
from the traffic problems created by Towne East. PACK, speakj.ng
about the drainage, stated that Gypsum Creek runs down the east Ill"'ll'.* :-*
side of the Bonnie Brae area. It has been a source of problems
numerous times in the' past. He did not feel this area of town
needed another shopping center.

E-f-

1,57.Pl GEORGE TROMBOLD, 144 Bonnie Brae, speaking in opposition,

1
stated that any rezoning approval musl be qualified so as to
provide assurance of adequate protection of property owners with
respect to several items. He mentioned items of control that he
would like to see on the C.U.P. The items were flood control,
sewer study and access to Douglas. lie elaborated on each one.

lie urged that those j.tems be covered in whatever documentation
that is provided as the project progresses.

AUSTIN S. RISING, Vice President of Beach Aircraft, read tlie
following statement to the Coulmission: 29&7

"Beech M.1-craft appreciates this oppoi-tunity to contribute
to the d j.scussion of the Maxwell Con·munity Unit Plan. At

the Outset, I'd like to sly that Beech supports the eventual
development of the Maxwell site. We encourage orderly and
appropriate use of the land resources surrounding Beech
property. We expect. that development of this particular
parcel of land will dj.spel the uncertainty which for many
years has surrounded its eventual use.

mfid*14%
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In that context we support the request to change the *71-'18"1# existing zoning from "resi.dential" to "li.ght con,nercial"
and look forward to having another neighbor to the west 2=9 -

of our existing facilities. However, we do have some -2.,
concerns which we would like to share with you. lf the -£ .aillzoning of the area is changed as is requested it would
permit many more dwelling units than existing zoning 2<-
allows. Population density cou].d increase dramatically. f
This might cause problems in the long term. Airports

throughout the country are experiencing difficulities with ,/Irr-I-=m
the development of surrounding areas. Areas around air-

ports are developed in large measure because of economic
benefits they bring to the immediate vicinity and com-
munity as a whole. The people who subsequently move in have
complaints about noise and air traffic. It must be made

clear to the developers and potential tenants of this area
that Beach intends to stay in Wichita and to expand its
level of activities. I'm hopeful this board endorses that
concept. Another area of concern is the capability of
existing sewer, traffic, and surface water drainage systems
to accommodate a massive new development of the type which
brought about this zoning change request.

Our most serious concern involves the safety of the various
flight operations in and around thjs area. With the possibil-
ity of tall buildings in the immediate area of Beach Field,

-7-
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that concern is amplified. We have some 200 aircraft move-

ments a day from Beech Field's three runways. One of those
is a grass surfaced crosswind runway that ends near Webb
Road across the street from the planned area of devleopment.
It is imperative that any proposed improvement on that property i>ki.5.r.:
be within the existing ordinance regarding building heights , „
near Beech's·airport.

t,€1 1;"Al

No one knows better than pilots flying in and out of
Beech Field in all kinds of weather the specific conditions
which must be met in the interest of their safety and that
of their passengers. The area near Beech Field, which

includes the following airports: Copeland, Jabara,

McConnell., Cessna, Augusta, Cook, El Dorado, Graham, Sills,
Pippin, Benton, and several others, is unique in its density
and must be treated accordingly. We feel the existing airport
zoning ordinance deals adequately and fairly with thi.s
peculiar situation. In that regard we specifically request

aii additional statement be incorporated into the General
Provisions of the C.U.P. which addresses in writing this
concern. If I may, we would recommend the addj.tional
provisi.on would read as follows:

9*9

24:
A

'Nothing in this Community Unit Plan shall take
precedence over Chapter 28.08 on Airport Zoning
in the Code of the City of Wichita, Pages 1063
through 1078, whi.ch zoning ordinance shall for
all purposes establish the maximum height to
which any buildings or any other structures may
be erected op the land subject to the C.U.P.'

With that additional reassurance in writing t.hat safe
flight operations will not be adversely affected br
future high rise dovelogn:ants on the Maxwell property,
we would. not oppoLQ this Community Unit Plan."

RISING added that the staff has said to add the words
"whichever is less" on the descriptions. He said that it their

opinion that this wording still leaves something to be desired
and it is subject to interpretation. He recommended that the.

change in the wording that he suggested be added.

WILSON asked if the applicants were proposing buildings
higher than the limits that are shown on the drawings that
they have submitted.

ia"'be"A:,9 · 13:1
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RISING said that what was proposed was a request for zoning
and a community unit plan. They have not actually come in with
specific buildings and where they wj 11 be located. However, the
developer has been cooperative, and on several occasions has been
over and shown some developments that they had been thinking about.
In a number of those cases the buildings have been much higher
than the current height limits and it is confusing. What Beech

wants to do was to be sure, at this stage, that the wording or.
the C.U.P. ties right into the regulations, and it does not at
this time, and that is why they have suggested the change.

JIM B. CROWE, 8126 reach Tree Lane, stated that the C.U.P.
was not 300,000 square feet, nor is it 450,000 square feet. It

is 900,000 square feet. The developer is not going to get a
C.U.P. of 915,000 square feet and not develop it. That is the

reason the residents would like some studies done before the
C.U.P. is approved. lie asked what kind of density is allowed
in Parcel 6.

GALBRA 101'II Jaid illciL Parcel 6 wuul' remaill honed single fainily
9 4 47 0 S ·. e -- tomi which permits 7.2 dwelling units per acre. This would be 72 units

in Parcel 6. The density of the developable area would be similar

to the density in the "R-5" district.
'53fA:14£45:740.0 ..
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CHAMBERS added that if Parcel 6 was zoned "R-5", 174 units
would be permitted on the 2.7 acres that are developable.

JAKE HARTMETZ, 234 North Armour, speaking in opposition,
stated that he was newly appointed to CPO Council Area "11", and
he came to the meeti.g today to see how the process works. In

sitting here, he had become concerned about two areas. He said

that the developer is too agreeable to these changes and that
concerns him. lie said that he was familiar with some of
Mr. Ruffin's developments and did not think that Ruffin was the
developer for this particular piece of ground. lie said that he

had some real concerns about the development capability of this
developer.

6,Aki

BAYOUTH commented that as far as Mr. Ruffin':.· other
properties he did not develop them, he just purchased them
and should not be blamed for the mistakes chat were made
there. 'r

PETER OCUS, 22 Hawthorne, speaking in opposition, stated that
he agreed with all of the concerns, but he felt that this should
be developed light commercial in some areas. lie asked that tile

Commission not agree to light commercial zoning on Parcel 1,
but rather approve "A" or "RB", and gradually work their way into
light commercial on Parcel 2.

=4*yr.
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COOMBS said that in answer to Rising's statement, they
have spent quite a bit of time ineeting with Beech prior to
submit.ting this application. lie said that originally the
applicants wanted higlier height restrictions and there was
effort to change the ordinance. Now they will go al.ong with
the existing height limits and that is the reason that it is
120 Feet, along with what the staff recommended. lIe said that

Rising had just asked him if he could agree to the wording that
he suggested. COOMBS said tliat. he couldn' t because his client

was not present.

Id.7/4

EL .

BAYOUT" asked if Coombs agreed with 28.08 of the Code. 1
COOMBS said yes, they felt it was reasonable.

LAKIN stated that the problem with the C.U.P. was the 2*Qf·4  · f'i>  -fuff
language on the face of the C.U.P. If the staff' s language .9 'r .7 te. 1
and the language that Rising had suggested are incorporat·ed  2 3&'.9

it would accomplish the same thing that the appli.cents had
submitted. LAKIN said that it was his understanding that it ./Af

was the applicants' intent to conform to the existing ordinance.

KLEFFNER commented that the more she listens to the discussion,
the more she is convinced that more details are needed, and she
asked for a delay.

HANSEN stated that normally she was a very strong supporter
of community unit plan concepts. She felt it gave the developer
flexibility and can be an efficient and orderly way to develop
land. She suid that there were many unanswered questions regard-
ing this C.U.P., and felt that it woul.d be a teriffic burden on
staff to have them haggle on every sj.ngle purcel as they are
developed.

.//6<44< .

42#6#:4/7/ MOTION: Having considered the factors as 'P....

Ediltaifned in Policy Statement No. 10, taking Ell=

into consideration the residential. zoning and 45¢'Ria
uses to the north and west. the i.mpact of tile
proposed development on the street system and 1**62

other city services; the oppodition of neigh
borhood residents and the recommendation of

la

denial by CPO Council Area "Ir"; I move that
we recommend to tile governing body that these
applications be denied. Hanson moved, Wilson                    ,

I

secon,led.
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WILSON commented that because the applicants agreed with
staff does not necessarily mean that the P.1.anning Commission
agrees with staff. He said that he was not comfortable with the

BAYOUTH felt that this was the highest and best use for

square footage.

the land, and di.d not know what more they could ask the developer
to do than to agree.with staff.

LAKIN coinmented that he did not disagree with the land
uses generally proposed for this site. The issue that has
bothered staff has been the grossness of the project in terms
of the quantity and th generality of the C.U.P.

CHISHOLM said that ho was very famili.or with this area
and Mas worked on this particular parcc·]. himself at various
ti.mes. He said that he was inost uncomfortable with approving
the zoning change based on not requiring studies until a certain
square footage .s reached. Ile felt that that was too flexible.
They need the studies in advance and need to know what is going
to be required. CIUSHOL!,1 said that he di.d not like denial because
he felt that this was the b.est use for the land.

SUP,STITUTE MOTTON: That the Planning
Commission defer this matter for 120
days. Cazel moved, Chi.sholm seconded
and it carried with a vote of 5 in favor
(Cazel, Chisholm, Bayout.h, Goebel and
Wilson) and 1 opposed (Hansen). Gardner,
Jones, Lofton and Martens were absent.

-10-
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EXCERPT FROM PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF APRIL 8, 1982

ZONING:

DEFERRED BY PLANNING COMMISSION:

4 a. Case No. Z-2388 - Hugh S. Maxwell requests zone change
from "AA" to "BI" for the South 280 feet of the East
1340 fect of the North 1/2 of the South 1/2 of the South-

t- .-I east 1/4 of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East
of the 6th P.M., except the East 60 feet for road
purpose. ; and beginning at tile Northwest corner of the
East 1340 feet of the North 1/2, South 1/2, of the South-
east 1/4 of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East
of tile Gth P.M.; thence South a distance of 665 feet more
or less to the Southwest corner of saj.d Eastz 1340 feet
of North 1/2, South 1/2, Southeast 1/4; theme West a].ong
the South line of the North 1/2, South 1/2 of said South-

-    east 1/4 a distance of 286 feet more or less; thence North
6 feet; thence West parallel with and 6 fect North of the
South line of the North 1/2, South 1/2, of said Southeast
1/4 a di stance of 774 feet mei-e or less; thence North-
easterly to a point 257 feet North and 878 feet West of EMIPAAVFWMI'll""
the Souti,west corner of the East 1340 feet of the North
1/2, South 1/2 of said Southeast 1/4 a distance of 31.0
feet more or less; thenca Northeasterly a distance of 968

il- feet more or loss to the point of beg-inn-ing. MID, .

"AA" to "LC"

,.r

A tract of land in the Southeast 1/4 of Section 20, Town-
ship 27 South, Range 2 East of the Gth P.M., descritrd as:
The Northeast 1/4 of the Southeast 1/4 of said Section 20,
except the West 23 acrcz; thereof and the I.ast 60 feet for
road purposes. Also the East 1340 feet of the North 1/2,
South 1/2 of the Southeast 1/4 except the South 280 feet,
and the East 60 feet for road purposes in said Section 20.
All generally located alt the southwest corner of Douglas
and Webb Road.

Impt  -/ I

*:.  . fil'

4b. Case No. DP-116 Hugh S. Maxwell requests approval of
Commercial Con·ununity Unit Plan for the east 575 feet of
the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 7th
Principal Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas; 82. The
North Half of the South Half of the Southeast Quarter
of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the
6th Principal Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas, except
beginning at a point on the North line of Lot 1,
Wiedemann Addition to \Jichita, Kansas, a distance of
120 feet East of the West line of Southeast Quarter of
said Section 20; thence Worth 6 feet; thence East 906
feet; thence South 6 feet; thence West. 906 foet to the
place of beginning. 92.11%Fally located at the southwest
corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

CHAMBERS pointed out land use, zoning, and showed slides
of the general area. lie reviewed the following sta ff report:

COMMENTS:

1. The following should be considered by the Planning Commission
in making findings of fact:

214%

In comp] i.ance with the provisjons of Section 28.04.1.90 of the 1 PENe

Code of the City of Wichita, an application has been submitted
requesting approval of the Maxwell 's Commercial C.U.P., -located
at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road. Associated J

1 A m '.2:.3.:1:.::LJ :,24)2481
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zone change 2-2388 is requesting a ,.,hange from "AA" Single-
family to "BB" Office and "LC" Light Commercial for most of the
same area. The applicant has submitted a letter amending the
original zoning request to "BB" for Parcels 4 and 6. A por-

tion of the C.U.P. is to remain "AA" Single-family and be
developed with residential uses. The C.U.P. proposes to
develop a maximum of 915,918 square feet provided that
only up to 300,000 square feet can be developed prior to
major improvements to Webb Road. Proposed uses for Parcel
1 now include financial, office or high-rise apartments
(120 dwelling units). Parcels 2 and 3 could be developed
with a hotel/motel complex and/or general commercial uses.
The primary uses for Parcel 5 include office and financial
and comercial uses such as barber/beauty shops, tailors,
studios, etc., would be permitted in an office building
or complex, not as free-Htanding uses. The only permitted
use in Parcel 4 is office. Parcel 6 permitted uses include
offices and apartments. Parcel 7 could be developed with
town.louses or apartments at a maximum density of 5 dwelling

6 Units per acre.

2. The MAPC considered these cases on December 3, 1981. During
tliat meeting, staff raised several questions about the
amount of commercial square footage, drainage improvements,
sewer capacity and the ability of Webb Road to adequately
handle increased traffic. There were several neighborhood
residents that also had questions about the impact that the

several service companjes in order to answer questions

proposed development would have on nearby property. During
the 120 day deferral period the applicant has contacted

raised at the last meeting. The following is a list of
comments received by staff from Ot} ar City Departments and

.il,jil .f*331

1

- The Drainage and Flood Control Engineer has approved
the proposed drainage concept which is; that storm
water runoff shall· not exceed the rate of runoff
if the site was undeveloped.

4 6,.

- The Sanitary Engineer has indicated that there is
capacity in the 30" War Industries Sewer for the
maximum proposed development.

The Water Department has indicated that there is
20" water line in Webb Road that will serve this
site. There are plans to construct a pumping
station, in 1983, that will increase the pressure
in the 2" lines in Forrest Hills.

a

8*Uff/# The Wichita Fire Department has indicated that the
site can be adequately served with additional
hydrants and a "looped" system.

K. G. & E. has stated that they can serve the site
with no difficulty.

49.f

The Wichita Police Department has stated that
their preliminary findings reflect that 'any new
development in this area would necessitate addi-
tional resources to provide basic police service". Me

3. A traffic study for this site was submitted to the City
Traffic Engineer and MArD at the end of February and
was discussed at a meeting held between the applicant' s
engineer, the City's Traffic Engineer and MAPD. There

was tentative approval of the improvements proposed by
the study. The applicant' s engineer was asked to F
modify some assumptions and to make some changes to the

10
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proposed improvements to Webb Road. A revised traffic

study was submitted proposing two alternatives for the
improvements on Webb Road from Kellogg to Douglas.
Both alternatives propose two through lanes in both
directions, a conter turning lane and a continuous
accel/decel lane along the east side of the site.
Traffic signals will be needed at Douglas and at the
major opening to Parcels 3 and 4. The major opening to
Parcel 2 will not be signalized. The difference between

the two plans i.s that Plan A has a raised medial from
Kellogg to Douglas that would permit left turns at six
locations. Plan B only has rai.sed medials at Kellogg
and at Douglas which would permit left turns at seven
locations. The Traffic Engineer has indicated that
Plan A is the preferred plan due to safety. MAPD would

concur with the Traffic Engineer and recommends that
Plan A be approved with the revisions suggested in the
Traffic Engineer' s letter dated March 26, 1982. (The

Traffic Study and the Traffic Engineer's letter to PEC
are enclosed to the MAPC. )

There has been some preliminary discussion regarding
the financing of the Webb Road improvement.s. The

financing mechanism will need to be final.izad and
approved during the platting process. Iii addition, the
right-of-way amounts, design criteria, etc., will be
determined at the time of platting.

L

4. After reviewing the revised C.U.P. and comments from
other City Departments, staff feels that the proposed
project can be developed without significantly impact-
ing nearby propurty adversely if the proposed improve-
ments to Webb Road are made. The existing zoning and
land uses in the area would tend to preclude most
residential development c.n this site. Office and

cokamercial uses would be compatible with the area
provided that the site has adequate scwers, water,
streets, etc., for the proposed intensity of develop-
ment. From the comments received from other City
depart·.loonts and serv.ice providers it appears that the
site can be adequately served. Specific details as to
location, size, etc., of improvements will be resolved
at the time of platting.

j

. 32&,a

:--2Wzji.3

5. A recommendation of approval of tlie zone change by the
Planning Commissj,on should be subject to approval of
the associated C.U.P. and the property being platted
within two years from the date of approval of the zone
change by the Board of City Commissioners, or the zone
case be considered denied and closed; and that the
ordinance establishing the zone change not be published
until the plat has been recorded with the Register of
Deeds.

6. Should the Pl.anning Commj ssion dete]·mine that the
proposed C. U. P. is appropriate, the following are
recommended conditions of approval :

a. "Parcel 4" shall be added to General Provision No. 9.

b. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance with
Improvemnt Plan A of the Revised Traffic Study dated
March, 1982. The revisions (Items 3a, b, c and d) in

SE@ luiuit
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the Traffic Engineer's letter, dated March 26, 1982
shall be incorporated into the final design of the Webb
Road Improvements.

c. The following shall be added to General Provision No.
1; " If Parcel 1 is developed witli apartments there
shall be only one opening to Webb Road".

d. Platting of subject property within two years from the
date of approval by tile Board of City Commissioners; or
the application be considered denied and closed.

e. The development of this property shall proceed in
accordance with the development plan . s recommended for
approval by .the Planning Commi ssion and approved by the
governing body, and any substantial devi
plan, as determined by the Superintenden
Inspection and the Director of Planning,
a vi.olation of the building permit autho -
of the proposed development.

f. Any major changes in this development plan shall be
resubmitted to the Plan,Eng Commi.ssion and to tile City
Commission for its consideration.

ation of the

t of Central

shall constitute
rizina construction

At

dj¢

g. The] transfer of title of all. or any portion of the land
includi.ng wjt.hin the Community Unit Plan does not con-
stitute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof,
but said plan shall-run with the 1.and for commercial
development and be binding upon the present owners,
their successors and :assigns, unl<·.ss amended.

C]lAMBERS said thal thes/ cases were first considered last
December and were deferred j or additional study and coiument. lIe

said that since the last meeting the applicant has talked to the
various utility companies that would provide service to this site.
The drainage would be resolved at the time of platting a]id the
developed runoff would not exceed the runoff j f the site was
undeveloped. There is adequate sanitary sewer capacity in the
area. The Water Department has indicated that there is adequate L AD.·to,3,..

water and that they would be constructing a pumping station next  24:. '   ·Sull

year. CPO Council Area "H" had a special meeting on March 29, UELL:J . , ·0· · 4149#
r:#:Y...:· ·:· .- 39./

and they voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the appl.ications sub- .5/445344·i'C· · * ·/1

ject to a number of conditions. CHAMBERS stated that representa- .......22*a

tives from Beach had contacted the staff and would like a
statement added that would read "height limitations shown on
Exhibit A are based upon Chapter 28.08 of the Code of the City -Illi

of Wichita, which was adopted on October 25, 1955". The staff ./F 49-
agreed that the statement should be included to signify that ,/1///<5*;t t.·5%///.

this plan was based on the existing airport zoning ordinance,
which relates to heights.

LAKIN stated that he would like to reserve some comment
on the CPO proposals for later on i.. the hearing. Some of the

conditions ho could support.

·· f·,I./'/-=.'to@N.9

GARY WII,EY, Professional Engineering Consultants, represent-
g the applicant, stated that there was considerable change in
e C.U.P. since it was first presented in December. He pointed

t that Parcel 4 had changed considerably in configuration and
ere is an immediate plan for construction of office buildings
that parcel.

;uar¢*ri<2
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DICK LINN, Professional Engineering Consultants, stated that
one comment, 6b on the staff report, recommends that the improve-
ments to Webb Road shall be in conformance with Improvement Plan
A of the Revised Traffic Study, dated March 1982, including
revisions 3a, 3b, 3c and 3d in the Traffic Engineer's letter
dated March 26, 1982. lie said that they had no problem with
revision 3a since this is located beyond the limits of the C.U.P.
and is located within the liinits of Kellogg-Webb Road inter-
section improvement project, Comments 3b and 3c are design

details and they have no problems with them. Comment 3c recom-

mends the closing of the medial break for the second entrance
to Parcel 3 due to possible overf].ow of left turning vehicles
at the major entrance to Parcel 3. Thj.s major entrance provides
access to Parcels 3,4,5, 6, and 7. They believe that it is
highly desirable to have this overflow capability with an
alternate entrance to those parcels.

GARDNER asked Linn to reiterate what Coinment 3c was.

LINN stated that Comment 3c recommends that the raised

median close the left turn into i.he second entrance onto

Parcel 3. Immediately south of the second entrance is the
major entrance to the site that provides the only access to
Parcels 4,5, 6, and 7 and is the main entrance to .Parcel 3.

They believe that it is highly desirable to have overflow left
turn capability at an alternate entrance to these parcels.
They felt that thi.s feature is important due to the limited
left turn storage provided at the major entrance. 1Ic said

that the storage at that location is limited due to the raised
median. Increased storage at this entrance is possib]e if
Improvement P].an B were utilized. The developer requested that

. Improvement Plan B be recormiended for approval based on, 1) the
, increased left turn storage to the inajor entrance of Parcel 3

and to the Beech ent):ance located on the east side of Webb Rood

immedial.ely south of the south line of the C.U.P. ; 2) that the
continuous left turn laila provides overflow capability for left
turn storage and a]..1 m·is traffic to disperse to intermediate
entrances. The proposed traffic signals at the major entrance

to Parcel 3 and the proposed signals ati Douglas would be
synchronized which wil.1 provides gaps i.n traffic flow permitting
safe laft turns into intermodiate entrances. The continuous

left turn lane does not have opposing left turn conflicts si.nce
there arce no entrances to Beechcraft. 3) The developer desires

to have Webb Road improved prior to major development within the
C.U.P. General. Provisi.on number 14 li.inits the amount of develop-
ment which can occur prior to solution of the traffic problem.
Construction of Plan A prior to major development will establi.sh
median openings prior to planning and site design on the parcols
within the C.U.P. Plan B will not require final site improve-
ment design prior to the improvement of Webb Road. LINN pointed
out that on Plan B there are raised modians at Kellogg to the

south, and it Douglas Avenue to the north.
=

]3 ILL McKINLEY, Traffic Engineer, stated that Plan A or Plan
B would work as Linn stated. Traffic Engineering has recommended

91
Plan A. It provides a greater amount of safety. Ile said that:

there was some concern about the impact of Beechcraft traffic
flow on the site at various times of the day, and they feel that
the raised median is a powerful control and allows greater safety
at the signal at Webb Road. He said that regarding the desire to
have two possible left turn openings to Parcel. 3, they could be
provided in either plan. He said that if the engineer felt that
the one major entrance wou].d not handle the traffic and if it

did develop to the point of maximum density and the traffic

/f5
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-7 generation rates were higher,there possibly might be a need for

anot.her opening. Tliey also talked at one time about the possi-
bility of having another way out. It would basically go up

 north to Douglas where at least Lots 1 and 2, and maybe Lots
3,4,5, 6, and 7 would have a way out to Douglas. That would
probably require two crossings of some drainage ditches. He

' said that Traffic Engineering would recommend that if there
was a request for signalization at the major intersection on
Webb Road for Lots 3,4,5 and 6, that it would be at the
developers expense. Also, if there is any connection between
this proposal and the one at Douglas and Webb, that it be at
the developers cost. They recommended channelization on Do··glas
at Rock Road and for the left turns.

BAYOUTH stated that with complete access control on the
east side of Webb Road, the otily advantage that he could see
with the raised modials, was that the concrete companies could
sell more concrete.

LAKIN said that he had commented at the bpo meeting that
there was no program to make the improvement·-s on Webb Road in
the C.I.P. as of this date. The County C.1.P. did include a
project of approximately one mill.ion dollars which would pro-
vide for the improv,went of hebb Road from an area south of
Central soul:herly towards the K-Mart unt.ranee. From the K-Mart

entrance on Webb south to Kellogg, and south to where the grade
sepo. ation begins to go over the turnpike there is another pro-
ject thatis in the C.1.17. for both the City and the County.
It is a Federal Safety Improvement Program and will result in
improvements bei.ng made at the Kellogy and Webb intersection,
much li.lie the Greenwich Road and Kel.logg project. The County
improvements would be four lanes, but there would not be channel.-
ization and there would be a ditch section through thi.s area.
LAKIN said that it has been his recommendation to the developers,
and world bo his recominendation to tile County, that the City and
County jointly develop the Webb Road improvement project by
matching up. the existing improvements on the north end and the
safety project on the south. The nature of that improvement
should be a standard four lane street, with channelization at
intersections such as Douglas and Kellogg. lie said that his

recontinendat ion would be that it be a 50-50 proposition. In

regard to additional improvements needed to handle the increased
traffic from the Maxwe].1 development, he would recommend that the
developer bear the cost of extra channelization from Douglas to
the %-Mart entrance, signal ization and decel lane. It is the

City' s practice to assess abutting land when it has access for
a portion of the normal street improvements. So Maxwell's

3 propert.y would pay the normal assessment for a major street.
LAKIN said that there has been one addit.j onal element introduced

am

in the last week or two, and that is that the County Engineer
*t€ would 1 j.ke to have Webb Road put on the Federal Aid Urban System.

If it is put on the System, that would allow the County to secure
*r*.t certain monies to assist in paying thrir 50 percent share. For

a complex of this size, LAKIN felt that :here should be a joint
«.2 project because if tile County proceeded to do just a "bread
*40* and butter" rural type project·. would be inadequate. Ile said

that it was improper, in his judgment, for the City to be asked
to make the total improvement because the land on the east side
is in the County. Beacheraft is not annexable by the City and
would not be part of the benefit district.

CAZEL stated thal until he personally could see the problems
on Webb Road being worked out, he would find it very difficult to
support any major construction in that arce.
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CHARLOTTE KLEFFNER, Chairman of CPO Council Area "H", stated.
that the Council had had several discussions with community
residents, the developers and several of the City staff. They

had a special meeting March 29 to discuss just tlie Maxwell C.U.P.
From this input they have based their recommendations. She said

that many of their requests had been discussed and approved by
the developer and the City staff, but they would like those recom
mendations in writing for clarification and to eliminate future
confusion. KLEFFNER read the provisions recommended by the
Council. She said that the developer has requested two openings
to Webb Road from Parcel 1 and it should be decreased to one
entrance onto Webb Road. The reason is that it is the smallest
parcel and is also the closest to the Webb and Douglas inter-
section. She pointed out that regarding construction and
improvement of Webb Road the County has said that it will take
seven years to improve the four lane and the expense should go
to the deve].oper. She said that it had already been pointed out
that the devel.oper would Be responsible for 25 percent. KI,EFFNER

said that the CPO was very concerned that this project did not take
money away from other projects in their area. They have had a lot

of trouble getting Central. and Rock Road, Douglas and Rock Road,
and 1.3th and Rock Road improved. 'They really did not want this
situation taking precedent over those. They would like to have
included in the C.U.P. a dedication off complete access control
on the west. They would li.ke no access irom Parcels 2, 3, 4, 5 1
and 6 to Douglas. She said that regarding drainage the City
stated that there would be a slow runoff. This needs careful i
monitoring during construction. They would like the item regard-
ing sell->acks between parcels removed. They would like two parking i
spaces per dwel.ling unit over if it is apartments. They would

like for the area not to have portable Siglls. They requested 

a loop for thEe wato: systam as stated in the letter from the
Fire Department. On screening and landscaping, 25 feet, not
ten, should be required for both parcels 1 and 6. She said :

that they were pleased that the amount of light ec:Imercial was
reduced, but were insisting that 1mprovenicult. Plan A be adopted.
They asked that the buildings be limited to three on Parcels 2

- and 3
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KLEFFNER ment j.oned that the one thing that is not in the
provj.sions was the sewer. They have discussed it a lot. They
would like for the costs of the sewer, road and the other items
of improvement assessed to the developer. She said that she was

extremely grateful to Lakin and Me]:inley for their information
and generosity with their time.

SHARON RYAN, Second Vice Chairman of CPO Council Area "11",
stated that when the developer first came to them, they did not

9·: have anything in the basket and have worked very hard to get the
things that they wanted to do. One of the things that the Council
recognizes is the applicant' s right to develop his land. He does

·-t not have the right to develop at the expense of everybody else.
She said that the feelings at the CPO Council were that the costs

-' should be borne by the person that was going to make the money.
lib· She said that the neighbors wanted to control some of the access,

-       especially onto Douglas. RYAN said that the people did not want
a line of fast food, service station type of establ.j.shments in
the area. She mentioned that the reason why the neighborhood
wanted the provisions put in writing on the C.U.P. was because
if they were not in writing they could not be enforced.7/"Imilitga-
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JEANETTE REESE, 139 Bonnie Brae, President of the Bonnie
Brae Homeowners Association, stated that she was speaking today
for the Board of Directors of the Bonnie Brae 1Iomeowners
Association. She said that this Association supports each of
the recommendations of tile CPO Council Area "11" as presented by
Kleffner and Ryan. They are extremely concerned with the
problems of traffic congestion on streets adjacent to the
project and recommend that Improvement Plan A be approved. More

specifically they do not want any entry into Bonnie Brae from
the east, now or anytime in the future. CPO Council "II" has

spent countless hours listening, lea·rning and examining in
detail this project. They have endeavored to do what is best
for tile residential areas affected by a commercial enterprise
of this magnitude.

129

LINN wanted to clarify a few points raised by the Commiss.Lon
in connection with the proposed development and the timing of
improvements on Webb Road. Ile said that they were limited to

300,000 square feet until Webb Road i s impi oved. The initial

developmr.nt proposed at tliis time, was to construct one office
building. It will take approximately a year to build, taking
up approximately 35,000 square feet. If things went well with ,
that, then construction of a second office building of 50,000
square foot bass boon mentioned. He said that the developer,
through the platting process, would guarantee his share of the
improvements and signalizati.on. They wcald ask that those

projects be put in the C.I.P.

.ar

.?24

CHAMBERS pointed out that the 300,000 square feet that is
being discussed involves on].y -Parce] s 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 and docm
not include Parcel 1.

KLEFFNER commented that they have boon very much opposed
to this. Without the recommendati.ens fror„ the CPO being
incorporated she felt that many of thein would be very opposed
to the applications. They would also be opposed if they did
not sce some improvelnent done, especially a].ong Welib Road.

DAVID J. ASPELIN, 28 Douglas Parkway, speaking in opposition,
objected to the use of Parcel 1. He felt that the proposed 120
foot apartment building was too high and should be reduced. lie

also requested that the openings onto Douglas shoul.d be entry
only.

HANSEN said that she would like to hear from Lakin on some
of the items that CPO recommended. She wanted the pros and cons
of General Provision Ad identhied if Parcel.s 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6
are developed jointly and setbacks are not required.

LAKIN said that it was a fairly standard provision that
has boon used to avoid having to come back for amendments to
remove setbacks. If the parcels stay in the same ownership
then the structures can be placed on the site without any great
problem. lIe said that there was one item to the CPO that he
would like to comment on and that was the landscaping requirement.
CPO requested 25 feet which is larger than the 10-foot standard
that the Commission has approved on most all other C.U.P.s. II'

pointed out that when you only have 10 feet of landscaping area
to deal with, there are no berms.

BAYOUTH felt that the stlaff recommendations were adequate
with the exception of item 6b. lIe felt that Improvement Plan B
was adequate unt.il Bocch develops tlie land across the street. Ile

said that the channelization at the intersection with the fifth
lane was adequate since there was no reel major triffic prob].om
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to the east. He also felt that it was a workable plan at a
cost that everyone could afford. If all of the recommendations

made by CPO and others were complied with, this property could
not be developed.

GARDNER said that as he read through the staff comments he
had a question on item 4. It stated that, after reviewing the
revised C.U.P. and comments from other City departments, staff
felt that. tho proposed project could be developed without

 significantly impacting nearby property adversely, if theproposed improveinents to Webb Road were made. He said that as

he read that, it would appear that staff was suggesting that
only 300,000 square feet could be developed or started before
the improvements to Webb are completed.

LAKIN commented that if the improvements are under contract
and it is going to be constructed, then there is no reason why
the property owner could not be allowed to be under contract
for construction of inore flood aren. He would not have to wait

until the street is accepted ancl fin.ished before a permit could
be issued for the subsequent square footage.

GARDNER asked if Lakin saw any particular reason where
the worst possible of alternatives would happen that would 7a
prec].ude the City annexing, Webb Road, such as financial con-
siderations, in terms of how the costs of improvements to Webb
were made. He asked Lakin if he saw al ythi.ng to preclude the ,
City Commission froln being allowed to annex Webb Road through
that stretch and including it. in the City' s road system and

Capital Improvement Program for e:·.peditious treament to move
that project forward as rapidly as possible.

LAKIN stated that there is nothing to prevent that.
All of the road right-of-way could be annexed and all of the
improvements could be financed by the City of Wichi.ta if the
so desired.

GARDNER asked Lakin, if, given the normal construction

period of structures on improved property of this nature, w
there any reason to prohibit the initiation of construction
of portions of the 300,000 square foot at this point or in
near future.

LAKIN said no, he did not see a problem.

1
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MOTION: Having considered the fact.ors as
contained in Policy Statement No. 10; taking
into consideration the mixed commercial,
industrial and residential charact.ur of the

general area; the light industrial zoning and
uses to the east; the commercial zonin·-· and

uses to the south; the office zoning to the

west; the suitability of the subject site for ,
development with residential office and com-
mercial uses; and the recommendation of approval

--9..
by staff; I move that we recommend to the govern-
ing body that the amended zone change request
from "AA" to "1313" & "LC" be approved subject to

approval of the associated C.U.P. and the ....
.d'.71.

property being platted within two years from
the date of approval of the zone change by the
Board of City Commissioners, or the zone case be

considered denied and closed; and that the
ordinance establishi.ng the zone change not
be published until the plat has been recorded

94
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C.U.P. be approved subject to the conditions
with the Register of Deeds; and that the

listed in the staff report except in item
12' 6b, Improvement Plan B be approved, and

that Lakin proceed as rapidly as he can to
develop a joint improvement project to
improve Webb Road. Bayouth moved, Cazel
seconded.

81:

t
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AMENDED MOTION: Having considered the factors
as contained iii Policy r·atement No. 10; taking
into consideration the mixed commercial,
industrial and residential character of the
general area; the light industrial zoning and
aircraft landing field to t.lic cast; the retail
sales, motel and conunercial zoning to the south;
the office zoning and uses to the west; tha
support of CPO Council Area "H", and the recom-
mendation of approval by staff; I move that we
recommend to the governing body that tile antelided
zone change request from "AA" to "BB" & "LC" be
approved subject to approval of the associated
C.U. P. and the property being plotted within
two years from the date of approval of the zone
change by the Board of City Commissioners, or
the zone case be consi.darcel denied and c].osed;
and that tho ordinance establishing the zone
change not b.. published until the platt has
been recorded with the Register of Deeds; and
that the C.U.P. be approved subject to the
following conditi.ons:

a. A general- provision shall. be added that reads as follows:
"The height limitations shown oii Exhibit A arc based upon
Chapter 28.08 of the Code of the City of Wichita that was
adopted on October 25, 1955".

b. General Provision No. 15 sha].1 be reworded as follows:
"The maximum number of buildings for Parcel 2 shall he
limited to three provided that additional buildings may
be added after a site circulation plan has boan reviewed
and approved by the Director of Planning".

c. "Parcel 4" shall bo added to General Provision No. 9.

d. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance wi.th
Improvement Plan A of the Revised 'rraffic Study dated
March 1982. The revisions (Items 3a, b, and d) in the
Traffic Engineer's letter, dated March 26, 1982, shall
be incorporated into the final design of the Webb Road
improvements.

8 3% e. rhe following shall be added to General Provision No. 1,
"If Parcel 1 is developed with apartments there shall be
only one opening to Webb Road".

f. Platting of subject property within two years from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or
the application be considqi-ed denied and closed.

g. The development of this property shall. proceed in accordance 1 .as ,

with the development plan as reconuitended for approval by
A the Planning Commission and approved by the governing body,

and any subst antial dcavia:Lion of tl·ic plan, as determined by
the Superintendent of Central Inspection and the Director

; of Planning, shall constitute a violation of the building
permit authorizing construction of the proposed development:9/.9

.mwimi'
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h. Any major changes in this development plan shall be
resubmitted to the Planning Commission and to the City
Conunission for its consideration.

i. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included withi.n the Community Unit Plan does not consti-
tute a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, but
said plan shal.1 run with the land for comniercial develop·-
ment and be binding upon the present owners, thei.r successors
and assigns, unless amended.

Hansen moved, Chisholm seconded.

BAYOUTII asked Hanson why she felt that Plan A should be
adopted.

HANSEN said that Traffic Engineering felt that it was
better from a sa fety standpoint she accepted that.

BAYOUTH said that he did not agree because Lakin spoke about:
tthe madials at Towne East creating problems. lie said that j.s
because of the curbs cuts and traffic going into Bonnie Brae, but
there is no problem there. Ile said that lie might consider putting
mountable modials there. BAYOU'J'll asked AcKinley that if Plan A
was changed 1.-0 mountab].c nic·dials such als at Ruck Road al, 1 Harry,
was it any different than a suicide lane or a Chicken lane.

McKINLEY said that Traffic Engineering would prefer the

mountable medials over the two--way left turn lanes. Ii· has
greater safety. Ilowever, they prefer the raised medials over
the mountable media] s.

GARDNER felt that it was worth pointing outi that on Plan A
the developer expres. ed . Cosire for an auxiliary point of
access imrandiately north of ·their primary entrance., on Weljb.
lIe asked if the substitute motion accoinniodated that with the
raised medials.

HANSEN said yes it did.

LINN agreed with all of McKinley's comments on Plan A on
the design concept with the exception of Lhe point of entrance.

BAYOUTn and CAZEL withdrew their motion.

VOTE ON THE MOTION: It carried unanimously.
Jones, Lofton and Martens were absent.
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April 9, 1982

Gary Wiley
Profwional Engineering Consultants, P. A.

1440 Eut Englinh
Wichita. Kansas 67211

Re: Z-2388 - "AA" to "BB" & "LC" &
DP-116 - Maxwell's Commercial

C.U.P. - both located on the

southwest corner of Douglas

and Webb Road

Dear Mr. Wiley:

At its regular meeting on April 8, 1982. the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commiuion reconsidered the above-captioned cases. The
action of the Planning Commission was to recommend that the amended
zone change request from "AA" to "BB" & "IC" be approved subject to
approval of the aaeociated C.U.P. and the property being platted
within one year from the date of approval of the zone change by
the Board of City Commissioners, or the zone caae be considered
denied and closed; and that the ordinance establishing the zone
change not be published until the plat has been recorded vith the

4

Register of Deeds. The Planning Commisilon al,0 reco=ended

approval of the C.U. P. subject to the following conditions:

a. A general provision shall be added that readz u followi:
The height limitations shown on Exhibit A are bued upon

Chapter 28.08 of the Code of the City of Wichita that wai
adopted on October 25, 1955".

b. General Provision No. 15 shall be revorded u follovi: "The
maximum number of buildings for Parcel 2 ihall be limited to
three provided that additional buildings may be added after a
site circulation plan hes bean reviewed and approved by the
Director of Planning".

c. "Parcel 4" shall be added to General Provision No. 9.

d. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance with
Improvemnt Plan A of the Revised Traffic Study dated
March, 1982. The revisions (Items 38. b, and d) in
the Traffic Engineer'i letter, dated March 26, 1982 shall

44%
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be incorporated into the final design of the Webb Rod

Improvements.

The following shall be added to General Provision No. 1;

"If Parcel 1 18 developed with ipartments there shall be
only one opening to Webb Road';.

Platting of subject property within two years from the

date of approval by the Board of City Commimmioners;
or the application be considered denied and closed.

· 147 1.

.

The development of this property shall proceed in
accordance with the development plan u recommended

for approval by the Planning Commission and approved
by the governing body, and iny substantial deviation -1
of the plan, u determined by the Superintendent of .
Central Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall -

constitute a violation of the building permit authorizing ./
construction of the proposed development. -

h. Any major changes in this development plan shall be re,ub-
mitted to the Planning Con=lasion and to the City Co=lision
for iti consideration.

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

4%48'll/

It ia neces,ary that we receive 10 corrected copies of the C.U. P.

by Thureday, April 22, mo that subject cases can be scheduled for
consideration by the City Commission at their meeting of May 4, 1982.
This meeting to be held in the City Commission Meeting Room, Firot
Floor, City Hall, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas. We would reina
you that Planning items are considered after all other matters of
business.

%*ff. 1 .f.b)/

You will al.Bo need to correct Exhibit A to show the revised parcels.

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

64

Sincerely yours,

Arthur D. Chambers, AICP

4 Senior Planner
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ce: Eugene G. Counba, Attorney, 421 East 3rd, Wichita 67202
Hugh S. Maxwell, 2381 Algonquin Road, Schinectady, New York 12309
Phil Ruffin, P. 0. Box 17087, Wichita 67217
C. T. Spines, President, The Cloister Homeowners A••oc.. Inc.,

% Spines Real Estate Development, Fourth Financial Center,
Wichita 67202

John B. MeKean, 24 Douglu Parkway, Wichita 67206
David J. Aspelin. 28 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206
Henry M. Pack, 8121 Mockingbird Lane, Wichita 67207
George J. Trombold, 144 Bonnie Brae, Wichita 67207
Austin Rising, Vice President, Beech Aircraft Corp; 9709 E. Central,

Wichita 67206
Jim B. Growe, 8126 Peach Tree Lane, Wichita 67207
Jake Hartmetz, 234 North Armour, Wichita 67206
Peter Ochs, 22 Hawthorne, Wichita 67206
Charlotte Kleffner, 8629 Stoneridge, Wichita 67206
Sharon Ryan, 8324 East Merrie, Wichita 67207
Jeanette Rees, 139 Bonnie Brae, Wichita 67207
Jim Gregory, P. O. Box 85, Wichita 67201
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TLIE CITY OF WICJ [ITA

OFI·ICE OF CITIZEN PART]CIPATION DATE April 7, 1982

'7439
To Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

\ V ptl, 1
EnoM Clemencia L. Pricto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT DP-116 and 2-2388: Southwest
Corner of Douglas and Webb Road

At a special neeting on Monday, i·brch 29·th and at its regular Mondays April 5thmeeting. CPO Neighburhood Council· Area "H" considered the captioned reauest forapproval of the Maxwell lon.mercial C.U.P. and the related zone change requestfor "DEV' Business District and "LC" Light Cc=ercial, on property currently zoned"AA", Single Family.

At the March 29th special meeting Gary Snyder, Dick Linn, Gary Wiley and BrentRemsberg appeared before the Council to describe the changes made in the C.U.P.Twenty-five people attended the meeting on the cases. At the April 5th rtegularmeeting Gary Synder was present representing the applicant. Three ayea re5identswere present concerning the cases.

The Council voted 6-0.to reconmend :;·proval of the proposed Commercial C.U.P. andthe associated Zone change subject to the Planning Department staff suggestionsand findings of fact and to incorporating the following recommendations ·,n the··Maxwell Ccirrnercial C.U.P.:

1. TY·affic

-The adoption of in;provement Plan A.
-The adootion of the Traffic Engineer's ieconmendations, as outlined inhis letter of March 26th to Brent Remsberg of Professional EngineeringConsultants. (MAPC members have received copies of tne letter).-Complete access Control west O, parcel 6 and 7 to Bonnie Brae.-Parcels 2,3,4, and 5 having no access to Douglas Avenue.-Parcel 1 having only onL occess to Douglas.

2. Sanitary Sewer Service

The development should only use the 30" diameter War Industries Sewer.
As indi cated by the Sanitary Engineers this sewer is the only one thathas capacity for the ultimate development of the Maxwell C.U.P.

3. Fire Protection

The adoption of the Fire Department' s recommendation for a "Looped systemand additional hydrants.

4. Two parking spaces per dwelling unit in Parrels 1,6, and 7, regardless ofownership.

5. Limit the liumbo· of buildings in Parcel 3 to three. Include parcel 3 u,idergeneral provision number 15.

r
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Jack Galbriath, Chief Planner, Current Plans
DP-116 and Z-2388

April 7, 1982 - Page 2

6. In Parcel 5 all personal services shall be incorporated under one building.

7. Incorporate under general provision number 6 that no portable signs should
be allowed.

8. Provide e planting strip of 25 feet instead of 10 feet in parcols 1 and 6
regardless of residential .r financial development. This recommendation
would amend general provision nuniber 11.

9. Amending general provision number 14 to read that Traffic Improvement Plan A
should be accomplished prior to tile development of more than 300,000 square
fect.

Area "H also requests that the MAPC consider the following suggestions and concerns:

a) The development's impact on the Rock Road and Douglas, and Harry and Webb
intersections. Signalization required.

b) Uniformity of architectural design for the development.

c) Area residents and tile Council al·e opposed to the establishment of service
stations and fast food restaurants in the area.

d) In residential areas it was consi dered that building height of 120 feet was
excessive.

e). No changes in the Capital Improvement Program should be made to accommodate
i mprovements needed on Webb Road.

f) The need for additional resources to provide basic police service to tile
new development.

Flease provide copies of this memorandum to the members of the MAPC and City
Dommission when this case is consi dered by thent.

Clemencia I.. Prieto

Administrative Aide III

'LP:cim

Voted:

;arah Gilbert

'P Coordinator

:c: Gary Wiley
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TILE CITY OF WiCH]TA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DA'rE April 8, 1982

TO Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

FROM Clemencia L. Pri.eto, Mninistrative Aide III.
£ Ar.4

SUBJECr DP-116 and Z 2388: Soutknest

Corner of ]»uglas and Webb Road

Please note the following ailditional ircan-,)en.dations that CPO Neighborhood
Council Area "H" requested be incorprated in the Maxwell Comrercial C. U. P.

- The developer shoilld incul the cost of improvenents in public
services; (sanitary saver, drainage, stivet 21)1ver,ents, tmffic
signalization, et-1. ) necessitated by the dove].opment.

- Dele·to Section D of Iian 4 -in the Plans General Provisions.

This Sect.On refers to selbacks not be.ing i·equired if parcels
1,2,3,4,5, auld G am developed under the brile o.:alership.

Please attach this memorandum to Area "H" recomrendations dated April 7, 1982.
trhank you.

il·Linoncia L. 1*ieto
Arini·nis Lrative Aide III

CU'

Noted:

Barb Gilbon.-t

CP Coordinator

ce. Cary Wil ev

L
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Southwestern Bell

Network Engineering
626 N. Broadway
Wichita, Kansas 67214
March 26, 1982

Mr. Dick Linn

Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 E. English St.

Chlt.3, Kansas 6721]

Dear Sir:

Soull,western Bell is currently in the process of designing
and building a major feeder relief job that will be able to
provide facilities for initial development in this CUP. This
project is scheduled for completion by the end of 1982. Any
further feeder jobs will not take place until telephone facilities
reach an 85% capacity. Our current: forecast, taking current
economic conditions into consideration, does not predict that
we will reach this capacity until after 1985. Please be assured
that forecasts are continually :,pdated and any new major develop-
ments 311, a as Maxwell's CUP are included in updated forecasts.
On the average major feeder jobs take anywhere from 9 to 18
months to plan, di·sign, and build. No subway structures will
have to be bililt to provirle additional telephone facilicies,
so anv [titure jobs will inelude only placing and splicing cables.
With advanced te/hnology this interval is becoming sliorter all
the time.

Southwesterc Bell has a responsibility to both public and private ./

business interests to provide as much telephone facilities and
service as requested. Southwestorn B<·11 wrn:Id welcr,me che
excellent revenue sources tuture busiti,·:s::··:. I,icali:,i; in this
CUP 'would provide. Thus our dep:irtment is c,ininitted to the
company to guarantee timely and sufficient telephone service.

Sincerely,

in Clevenger

Ntwk.Sves.Supv.-Distr.

Svcs.Engr.-Dieign



DIRECTORS

0
C. I. -/UND ....

I. D..=/6-ON. J.......

LIP.

March 31, 1982

Mr. William G. MeKinley
 ROFESSIONAL

Traffic Engineer
ENGINEERING

Engineering Department CONSULTANTS

71'.h Floor - City Hall DIVIIION

455 N. Main POESSIONAi ASSOCAFION

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: Maxwell Property Traffic Study
EC File No. 36-78414-1014

Dear Bill:

We received your letter dated March 26, 1982 containing your review caiments
and recannendations with regard to the above-referenced Traffic Study and
proposed improvement plans.

Your letter, and ccrmlents made during previous meetings, approve the study,
the proposed Improvement Plan A (subject to certain inodifications), and the
access control provisions contained in the Carmulity Unit Plan.

You reccrimend Improvement Plan A over Plan B because it provides greater
safety. Both Plan A and Plan B will accanodate the traffic volunes to be
generated by the proposed developnent.

1

Several of your comnents relate to design details and should be considered
during the detailed design of the approved Improvement Plan. Comment k
reccnmends closing of the median break at the north entrance to Parcel 3
because of possible overflow of left turn vehicles at the major entrance ?Al

to Parcel 3. :Ihis major entrance provides access to Parcels 3,4, 5, 6, and
7. We think it is highly desirable to have this overflow capability and an
alternate entrance to these parcels. This feature increases in importance
due to the limited left turn storage into the major entrance. This storage

is limited due to the raised median. Increased storage at this entrance is
possible if Improvement Plan B is utilized.

The Developer requests that Improvenent Plan B be approved based on the following
reasons:

1. Increased left turn storage to the major entrance at Parcel 3 and to the
Beech entrance located jmnediately south of the south line of the C.U.P.

41*
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36-78414-1014

McKinley

2. The continuous left turn lane provides overflow capability for left
turh storage and allows traffic to disperse to intermediate entrances. The
proposed traffic signals to be located at [buglas Avenue and at the nnjor
entrance to Parcel 3 will be synclronized which will provide gaps in traffic
flow peITnitting safe left turns at intemediate entrances. 'Ihe continuous
left turn lane does not have opposing left turn conflicts since there are no
entrances to the Beech property along this frontage.

3. The Developer desires to have Webb Road improved prior to major development
of the C.U.P.. The C.U.P. General Provision #14 1 imits the amount of development
which can occur prior to solution of the traffic problems. Contruction of Plan
A prior to major develounent will establish median openings 12/193 to final site .
development planning and design. Plan B will not require final site improvement
design prior to the improving of Webb Road.

If additional information is desired, please contact me.

Very Truly Yours,

Ilichard W. (01< P.E.
Manager, Land Deve logmen t

ec:' Gary Snyder
Bob Lakin. MAPD ,0,

Ei

ti
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THE CITY OF WICHrTA

OFFIcE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE April 7, 1982

To Jack Galbraith, Chief Planners Current Plans

FRoM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT DP-116 and Z-2388: Southwest
Corner of Douglas and Webb Road

At a special meeting on Monday, March 29th and at its regular Monday, April 5th
meeting, CPO Neighborhood Council Area "H" considered the captioned request for
approval of the Maxwell Commercial C.U.P. and the related zone change request
for "BB" Business District and "LC" Light Commercial, on property currently zoned
"M", Single Family.

At the March 29th special meeting Gary Snyder, Dick Linn, Gary Wiley and Brent
Remsberg appeared before the Council to describe the changes made in the C.U.P.
Twenty-five people attended the meeting on the cases. At the April 5th regular
meeting Gary Synder was present representing the applicant. Three area residents
were present concerning the cases.

The Council voted 6-0 to recommend approval of the proposed Commercial C.U.P. and
the associated zone change subject to the Planning Department staff suggestions
and findings of fact and to incorporating the following recommendations in the
Maxwell Commercial C.U.P.:

1. Traffic

-The adoption of improvement Plan A.
-The adoption of the Traffic Engineer's recommendations, as outlined in
his letter of March 26th to Brent Remsberg of Professional Engineering
Consultants. (MAPC members have received copies of the letter).

-Complete access control west of parcel 6 and 7 to Bonnie Brae.
-Parcels 2,3,4, and 5 having noaccess to Douglas Avenue.
-Parcel 1 having only one access to Douglas.

2. Sanitary Sewer Service

The development should only use the 30" diameter War Industries Sewer.
As indicated by the Sanitary Engineer, this sewer is the only one that
has capacity for the ultimate development of the Maxwell C.U.P.

3. Fire Protection

The adoption of the Fi ·e Department' s recommendation for a "Looped" system
and additional hydrants.

4. Two parking spaces per dwelling unit in Parcels 1,6, and 7, regardless of
ownership.

5. Limit the number of buildings in Parcel 3 to three. Include parcel 3 under
general provision number 15.

L



Jack Galbriath, Chief Planner, Current Plans
DP-116 and Z-2388

April 7, 1982 - Page 2

6. In Parcel 5 all personal services shall be incorporated under one building.

7. Incorporate under general provision number 6 that no portable signs should
be allowed.

8. Provide a planting strip of 25 feet instead of 10 feet in parcels 1 and 6
regardless of residential or financial development. This recommendation
would amend general provision number 11.

9. Amending general provision number 14 to read that Traffic Improvement Plan A
should be accomplished prior to the development of more than 300,000 square
feet.

Area "H" also requests that the MAPC consider the following suggestions and concerns

a) The development's impact on the Rock Road and Douglass and Harry and Webb
intersections. Signalization required.

b) Uniformity of architectural design for the development.

c) Area residents and the Council are opposed to the establishment of service
stations and fast food restaurants in the area.

d) In residential areas it was consi dered that building height of 120 feet was
excessive.

e) No changes in the Capital Improvement Program should be made to accommodate
improvements needed on Webb Road.

f) The need for additional resources to provide basic police service to the
new development.

Please provide copies of this memorandum to the members of the MAPC and City
Commission when this case is consi dered by them.

Clemencia L. Prieto

Administrative Aide III

CLP:dm

Noted:

1120
Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

cc: Gary Wiley

1-
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARPICIPATION DATE April 8, 1982

To Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

FROM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide III

SUBJECT DP-116 and Z 2388: Southwet
Corner of Douglas and Webb hoad

Please note the following additional reconmendations that CPO Neighborhood
Council Area "H" requested be incorporated :in the Flaxwell Comnercial C.U.P.:

- The developer should incur the cost of improvenents in public
services (sanitaly sewer, drainage, street improvements, traffic
signalization, etc.) necessitated by the developnent.

- Delete Section D of Item 4 in the Plans General Provisions.

This section refers to setbacks not being required if parcels
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are developed under the same ownership.

Please attach this memorandtin to Area "H'' reconmendations dated April 7, 1982.
Thank you.

Ilenencia L. prieto

Achninistrative Aide III

CIP

Noted:

Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

ec. Gary Wiley

L

L

L
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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MAPC HEARING DATE: 12-03-81 deferred
4-08-82

REVISED STAFF REPORT

Case No. DP-116 Request: Approval of the Maxwell
Commercial C.U.P.

Z-2388 "AA" to "BB" & "LC"

Location: Southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

Size: DP-116 57.8 acres Dimension: 2210' x 2640' (irregular)
Z-2388 47.8 acres 1960' x 2210' (irregular)

Maximum Floor Area 915,918 square feet (392,700 office; 523,218 commercir
Maximum number of dwelling units 464

Land Use Zoning

"AA"Existing Undeveloped
North Single-family & office "AA" & "BB"
East Beech Aircraft "E"
South Motel, K-'lart, office & "LC"

apartments
West Single-family & office "AA" & "BB"

ic

CONMENTS

1. The following should be considered by the Planning Commission
in making findings of fact:

EN. gt. 4

4

In compliance with the provisions of Section 28.04.190 of the
Code of the City of Wichita, an application has been submitted
requesting approval of the Maxwell' s Commercial C.U.P., located
at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road. Associated
zone change Z-2388 is requesting a change from "AA" Single-
family to "BB" Office and "IC" Light Commercial for most of the
Borne area. The applicant has submitted a letter amending the original
zoning request to "BB" for Parcels 4 and 6. A portion of the
C.U.P. is to remain "AA" Single-family end be developed,•ith
regidential uses. The C.U.P. proposes to develop a maximum
of 915,918 square feet provided that only up to 300,000 square
feet can be developed prior to major improvements to Webb Road.
Proposed uses for Parcel 1 now include financial, office or
high-rise apartments (120 d-ailing units). Parcels 2 and 3
could be developed with a hotel/motel complex and/or general
commercial uses. The primary uses for Parcel 5 include office and
financial and cmmercial uses such as barber/beauty shops,
tailors, studios, etc., would be permitted in an office
building or complex, not as free-standing uses. "-he only
permi ·. ted use in Parcel 4 is office. Parcel 6 permitted
uses include offices and apartments. Parcel 7 could be
developed with townhouses or apartments at a maximum density
of 5 dwelling units per acre.

'.. -.0.9*
»

M&912. 4 .-

3%

2. The t.!APC considered these cases on December 3, 1981. During
that meeting, staff raised several questions about the amount of 
commercial square footage, drainage improvements, sewer capacity
and the ability of Webb Road to adequately handle increased
traffic. There were several neighborhood residents that also
had questions about the impact that the proposed development
would have on nearby property. During the 120 day deferral
period the applicant has contacted several service companies in -
order to answer questions raised at the last meeting. The follow-

ing is a list of comments received by staff from other City
Departments and service providers.

1U
' $% # .5,/I

Nfl,
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The Drainace and Flood Control Engineer has approved the
proposed drainage concept which is; that storm water run off
shall not exceed the rate of runoff if the site was
undeveloped.

The Sanitary Ehgineer has indicated that there is capacity
in the 30" War Industries Sewer for the maximum proposed

m.
development.

The Water Department has indicated that there is a 20" water
line in Webb Road that will serve this site. There are plans

to construct a pumping station, in 1983, that will increase
the pressure in the 2" lines in Forrest Hills.

The Wichita Fire Department has indicated that the site
can be adequately served with additional hydrants and
a "looped" system.

K. G. & E. has stated that they can serve the site vith no
difficulty.

irtwi
The Wichita Police Department has stated that their pre-
liminary findings reflect that "any new development in this
area would necessitate additional resources to provide
basic police service".

#,4 -.

3. A traffic study for this site was submitted to the City Traffic
Engineer and MAPD at the end of February and was discussed at a
meeting wheld between the applicant' s engineer, the City' s Traffic
Enpineer and i:AID. There was tentative approval of the improve-

le)
ments proposed by the study. The applicant's engineer was asked
to modify some assumptions and to make some changes to the proposed
improvements to Webb Road. A revised traffic study was submitted
proposing two alternatives for the improvements on Webb Road from
Kellogg to Douglas. Both alternatives propose two through lanes
in both directions, a center turning lane and a continuous accel/decel
lane along the east side of the site. Traffic signals will be needed
at Douglas and at the major opening to Percels 3 and 4. The major
opening to Parcel 2 will not be signalized. The difference between the
two plans is that Plan A has a raised medial from Kellogg to
Douglas that would permit left turns at six locations. Plan
B only has raised medials at Kellogg and at Douglas which would

- . permit left turns at seven locations. The Traffic Engineer has
indicated that Plan A is the preferred plan due to safety.
"API would concur with the Traffic Engineer and recommends that
Plan A be approved with the revisions suggested in the Traffic
Engineer's letter dated March 26, 1982. (The Traffic Study and
the Traffic Engineer' s letter to FIC are enclosed to the .'APC.)I-

k?.1-,

There has been some preliminary discussion regarding the =Ki

financing of the Webb Road improvements. The financing mechanism
will need to be finalized and approved during the platting process. ..=z

,4 In additions the right-of-way amounts, design criteria, etc., will 0021be determined at the time o f platting.

. After reviewing the revised C.U.P. and comments from other
City Departments, staff feels that the proposed project can
be developed without significantly impacting nearby property
adversely if the proposed improvements to Webb Road are made.
The existing zoning and land uses in the area would tend to
preclude most residential development on this site. Office and
commercial uses would be compatible with the area provided that
the site has adequate sewers, water, streets, etc,, for the
proposed intensity of development. From the comments received

0·rrn from other City departments and service providers it appears
that the site can be adequately served. Specific details as
to location, size, etc., of improvements will be resolved at th
time of platting.

Fty

5. A recommendation of approval of the zone change by the Planning
Commission should be subject to approval of the associated C.U.P.
and the property being platted within one year from the date of
approval of the zone change by the Board of City Commissioners,
or the zone case be considered denied and closed; and that the

Cid#t t FLP.
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ordinance establishing the zone change not be published until
the plat has been recorded with the Register of Deeds.

6. Should the Planning Commission determine that the proposed
C.U.P. is appropriate, the following are recommended conditions
of approval:

a. "Parcel 4 shall be added to General Provision No. 9.

b. Improvements to Webb Road shall be in conformance with
Improvement Plan A of the Revised Traffic Study dated
March, 1982. The revisions (Items 38, b, c and d) in
the Traffic Engineer' s letter, dated March 26, 1982 shall
be incorporated into the final design of the Webb Road
Improvements.

c. The following shall be added to General Provision No. 1;
If Parcel 1 is developed with apartments there shall be

only one opening to Webb Road".

d. Platting of subject property within two years from the
date of approval by the Board of City Commissioners;
or the application be considered denied and closed.

e. The development of this property shall proceed in
I ..'4 accordance with the development plan as recommended

for approval by the Planning Commission and approved
by the governing body, and any substantial deviation
of the plan, as determined by the Superintendent of
Central Inspection and the Director of Planning, shall
constitute a violation of the building permit authorizing
construction of the proposed development.

f. Any major changes in this development plan shall be resub-
mitted to the Planning Commission and to the City Commission
for its consideration.

g. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land
included within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute
a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, but said
plan shall run with the land for commercial development and
be binding upon the rz es ent owners, their successors and
assigns, unless amended.

4*k

4 ly
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0THE CITY OF WIAITA

MAR 2 6 1982

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE 0 --Zikt--

DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING
CITY HA.6 -SEVENTH FLIOA

455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

13161 208-4501 March 26, 1982

Mr. Brent Remsberg
Profess ional Engineering Consultants
1440 East English
Wichita, Kansas 67211

Dear Brent:

We have reviewed your revised Maxwell Property Traffic Study and
would like to make the following general comments with regard to the

I ·:7¥
report:

1. In reviewing your write-up, we pretty much concur with
your analys is and calculations although in a couple of
places due to rounding the figures, we do not totally agree
but they are within close enough proximity not to be con-
cerned with tbe small difference. Possibly you might
also want to include a couple of other major traffic
generators in the area, such as K-Mart and Cross Towne East
Shopping Center.

7

2. Normally when we are looking at the Lmpact of a shopping
center on the roadway system, we take the existing traffic
volumes that are occurring today and project those traffic
volumes to a des ign year, say 10 - 20 years in the future,
at a growth rate that is realistic for the area. We then add
to this calculated figure the impact of the shopping center.
In your analysts, you used existing volumes without any 4:'-349€d€¢/'**iN·· ).4
growth rate and added the impact of the shopping center to
the existing volumes.

3, In reviewing your plan entitled "Improvement Plan A", we
would like for you to consider the following revisions:

a. The left turn northbound into the private access
road to K-Mart should have a minimum left turn

bay of 100' and the reverse curve could be a
minimum of 80'.

3, -- 1

i
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TIIE CITY OF WICHITA 2
Mr. Brent Remsberg March 26, 1982

it.43:j Professional Engineering Consultants

30*
?i=f b. At your major entrances to the shopping center which

-                            permit left turns northbound on Webb Road into the
site, we would suggest adding a triangular raised

iMMABN
island so that traffic making a left turn out of the site

could look for a gap in traffic southbound and then s tor e
in the median area waiting for the gap in the traffic
northbound.

.....':·'jp:24
c. Due to possible overflow of left turning vehicles at

entrance 3, bypassing this entrance and using
entrance 2, we would recommend the closing of the
median break proposed for the entrance between 2

and 3. This entrance could still remain as a right
in and out only.

d. Also the Lnters ection of Douglas and Webb Road could
be improved by introducing a triangular island to

separate left turning vehicles from Douglas and Webb
Road.

4. In reviewing "Improvement Plan B", we would not recommend
this improvement plan as "Improvement Plan A" provides
greater safety. However, if this plan was approved by the
governing body, we would suggast that the raised median be
shortened approximately 50' at the north end, north of Kellogg,
thereby removing the 16' wide med Lan and reducing it to an
approximate 4' wide median.

5 If parcel number 1 is developed apartments, we would recom-
mend only one opening to Webb Road.

As you are aware, the improvement plans for Kellogg and Webb
Road contained within the proposed project being developed by
Poe & Associates do not envision a dual left turn eastbound on

Kellogg at Webb Road. Your report indicates that this would
ha*e to be Encorporated into the proposed intersection plans
in order to operate the center if it is developed to maximum
density.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please advise.

Yours truly,

963

20 34» M 5 2(4
William G. McKinley>/

WGM:gr
cc: Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning 1/

Clemencia Prieto, Administrative Aide

Traffic Eng ineer

v. 9,333©97 443#.-F/#,MiW...clf#......'..1.tifffp :4f,tfiff€tfffol
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MEMO

P .3:

TO: Clemencia L. Prieto PROJECT NO. 36-78414-1014

4..91 Human Resources Department PROJECT: Maxwell's C.U.P.

2nd Floor - City Hall

COPIES TO: ATTN: DATE: March 22, 1982

VJack Galbraith MAI)D FROM: Dick Linn

Gary Snyder REFERENCE: Z-2388 and DP-116 Zone Change

Request and Corronunity Unit Plan

PLEASE ADVISE IMMEDIATELY OF ANY MISCONCEPTIONS OR OMISSIONS YOU BELIEVE TO BE CONTAINED HEREIN.

Attached are copies of the items listed below in response to several issues which
were discussed at the MAPC hearing on 12-3-81. We anticipate the receipt of
additional review comments prior to the March 29 meeting of CPO Council Area "H•'.

1. Copy of the Traffic Study. L

2. Letter from W. E. Campbell, Deputy Chief, Wichita Fire Department regarding
fire protection for the proposed development.

3. Letter from Donald E. Schneider,''Sanitary Engineer, Engineering Department
starting. that capacity is available for the ultimate development of the C.U. P.

4. Letter from Robert L. Blevins, K.G. 6 E. with respect to electric service.
5. Letter from Chris Breitenstein approving the proposed drainage concept.
6. Letter from Ralph E. Walker, Director of Elementary Education, B.O.E. regarding 91, ·· 1.j

school facilities.

7. Letter from C.M. Hicks, Deputy Chief, Operations Division, Wichita Police
Department withrespect to police service.

You have received comments from the Wichita Water Department regarding adequate
water pressure and service for the proposed development.

A copy of the revised C.U. P. will be available prior to the C.P.O. Area "H" Council
Meeting. We will be available at the meeting to review the C.U. P. and answer
questions from the Council.

1
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

POLICE DEPARTMENT
455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

March 1, 1982

*4.Ire
Richard W. Linn, P.E.
Manager
Land Development Division
Professio al Engineering Consultants
355 Ellis

Wichita, Kansas, 67211

Dear Dick:

We have reviewed the need for basic police service that
the new project on Webb Road would generate. It is our pre-
liminary findings that any new development in this area would
necessitate additional resources to provide just the basic
police service. The demands are past saturation, due to
development and annexation all through the City, not only on
the east-side.

I am very pleased that consideration is being given to
the problems that developments create for all City entities.
You are commended.

Good luck with your project and if we can be of service
in the future, don't hesitate.

Sincerely,

RICHARD E. LaMUNYON

Chief of Police

C. M. HICKS

Deputy Chief
CMH:nh Operations Division

cc: CPO H

Charlotte Kleffner, Chairperson
8629 Stone Ridge

r

Wichita, Kansas, 67206
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THE CITY OF WiITA 0

ARE DEPA/. March 11, 1982

Mr. Dick Linn

Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 East English
Wichita, KS 67211

:&
Dear Mr. Linn:

In reviewing the "Maxwells" C.U.P. at Webb Road, south of Douglas, the
following statements are made relative to providing fire protection:

1. To provide proper water supply that will deliver required
fire flow to all parcels, a "looped" system would be re-
quired. With proper location of hydrants, parcel s one
through five could be developed prior to the completion
of a complete loop.

It is suggested that the water main be run near the west
side of parcel #2 and the north side of parcel #5 and
through parcel #6, as well as along the southern portion
of the C.U. P., or along the ingress-egress easement,
thereby insuring a complete loop and adequate fire flow
capabilities for all areas. (There may be alternative
methods of interconnecting the mains.)

2. A single means of access to parcel six and seven. Parcel #7
appears to be approximately 2,500 feet from Webb Road. An
emergency access (alternate) would certainly be appropriate.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Sincerely,

WICHITA FIRE DEPARTMENT

4%.1

E. Cam¢bell
eputy Chief (Operations)

nb
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DEPARTMENT OF ENGINEERING
C..HALL -SE'ENT'FLOOA

455 NOATH MAIN STREET
W./ITA. KANSAS 67202

1316) 268·4501 December 29, 1981

Mr. R.W. Linn

Professional Engineering Consultants
355 South Ellis

Wichita, KS 67211

Dear Mr. Linn:

Subject: Sanitary Sewer Service - Maxwells Commercial
C.U.P. on S.W. Corner of Webb Road and Douglas

I wish to provide the following information in reply to your
memo to me dated December 21, 1981, on the above noted
subject.

1.) The 18" diameter W. I.S. does not have capacity
to serve the drainage basin in which it is
located. This will necessitate construction
of a parallel line at some time in the future
when development north of Central occurs. This
parallel sewer is in the Capital Improvement
Program under Project No. S-42. Preliminary
layout of this parallel line is such that would
not provide addit ional sewer capacity to the
subj ect Maxwell C . U. P.

2.) It may be possible to utilize the 18" diameter
W. I.S. on a interim basis for a limited develop-
ment in the Maxwell C.U.P. Additional infor-

mation would be necessary, such as estimated
peak flows from the proposed amount of interim
development, before any determination can be
made on the interim use of the 18" diameter

W. I.S. Pip= conditions and existing flow
conditions also would need to be determined

downstream from the proposed interim connection
to the 13" diameter W. I.S. for such an interim
use.

4
923343147

061 89 000
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Mr. R.W. Linn

December 29, 1981

3.) Present flows from existing development in the
War Industries Sewer District in combination
with anticipated proj ected flows from future
development in the War Industries Sewer District
indicates capacity to be available in the 30"
diameter War Industries Sewer for the ultimate
development within the Maxwell C.U. P. consisting
of one hotel or motel, various office and
commercial buildings, and apartment buildings as
you indicated to me in our previous conversations.

I presume this is the information your memo requested.

Very truly yours,

Donald E. Schneider, P.E.
Sanitary Engineer

/dla

cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner
Clemencia Prieto, C.P.0.

i

4 3
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KANSAS GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

f
March 1, 1982

Mr. Gary Wiley
Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 East English
Wichita, Kansas 67211

Dear Gary:

This is to advise that KG:&E The Electric Company
anticipates no difficulty providing electric service to
Maxwell's, Community Unit plan at Douglas and Webb Road.

Sincerely yours,

Robert L. Blevins

Senior Estimator

RLB:pw

J
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 THE CITY OF WICmTA

23.-OFFICE OF ENGINEERING DATE FEBRUARY 9, 1982  *40

ROBERT LAKIN, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

FROM CHRIS J. BREITENSTEIN, DRAINAGE & FLOOD CONTROL rclicy
ENGINEER

SUBJECT MAXWELL' S C.U.P.

The proposed Drainage Concept (the detention of the difference

2- between.Pre«and Poot Development on Site) i, approved at this

.,4,§5mime. Al*he Jtlme of ptting, detailed Drainage Plans and
KV

Guarantee's will be required.

€06
Chris J. Breltensteln, P.E.
Drainage & Flood Control

Engineer

Carmenicto nieto, CPO Staff

/dla

cc: R.W. Linn, P.E.C. X

433*
322429.
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21 WICHITA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING
428 South Broadway

WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

& 7% March 4, 1982 Elementa,y School Administration

1

Mr. Gary L. Wiley
Land Development Division
355 Ellis

Wichita, Kansas 67211

Dear Mr. Wiley:

Marge Pickett of our Research Department has informed me of
i.·

your plans for the construction of apartments in Maxwell's

4*f>,2 Addition. Considering the number and type of apartments,
I believe the number of elementary school age children could
be housed in Minneha Elementary Schcol without overcrowding
the facilities.

Please continue to keep Ms. Pickett informed as the project
is developed. Let me know if additional information is needed.

Sincerely yours, i

Ralh E Walker, Director
Elenienldry Education

eg
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MAR 231982
1725 E. Dougle
Box 17087 METROPOLITAN PLANNINGWichive Kansas 67217

316/265·7201 ROUTE 0 4-
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Mar. 19, 1982

Mr. Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

Metropolitan Planning Department
Tenth Floor-City Hall
455 N. Main

Wichita, Kansas 67202

RE: Z-2388 - "AA" to "IC" and DP-116-Maxwell's C.U.P.

Dear Mr. Galbraith:

As per the recent meeting held in your office, regarding
the above referended zone change request and Cantrunity
Unit Plan, I am in agreement with your suggestion to a-
mend the zone change request fran "IC" light conmercial
to "BE!" office for parcels four (4) and six (6).

Best r79'

Phil Rnfifin f

cc: Gary Wiley
P.E.C.

Real Estate Develooers ond Investors Commercial/Indusnial

9
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MAIN CHANGES TO DP 116 MAXWELL's CUP

flizilf Beised
r' re

Floor Area (Approx)

Office 89,000 592,000

Hotel/Motel-Commercial 827,000 288,000

916,000 880,000

Number of Apartments 486 464

If apts are built,

office(& commercial)
floor area would be

*041.9 reduced up to: 303,000 303,000

95*f 4

Commercial uses are tiel restricted to Parcels 2 and 3 along

Webb Road. Office uses are the only permitted uses for three

parcelsJC except for Parcel 6 which also permits apartments).

The applicants have added one opening to Webb.

Basically, the traffic study calls for four through lanes,

a continuous left turn lane, and decel/acel lanes on the

west side Of Webb. It also recommends signals at the

entrance to Parcels 3 and 4 and at Douglas.

The access on the south side of the CUP Has been moved north

and is to be a private ingress/egress easement serving parcels

3,4,5,6, & 7.

General Provision No. 14 provides that they can construct up

to 300,000 on Parcels 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6 without "providing

solutions" to traffic problems.

Also refer to Dick Linn' s memorandum to Jack.

A=tEe

j
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TriMark of South Central Kansas
Sal„ Om„

jOHN MIKEAN

Production Office

March 8, 19,32

Don Gragg

County Commissioner
525 North Main

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Grag.Dear "

1•m sure all of you have been furnished material on the Maxwell Community Unit
i'lan that will be presented to you in the next month or two.

As a concerned citizen and owner of property adiacent Lo Lhe development, f want
to be sure you Lire aware of the situation.

Two most important decisions need to be made. Fir.st, w there truly a need for
this kind of development in an area already overcrowded; and, second, can the
city and the county realistically handle t.he many problems of traffic, utilities
and envil·Onmental impact..

I feel 1 can speak for most of the area residents in that we certainly do not want
to be prty to preventing anyone from developing his own property for the best
possible return on his investment. Really, all we want is intelligent and con-

-Ft:structive planning Lhat will make the development complement the surrounding area.

Pizza Hut has demonstrated this attitude and, if similar concerns are followed,
we will support a zoning change - but only if such assurance can be guaranteed.

We will continue to participate in the Council H meetings which we feel is ant
admirable and brave approach to proper planning.

1 f you care to discuss any of the various concerns we have brought to your attention,
1 will make myself available. My phone number is 684-9459.

Sincerely,

t?&%34
G

Jo; M.Keati

/3.44

I .·-,-e 1

2 · ;ift?:44-,94 1
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Z-2388)
& ) 156 "Notice to Adjoining Property Owners" mailed 3-25-82v/Dp-116) advising that these cases had been deferred for 120

days on 12-3-81, and that they have now been rescheduled
for the MAPC meeting on 4-8-82.

1 to CPO Office
1 to "NEIGHBORS"

158 TOTAL

L
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 672021688

March 25, 1982

m.
t.'·FF

93.i

Eitif'

./

1253

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS

L rug: As a result of the Planning Commission deferring the
following cases at their regular meeting on December 3,
1981 for a peried of 120 days, this is to advise that
the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropolitan Area Planning Commis-
sion will consider the following items in the City Commission
Meeting Room, First Floor, City Hall, 455 Worth Main, Wichita,
Kansas, at its meeting beginning at 1:30 p.m., on Thursday,
April 8, 1982, at which time you may appear either in person

-        or by agent or attorney, if yu so desire.

CASE NO. DP-116 - MAXWELL'S COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

The east 575 feet of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of

Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 7th Principal
Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas; AND

The North Half of the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section
20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal Meridian,

Sedgwick County, Kansas, except beginning at a point on the Worth
line of Lot 1, Wiedemann Addition to Wichita, Kansas, a distance of
120 feet East of the West line of Southeast Quarter of said Section
20; thence North 6 feet; thence East 906 feet; thence South 6 feet;
thence West 906 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located at

the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

CASE JO. 2-2388 94·1·.

- Zone Change from the "AA" One Family Dwelling District 1
to the "LC" Light Commercial District

The East 575 feet of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast
Quarter of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of
the Gth Principal Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas; AND

' Tile North Half of the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 20, Township 27 South, Rance 2 East of the 6th
Principal Meridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas, except beginning
at a point on the North line of Lot 1, Niedemann Addition to
Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 120 feLt East of the West
Line of Southeast Quarter of said Section 20, thence North 6
feet; thence East 906 feet; thence South 6 feet; thence tlest *41#74?01·92
906 feet to the place of beginning; and except beginning at 65*44*91"/1·20

the Northwest corner of the North half of the South half of
aaid Quarter Section; thence East along the North line of
the South half of the North half of said Quarter Section,
1322 feet more or less, thence Southewsterly 965 feet more

. re1:Isaug;:to4he:==rerE;te;da06efeet
lescribed tract; thence Southwesterly 325 feet more or less

*J to a point on the South line and 250 feet more or less East 8#/MI
of the Southwest corner of the above described tract; thence

-       Jest 250 feet more or less to the West line of said Quarter
6ection; thence Worth along the West line of said Quarter f

iection 663 feet more or less to the point of beginning. A
lenerally located at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road. ;

Jack H. Galbraith

Assistant Secretary211*12*91

.*F 1 *. 9'ya'i

..1
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MEMO METROPOLITAN. PLA;©UNg./
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T 0: Jack Galbraith PROJECT NO. 36-78414-1014

MAPD PROJECT: Ma)owells C.U.P.

COPIES TO: ATTN:

Clemencia L. Prieto

Human Resources Department

fltv 11811 7nd Flnnr

455 N. Main Wichita 67202

DATE: February 26, 1982

FROM:
Dick Linn

REFERENCE: Review of revised C.U.P. (DP-116

and Z-23881

PLEASE ADVISE IMMEDIATELY OF ANY MISCONCEPTIONS OR OMISSIONS YOU BELIEVE TO BE CONTAINED HEREIN.

4.it·E

29:2,£

The above-referenced C.U. P. and zone change request were considered by the MAK; at
its regular meeting on December 3, 1981. Several issues were discussed and the action
of the MAPC was to d fer the cases to their meeting of April 8, 1982.

We have contacted several City Departments and other agencies to respond to the multi-
tude of questions.

Listed below are the maj ority of issues discussed and comnents on responses:

1. Intensity of Land Use - The revised C.U.P. reduces the proposed uses as follows:
1. Eliminated L.C. uses on Parcel 4 and reduced the building area by 35,840

sq. ft.
2. Eliminated Hotel/Motel use on old Parcel #5 (now #6).
3. Eliminated Hotel/Motel use on new Parcel #5.
4. Restricted L. C. uses on new Parcel 5 to financial and personal services.

f.
1.4 I'· €ftil ·1
93#U·k.. '·  : 041;:Al,;...

f

.My.ge 1 .

2. Access to Douglas and Bonnie Brae - The C.U.P. will dedicate complete access control
on the west, which will prohibit access to Bonnie Brae. Access to Douglas from
Parcel 7 is not planned. Two openings to Douglas are proposed for Parcel #1.

3. Landscaping Adjacent to Douglas - The C.U. P. provides for a 10' wide planting
strip adjacent to the 25' wide green strip in Douglas right-of-way.

4. Traffic Analysis - The Traffic Study has been submitted to Traffic Engineering and
MAPD for review.

5. Improvements to Web-J Road - The developer will guarantee the additional iniprovemen*s
for Webb Road required by this development plan.

·2·41*: >*
v, Ar'W'92.2,

r»flf; ·,
Tlibity¢-··

a/. 1
4¢49

Drainage - The drainage concept has been approved by the Department of Engineering. f:*0 '
TliBIeveloper will guarantee the construction of che required innprovements. 1.

Mil

Sewer Facilities - The Department of Engineering has stated that the existing 0,1

main sewer has additional capacity for the entire proposed development. the Developer t
will guarantee the sanitary sewer extension required for development of the site. liri 1.

4 'j·:0,&80

6

7
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Page 2
Jack Galbraith, MAPD
36-78414-1014

8. Water Presure - The Water Department has indice•ed that current projects under
contract will provide adequate water service tui L.-- proposed development.

9. Height of Proposed Buildings - The building heights are specified in the C.U.P.
and will conform to the limits regulated by the existing ordinance controlling
flight zones.

10. More definitive land use probability - The revised C.U.P. is more restrictive
in the proposed uses. The developer has plans for the development of Parcel 4
for office use only.

Additional concerns and questions have been raised by CPO Council Area H (fire protection,
police Protection, KG&E service, etc.). We will contact the various agencies to provide
responses to these concerns of the Council. We will request to have this item scheduled
on the CPO Council Agenda prior to the April 8, 1982 meeting of the MAPC.

j
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Jack Calbraith

Clite£ Dl flnner/"'APD
Tenth Floor - City Hall
455 N. Main

P ROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERING

Wichita, Kansas 67202

ONSULTANTS
N. ASSOCIANON 12%441440 EAST ENGLISH

WICHITA, KANSAS

ZIPCOOE / 67211

L



THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF ENGINEERING DATE FEBRUARY 9, 1982 40*44;

TO ROBERT LAKIN, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

FROM CHRIS J. BREITENSTEIN, DRAINAGE & FLOOD CONTROL
ENGINEER 44 AIOU"

SUBJECT MAXWELL' S C.U.P.

The proposed Drainage Concept (the detention of the difference

between Pre and Post Development on Site) is approved at this

time. At the time of platting, detailed Drainage Plans and

Guarantee's will be required.

4-13 g=te
Chris J. Breitenstein, P.E.
Drainage & Flood Control

Engineer

/dla

cc: R.W. Linn, P.E.C.
Carmenicto Prieto, CPO Staff

RECEIVED
FEB 9 1982

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE D --



THE CITY OF 2111TA
RE©ElyED

FEB 5 1982
METROPOLITAN PLANN1NG
ROUTE O /-

HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT

CITY .... SECOND FLOOR

45'NORTHMAINSTAEET
WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

13161 268+4691

February 5, 1982

Hugh S. Maxwell

2381 Algonquin Road
Schendctady, New York 12309

Dear Mr. Maxwell:

Enclosed is a letter from Charlotte Kleffner, Chairperson of the Citizen
Participation Organization Neighborhood Council Area expressing the
Council and Neighborhood's concerns and recommendations to assure the most
appropriate development of the Maxwell C.U.P.

Niftt The Council and area residents are aware of steps being taken to address
the traffic, drainage and sewer capabilities concerns and have learned
from the Water Department that water supply and pressure is adequate for
the ultimate development of the Maxwell C.U.P.

Area and the neighborhood would like to be kept informed on the
traffic study's results and on your actions related to the other concerns
expressed in the attached letter and in a memo sent to the Metropolitan
Area Planning Commission dated December 2, 1981.

If you have any comments or questions please contact me at 316- 268-4516
or you may write to the Citizen Participation Office.

Ek»r
Sincerely,

-Tlemencia L. Prieto

Administrative Aide III

CLP:dm

Enclosure

Funded by CSA, HUD & DOL
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THE CITY OF WICHITA
9

HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION ORGANIZATION

CITY HALL - THIRTEENTH FLOOR
455 NORTH MAW STREET
WICHITA KANSAS 67202 February 2, 1982

Hugh S. Maxwell
2381 Algonquin Road
Schenectady, New York 12309

Dear Mr. Maxwell,

The Citizen Participation Organization Chairman of Area "11" addressed
the December 3, 1981 meeting of the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

fk ·A«k where the Maxwell Commercial CUP was considered. Two main points were
addressed:

1. Recoimend feasibility study
2. Deny recommendation for development

A review of these comments follows:

1. Recommend feasibility study: Area '41" strongly recomended a compre-
hensive feasibility study be completed prior to considering approval of
the proposed development.

Mr. Eugene G. Coombs, stated the "impact is not known." This indicates it
is essential to complete the study prior to the development.
If 450,000 square Feet were developed at this time, a study would be re -
quired. This area has botential for 915,000 square feet; and in the
Area "H" Council's opinion, the feasibility studies should be required to
allow orderly development. We feel that a careful look at the surrounding
neighborhood suggests that businesses in this area could experience fai lure
unless developed with special planning for the future.

2. Deny recommendation for development was based on: 9,411·.XLA
a. Neighborhood opposition (many spoke on this subject at the meeting.)
b. Concerns not addressed by the C.U. P.

Concerns which need city department input
Concerns which leave many unanswered questions
1. Traffic - A study be required for Douglas, Webb, Kellogg area. Perhaps

a plan for internal ci rculation should be developed rather tilan seven

·.4

bL



 -  THE CITY OF WICHITA 2
Hugh S. Maxwell
Schenectady, New York
Page 2

openings into Webb - a public street - and two into Douglas - also
4¢0 a pubtic street.

2. Sewer capabilities - City Engineers need to certify in writing adequate
sewerage for the 950,000 square feet.

3. Water pressure - The Water Department needs to study this concern for
future adequacy when 950,000 square feet are developed.

4. Drainage - Gypsum Creek in the area of flood control needs to be carefully
considered by engineering department before construction. Those of us
in areas of east Wichita, both residential and commercial, find drainage
a severe problem not adequately addressed before construction took place.

347
5. Fire and police protection -Area "H" has considerable commercial

properties. Will this project strain these resources?

6. Screening and landscaping - Choice property in Wichita (everyone thinks
their property is choice!). This should be deve toped for the good of
the development and the neighborhood. Landscaping should be required
beyond the 10 feet strip. Landscaping shoulo conform with Pizza Hut's
landscaping on Douglas to act as screening and noise control.

Area "H" is not opposed to commercial development, but we need to be assured
tie area can support another project of this magnitude. We have our doubts.
In the past few weeks, several more businesses in this area have closed.

*r

42;¢49 Area "H" has every fast food in Wichita; it has large and small developments;
new and old developments --some attractive physically, some not, some vacant,
some overcrowded. We have various commercial businesses. Has a study been
made as to the type of business that would be successful or is it up to whomever
will lease the space? Area "H" has usually voted approval for zone changes.
This project is one that needs more consideration in the planning stage before
approval is granted.

Since December 3rd other concerns have surfaced, namely the availability of
telephone lines, provisions to control air and noise pollution and the quality
of the project and electrical capability to avoid brown outs in the area.

The Council will be meeting on March 1st with the neighborhood to have an
update on the zone change request. This letter is our way of keeping you informed
on Area "1" ' s activities and of inviting you to attend the meeting or offer
your comments in writing.

Sincerely,
5i

Charlotte Kleffner

Chairperson
%

CPO Neighborhood Council

i.1,42,

71':
j
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Hugh S. Maxwell 
Schenectady, New York
Page 3

cc: Eugene G. Coombs, Attorney, 421 East 3rd Street, Wichita, Ks. 67202
Phil Ruffin, P.O. Box 17087, Wichita, Ks. 67201
Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants', P.A., 1440 East
English, Wichita, Ks. 67211
C.T. Spines, President, Cloister Homeowners Association, Inc.,
Spines Real Estate Development, Fourth Financial Center, Wichita, Ks. 67202
John B. McKean, 24 Douglas Parkway, Wichita, Ks. 67206
David J. Aspelin, 28 Douglas Parkway, Wichita, Ks. 67206
Henry M. Pack, 8121 Mockingbird Lane, Wichita, Ks. 67207
George Trombold, 144 Bonnie Brae, Wichita, Ks. 67207
Austin Rising, Vice President, Beech Aircraft Corporation, 9709 East
Central, Wichita, Ks 67208 4,40*
Jim B. Crowe, 8126 Peach Tree Lane, Wichita, Ks. 67207
Jake Hartmetz, 234 North Armour, Wichita, Ks. 67206
Jack H. Gatbraith, Chief Planner, MAPD, City of Wichita, 67202 4.0-00"
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission, City of Wichita, 67202

4%51

74
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1 THE CITY OF WICHITA
OFFICEOF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE January 13, 1982 
TO Robert Lakin, Director, Planning Department

1 I AJ**11

FROM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide Ill 44 AIO

SUBJECT Maxwell C.U.P. - Southwest

corner of Douglas and Webb Road

At its January 4th meeting, the Citizen Participation Council Area "H"
recommended that the City consider declaring the proposed Maxwell C.U.P.
a special District, so that the cost of needed improvements in the area
be assessed to the Maxwell C.U.P. only.

If you have any questions or comments on this recommendation, you may
call me at 45I6.

04424£4
Clemencia L. Prieto

Administrative Aide 111

CLP:dm

Noted:

Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

9;0511?25
JAN 1 4 1982

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE O -

vw4"r·

f«i»«»2
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THE CITY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT DATE January 5, 1982
Design

TO Robert Lakin, Director of Planning

FROM Chris Breitenstein, Drainage & Flood Control Engr.

SUBJECT Hugh Maxwell Property

I have been informed by Charlie Brown of Professiu„al
Engineering Consultants that the Planning Commission,
at the time a zoning change was requested for subject
property, action was deferred and more engineering was
requested to be conducted. Mr. Brown has submitted a
letter and map stating in effect that the difference in
pre-developed and post developed runoff would be detained
on site. He would like to know if this is sufficient in-
formation at this time. I am attaching a copy of his
letter for your information.

Chris J. Breitenstein, P.E.

Drainage & Flood Control Engineer

CJB:gf

Attachment

cc: Charlie Brown

Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 E. English
Wichita, Kansas 67211

r
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DIRECTORS
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I. D. PLETCH... ....

I. D. MIDDLETON. JR.. ....  RECE'VFF-1D· L 'ALTBIE. ....

M. D. 'CHOMAKER. ....

 DEC 21 1981 00(3
December 17, .981

12ept. Of Engineering#4'
Mr. Chris Breitenstein, P.E.

 ROFESSIONAL

nrainage Engineer
ENGINEERING

City Hall - 7th Floor
ONSULTANTS
LAND DIVELOPMENT

455 N. Main DIVISION

Wichita, Kansas 67202 PROnSIONA ASSOCIANON I

RE: Hugh Maxwell Property
PEC File No. 36-78414-1-1014

Dear Mr. Breitenstein:

As per our meeting on Decenter 16, this letter will serve as a "Preliminary
Drainage Concept" for the referenced project. Enclosed for your reference is
a sketch of the subject property with a possible drainage system.

lt) date, we have analyzed the existing drainage basin for the 100-year storm
2 and have developed the peak runoff. This includes drainage frcm tributary

areas at Beech, Pizza Hut headquarters, Fbrest Hills Addition, and the Kellogg-
Webb Road intersection area including development on the nortimest corner of
that intersection. The peak runoff expected after develgment of the subject
property will also be determined. This could be done at this time, but 2

Jit,46&09 ·· feel that a more accurate determination would be accomplished wher more definite
land uses and layouts are known during the platting phase.

The difference in the pre-developed and post-developed runoffs will be temporarily
stored in a detention-retention pond system. These ponds will be similar to
those shavn on the enclosed sketch. Floodways and easenents platted in the

€24431* subject property and in P.H.I. Addition may be utilized for this purpose.

We trust that this is stiff icient infomation for your review at this time. We
request that all detailed designs, layouts, and calculations be performed during
the platting phase. Please advise in writing if this is acceptable or if any
additional data is needed.

Thank you for · your consideration in this matter.

y

10fy Truly Yours,-

Charles S Brown, P.E.
Project Engineer

cc: Gary Snyder/Phil Ruffin

LOCATED AT: FOWARD ALL MA16701

./. lilli 1440 EAST INGLIMI

WICHITA. KANSAS /72. WICHITA, KANSAS §721

Cal.) 1.,·llc)7
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DEC 2 9 1981

METROPOLITAN. PLA'i'ttNG
ROUTE m --

December 29, 1981

Mr. R.W. Linn

Professional Engineering Consultants
355 South Ellis

Wichita, KS 67211

Dear Mr. Linn:

Subject: Sanitary Sewer Service - Maxwells Commercial
C.It.P. on S.W. Corner of Webb Road and Douglas

I wish to provide the following information in reply to your
memo to me dated December 21, 1981, on the above noted
subject.

1.) The 18" diameter W.I.S. does not have capacity
to serve the drainage basin in which itt is
located. This will necessitate construction
of a parallel line at some time in the future
when development north of Central occurs. This
parallel sewer is in the Capital Improvement
Program under Project No. S-42. Preliminary
layout of this parallel line is such that would
not provide additional sewer capacity to the
subject Maxwell C.U.P.

2.) It may be poasible to utilize the 18" diameter
W. I.S. on a interim basis for a limited develop-
ment in the Maxwell C.U.P, Additional infor-

i. 59
mation would be necessary, such as estimated
peak flows from the proposed amount of interim
development, before any determination can be
made on the interim use of the 18" diameter
W. I.S. Pipe conditions and existing flow
conditions also would need to be determined
downstream from the proposed interim connection
to the 18" diameter W. I.S. for such an intertm
use.

4

<54·„
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Mr. R.W. Linn

December 29, 1981

3.) Present flows from existing development in the
War Industries Sewer District in ccymbination
with anticipated projected flows from future
development in the War Industries Sewer District
indicates capacity to be available in the 30"
diameter War Industries Sewer for the ultimate
development within the Maxwell C.U.P. consisting
of one hotel or motel, various office and
commercial buildings, and apartment buildings as
you indicated to me in our previous conversations.

¢930 I presume this is the information your memo requested.

Very truly yours,
i»A

Donald E. Schneider, P.E.
Sanitary Engineer

/dla

cc: Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner y
Clemencia Prieto, C.P.0.

1 WItc,2.

L

L L
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MEMO

T 0: Don Schneider PHOJECTNO. 36-78414-1014

Sanitary Engineer PROJECT: Maxwell's C.U.P.

COPIES TO: ATTN: DATE: December 21 , 1981

Jack Galbraith, MAPD FROM: Dj.ck Linn

Clerencia Prieto, Admin Aide REFERENCE: 5-2388 and DIP-116 Maxwell's Oonmercial
CPO

C.U.P. located at the southwest corner of Webb road

and Douglas.

7 PLEASE ADVISE IMMEDIATELY OF ANY MISCONCEPTIONS OR OMISSIONS YOU BELIEVE TO BE CONTAINED HEREIN.

On December 3, 1981 the Metropolitan Area Planning Ccrnission considered the
above-referenced zone change request and C.U.P.. Several issues were discussed
and although these items are normally solved during the platting process, the
action of the Planning Ccmnission was to defer these cases to their April 8,
1982 meeting.

One of the items ques tioned was sewer capacity. The 18" diameter War Industries
Sewer crosses the northwest corner of this property and the 30" diameter sewer
main is located inmediately west of the property and on the west side of Gypsurn
Creek.

Please review the proposed C.U.P. and provide your carments relative to sewer
capacity and service for this development.

ECE,yED
DEC 2 3 1981

METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ROUTE 0 50€
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Water Department PROJECT: btaxwell's,C.U.p.

COPIES TO: ATTN: DATE: December 21,1981
Jack Galbraith, MAPD FROM: Dick Ljnn

Clemencia Prieto, Admin. Aide REFERENCE: Z-238B and IP-116 Maxwell's Oomnercial
C.U.P. located at the southwest corner of Webb

Road and Douglas.

PLEASE ADVISE IMMEDIATELY OF AMY HISCONCEPTIONS OR OMISSIONS YOU BELIEVE TO BE CONTAINED HEREIN.

On Decarber 3, 1981, the Metropolitan Area Planning Conmission considered the
above-referenced zone change request and C.U.P.. Several issues were discussed
and although these items are normally solved during the platting process, the
action of Planning Calmission was to defer these cases for their meeting of
April 8 , 1982.

One of the items questioned was the adequacy of the uater system and low pressure
problems in the area. One of the residents in Forest Hills complained of low
pressure and later stated that his block is served by a 2" main.

This property will be served by the 20" main located in Webb Road. Development
of the property will be phased over a period of time and the first phase cannot
be canpleted earlier than late 1982 or early 1983.

Please review the proposed C.U.P. and provide your corrments relative to water
service for this developnent.

7
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COOMBS & STANDLEE CHARTERED
AT....EYS AT LAW

HERITAGE PLACE

42' E. THIRD - BOX 405

WICHITA. KANSAS 67201
EUGENE G. COOMBS

CHRISTOPHER G. STANDLEE
(316} 263-2261

December 9, 1981

Mr. Phil G. Ruffin
Te-in & Country Food Markets, Inc.
1725 East Douglas
Wichita, Kansas 67211

Dear Phil:

I know you have received a letter from Jack Galbraith of the
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission with reference to the
Maxwell's Commercial C.U.P. The matter has been deferred before
the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission to April 8, 1982.
Jack Galbraith has requested the following:

1. We schedule a meeting with Mr. Galbraith during the
needs to be accomplished prior to the April 8, 1982, meeting.

2. We contact the City Engineering Department.

next two weeks, (prior to December 30, 1981), to discuss what

3. We contact the County Public Works.

4. We contact Beech Aircraft Corporation and both of
the above in regard to street improvements on Webb Road.

5. We contact other City departments regarding the other
issues raised at the Planning Commission meeting.

I would appreciate it if Gary would contact me upon receipt of
this letter so we can schedule a meeting with Jack Galbraith. It
might be advisable also to have P.E.C. present at this meeting.
Please let me know. Best regards.

Very truly yours,

COOM, & STANDLEE, ,p tered 00211¥20 If
EGC:ch DEC 1 0 1981
cc: Mr. Jack H. Galbraith•// METROPOLITAN PLANNING

Mr. Gary Snyder ROUTE 0 -,:2__-0

li
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WICHITA -SEDGWICK COU1

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING

COMMISSION

CITY HALL - TEN™ FLOOR

$ NORTH MAIN STHEET

WICHITA. KANSAS 67202

{316) 268·456

December 4, 1981

Eugene G. Coombs, Attorney
421 East 3rd
Wichita, Kansas 67202

Re: Z-2388 - "AA" to "LC" &
DP-116 - Maxwell's Commercial C.U.P.
Both located on the southwest corner

of Douglas and Webb Road

Dear Mr. Coombs: *¥

At its regular meeting on December 3, 1981, the Metropolitan Area
Planning Commission considered the above-captioned zone change
request and C.U.P. After considerable discussions and a number of
issues being raised as to intensity of land use, access to Douglas
and Bonnie Brae, additional landscaping adjacent to Douglas, the
need for a traffic analysis, improvements to Webb Road, drainage,
sewer facilities, water, height of proposed buildings, the approp-
riateness of residential uses next to Beech Aircraft and a desire for

more definitive land use probability, the action of the Planning
Commission was to defer these cases for 120 days to their meeting
of April 8, 1982. ·»53

Due to the number of issues raised it may be beneficial to you and
us to schedule a meeting during the next two weeks to discuss what
needs to be accomplished over the next four months. We would also

encourage you to contact the City Engineering Department, County
Pubill Works and Beech Aircraft Corp6ration in regard to street
improvements on Webb Road. You may also wish to contact other

City departments regarding the other issues raised at the Planning
Commission meeting. If you have any questions or wish to sched: e
a meetings please call.

Sincerely yours,

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner

JHG: sad
ip,92t ·

I
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WIC}lITA - SEDGWICK CO ,Y

b*34

cc: Hugh S. Maxwell, 2381 Algonquin Road, Schenectady, New York 12309
Phil Ruffin, P. 0. Box 17087, Wichita 67217
Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants, P.A., 1440 East

English, Wichita 67211
C. T. Spines, President, The Cloister Homeowners Associations Inc.,

% Spines K _·d. Estate Development, Fourth Financial Cewer, Wichita
67202

John B. Menean, 24 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206
David J. Aspelin, 28 Douglas Parkway, Wichita 67206
Henry M. Pack, 8121 Mockingbi"d Lanes Wichita 67207
George J. Trombold, 144 Bonnie Brae, Wichita 67207
Austin Rising, Vice Presidents Beech Aircraft Corporation, 9709 East

Central, Wichita 67206
Jim B. Crowe, 8126 Peach Tree Lane, Wichita 67207
Jake Hartmetz, 234 North Armour, Wichita 67206
Peter Ochs, 22 Hawthorne, Wichita 67206
Charlotte Kleffner, 8629 Stoneridge, Wichita 67206

06
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STATEMENT

BEFORE THE

WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUMY METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COPMISSION

DECEMBER 3. 1981

BY AUSTIN RISING, VICE PRESIDENT

BEECH AIRCRAFT CORPORATION

WICHITA, KANSAS
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THANK YOU,

BEECH AIRCRAFT APPRECIATES THIS OPPORTUNITY TO CO,mUBUTE TO THE

DISCUSSION oF THE MANNELL COPTUNITY UNIT PLAN, AT -rHE oursET, I'D

LIKE TO SAY THAT BEECH SUPPORTS THE EVENTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE

MAXWELL SITE, WE ENCOURAGE ORDERLY GROWTH AND APPROPRIATE USE OF

THE LAND RESOURCES SURROUNDING BEECH PROPERTY, WE EXPECT THAT
'fk,ri· 8

DEVELOPMENT OF THIS PARTICULAR PARCEL OF LAND WILL DISPEL THE

UNCERTAINTY WHICH FOR MANY YEARS HAS SURROUNDED ITS EVENTUAL USE.

IN THAT CONTEXT WE SUPPORT THE REQUEST TO CHANGE THE EXISTING

ZONING FROM "RESIDENTIAL" TO "LIGHT CO¥1ERCIAL AND LOOK FORWARD

TO HAVING ANOTHER NEIGHBOR TO THE WEST OF OUR EXIsTING FACILITIES,

HOWEVER, WE DO HAVE SOME CONCERNS WHICH WE VOULD LIKE TO SHARE WITH

YOU. IF THE ZONING OF THE AREA IS CHANGED AS IS REQUESTED IT WOULD

PERMIT MANY MORE DWELLING UNITS THAN EXISTING ZONING ALLOWS,

POPULATION DENSITY COULD INCREASE DRAMATICALLY, THIS MIGHT CAUSE

PROBLEMS IN THE LONG TERM, AIRPORTS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY ARE

EXPERIENCING DIFFICULTIES WITH THE DEVELOPMENT OF SURROUNDING AREAS.

AREAS AROUND AIRPORTS ARE DEVELOPED IN LARGE MEASURE BECAUSE OF

ECONOMIC BENEFITS THEY BRING TO THE IMiEDIATE VICINITY AND COPMUNITY

AS A WHOLE, THE PEOPLE WHO SUBSEQUENTLY MOVE IN HAVE COMPLAINTS 4«»Le=

ABOUT NOISE AND AIR TRAFFIC. IT MUST BE MADE CLEAR TO THE DEVELOPERS

AND POTENTIAL TENANTS OF THIS AREA THAT BEECH INTENDS TO STAY IN

WICHITA AND TO EXPAND ITS LEVEL OF ACTIVITIES, I 'M HOPEFUL THIS BOARD

f f*%
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ENDORSES THAT CONCEPT. ANOTHER AREA OF CONCERN I S THE CAPABILITY
4.442

OF EXISTING SEWER, TRAFFIC, AND SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE SYSTEMS TO

ACCOMMODATE A MASSIVE NEW DEVELOPPENT OF THE TYPE WHICH BROIGHT
%

ABOUT TIWIS ZONING CHANGE REQUEST,

OUR MOST SERIOUS CONCERN INVOLVES THE SAFETY OF THE VARIOUS FLIGHT

OPERATIONS IN AND AROUND THIS AREA. WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF TALL

BUILDINGS IN THE It·NEDIATE AREA OF BEECH FIELD, PAT CONCERN IS

AMPLIFIED, WE HAVE SOME 2(10 AIRCRAFT MOVEMENTS A DAY FROM BEECH

FIELD'S THREE RUNWAYS, ONE OF THOSE ISA GRASS SURFACED CROSSWIND

RUNWAY THAT ENDS NEAR WEBB ROAD ACROSS THE STREET FROM THE PLANNED

AREA OF DEVELOPMENT. IT IS IMPERATIVE THAT ANY PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT

ON THAT PROPERTY BE WITHIN THE EXISTING ORDINANCE REGARDING BUILDING

HEIGHTS NEAR BEECH'S AIRPORT,

NO ONE KNOWS BETTER THAN PILOTS FLYING IN AND OUT OF BEECH FIELD IN

ALL KINDS OF WEATHER THE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS WHICH MUST BE MET IN

THE INTEREST OF THEIR SAFETY AND THAT OF THEIR PASSENGERS, THE

AREA NEAR BEECH FIELD, WHICH INCLUDES THE FOLLOWING AIRPORTS: COPELAND,

JABARA, MCCONNELI-, CESSNA, AUGUSTA, CoOK, El DORADO, GRAHAM, SILLS,

PippIN, BENTON, AND SEVERAL 01-HERS, IS UNIQUE IN ITS DENSITY AND

MUST BE TREATED ACCORDINGLY, VE FEEL THE EXISTING AIRPORT ZONING

ORDINANCE DEALS ADEQUATELY AND FAIRLY WITH THIS PECULIAR SITUATION,

IN THAT REGARD WE SPECIFICALLY REQUEST AN ADDITIONAI- STATEMENT BE

INCORPORATED INTO THE GENERAL PROVISIONS OF THE C,U,P, WHICH ADDRESSES

IN WRITING THIS CONCERN, IF I MAY, WE WOULD RECOM1END THE ADDITIONAL PROVISION

I
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WOULD READ AS FOLLOWS:

"NORING IN -n·IlS COf+UNITY UNIT PLAN SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE 0/ER

C}{APTER 28.08 ON AIRPORT ZONING IN -n{E CODE OF nE CITY OF WICHITA,

PAGES 1.063 11IROUGH 1078, AMICH ZONING ORDINANCE SHALL FOR ALL

PURPOSES ESTABLISH THE MAXIMUM HEIGHT TO WHICH ANY BUILDINGS OR

ANY OTHER STRUCTURES MAY BE ERECTED ON THE LAND SUBJECT TO THE

C,U,P,"

WITH THAT ADDITIONAL REASSURANCE IN WRITING THAT SAFE FLIGHT

OPERATIONS WILL NOT BE ADVERSELY AFFECTED BY FUTURE HIGH RISE

DEVELOPMENTS ON THE flAXWELL PROPERTY, WE WOULD NOT OPPOSE THIS

COt+UNITY UNIT PLAN,

THANK YOU LADIES AND GENTLEMEN.

·12 *y
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THE CrrY OF WICHITA

OFFICE OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION DATE December 2, 1981

TO Jack Galbraith, Chief Planner, Current Plans

FROM Clemencia L. Prieto, Administrative Aide Ill

SUBJECT DP-116 and Z-2388 - Southwest
corner of Douglas and Webb Road

The regular meeting of CPO Neighborhood Council ' H" was to be held on December 7th,
but took place one week earlier, on November 30th, to allow for the Council's
and area residents' input on the above captioned request for approval of the
Maxwell's C.U. P., prior to the MAPC December 3rd meeting.

Gary Wiley and Gary Snyder were present representing the applicant. More than
sixty-five area residents attended the meeting in opposition to the proposed
development.

The Council voted unanimously (8-0) to recommend denial of the proposed C.U.P.
and the associated zone change for the following reasons:

1. The neighborhoods to the west and to the north (Bonnie Brae
and Forest Hills) have stated a strong opposition to the
proposed project as presented to them.

2. Because of the many concerns raised by a project of this
magnitude that have not yet been properly addressed.
(Specific concerns wilibelistedin this memorandum for
your consi deration.)

The Council appreciated the MAPD's staff report and their excellent job in
bringing forward critical points for its consi deration. The Council basically
agreed with their comments, especially with item 138. However, the Council
recommended that a comprehensive feasibility study be done prior to cons idering
approval of the proposed development for the following reasons: a) the potential
development of the total area; b) to determine if there are adequate supportive
services for the development of the area as p lanned; c) to identify problems
and solutions to problems associ ated with large scale developments.

Following are the Council s concerns:

1. Traffic 2. Sewer Capabilities
3. Water Pressure 4. Drainage
5. Fire Protection 6. Screening and Landscaping

1. Traffic - The Council questioned the Webb Road ability to handle the increased
traffic without widening and improving the street.

- -Improvement at the intersection of Kellogg and Webb should be completed
first, as proposed in the 1982-87 CIP.

- The Council questioned the access to Parcel ' u. 6 and expressed opposition to
placing an ingress-egress to the west or north of the parcel.

- The Council questioned the benefit of the proposed two exits on Douglas and
recommended that no access be provided on Douglas.

Y!)



Jack Galbraith, DP-1 1nd Z-2388
December 2, 1981
Page 2

2. Sewer Capabilities - The Council questioned the adequacy of the War Industries
Sewer to serve the proposed development, due to age of the sewer, and
recommended that if necessary, the developer be requi red to replace it
with no assessments to other property owners.

3. Water Pressure - The Council questioned the adequacy of the water system
and noted the pressure was already low in adjacent neighborhoods.

4. Drainage - The developer should be required to give proper consi deration
to adequate drainage.

5. Fire Protection - The Council asked that adequate fire protection be
considered.

6. Landscaping and Screening - The Council questioned the adequacy of the
proposed planting strip (10 feet in width) to protect the character of
the neighborhood to the north and suggested a shelter similar to the
one provided by Pizza Hut west of the proposed development.

- The Council stated concern on the future accumulation of trash in the
residential neighborhood to the north and asked that protection be pro-
vided to the neighborhood.

- The Council stated concern for the preservation of the Gypsum Creek trees
and asked that they be used to landscape the area or the Parkway to the
north. Landscaping should also be used to hide parking and screen trash.

On the proposed uses of the individual parcels, the Council had the following
recommendations:

Parcel I: Alternative A: Develop Parcel I with "AA" uses as allowed in the
C.U.P. Alternative B: If the proposed application is granted, provide for
appropriate landscaping to screen the development or use it as a buffer.
Parcel 2,3,4. Development of these parcels with "LC", Light Commercial
District, excluding service stations, convenience stores and fast food restaurants.

Parcel 5: Development of the parcel with uses permitted in "BB", Office District.
Parcel 6: Development of the area under the density permitted in "R-55", General
Residence District, not to exceed I 7.4 dwelling units per acre. The Council
recommended that mobile homes not be allowed in the area.

The Council asked that the questions concerning the development plan and the
development's effects on the residential neighborhood to the west and north,
and on the surrounding area should be addressed and answered prior to considering
approval of 'he C.U.P. application.

2/**
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Jack Galbraith, DP-lielnd Z-2388
December 2, 198,
Page 3

Please provide copies of this memorandum to the members of the MAPC and City
Commission when this case is consi dered by them. Thank you.

Clemencia L. Prieto

Administrative Aide 111

CLP:dm

Noted:
€%%09%2.

fit<
Sarah Gilbert

CP Coordinator

CC. Gary Snyder ift*t
499June Turner

Gary Wiley

Vitut
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MAPC HEARING DATE: 12-03-81

Case No. DP-116 Request: Approval of the Naxwell
Commercial C.U.P.

Z-2388 "AA" to "LC"

f

%%FUR

Location: Southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road

Size: DP-116 57.8 acres Dimension: 2210' x 2640' (irregular)
Z-2388 47.8 acres 1960' x 2210' (irregular)

Maximum Floor Area 915,918 square feet
Maximum number of dwelling units 486

1

Land Use Zoning

Existing Undeveloped "AA"

North Single-family and office "AA" & "BB"

East Beech Aircraft "E"

South !·totel, K-Mart, office and "LC"

apartments

West Single-family and office "AA" & "BB"

Adequate street right-of-way will be obtained at the time of

platting.

Platted: No History: gone

COMMENTS:

1. The following should be considered by the Planning Con·rmiscion
in making findings of fact:

1

In compliance with the provisions of Section 28.04.190 of the
Code of the City of Wichita, an application has been submitted
requesting approval of the Maxwell' s Commercial C. TT. p. , located
at the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road. Associated

zone change Z-2388 is requesting a change from ';AA" Single-family
to "LC" Light Commercial for most of the same area. A portion
of the C.U. P. is to remain "AA" Single-family and developed with
residential uses. The C.U. P. proposes to develop a maximum of
915,918 square feet provided that any development over 450,000
square feet would require the owners to identify and solve problems
associated with large scale developments. Proposed uses for
Parcel 1 include financial, office or apartments (120 dwelling
units). Parcels 2 through 5 are intended for development with a
shopping center, financial institution, hole] /motel, offices,
retail sales, personal services and ot Aer similar uses. Parcel 5
also permits apartments at a density of 30 dwelling units per acre jil
(the same as Parcel 1) or a maximum of 294 unit.·. Parcel 6 is to
remain zoned "AA" and would permit 26 townhouses or 72 garden apart- 47//

ments at a density of 7.2 dwelling units per acre.

F#%

Due to the close proximity of this C.TJ. P. to the Beech Airport,
height limitations are governed by the Airport Zoning Ordinance
which establishes height limits based on distance from the runways.
The C.U. P. also places a maximum building height of 120 feet.
Building coverage, setbacks, landscaping and other information
relating to further development is shown on the plan.

122iyafa-43«
·*seeng $.....

2. Staff is generally supportive of the proposed uses, but has some
concern about the amount of commercial uses that could be developed
on this site. The impact of large developments, such as proposed
by this C.U. P., on City services is a concern of staff. Generally,
proposed developments of this size (Towne East or Towne West) are
required to complete impact studies and to contribute to the
costs of some improvements. This C.'T.P. states that studies

E&
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DP-116 & Z-2388

b 7 -41*

. 1.1 1.,Sh

··'5¥. '

would not be required as long as development is less than
450,000 square feet. While staff tentatively agrees with that
statements it is felt that additional guidelines should be in-
cluded that will assist the City in providing services in a cost
effective manner while allowing the developer flexability in
meeting market demands.

1

3

The Woodlawn .Development No. 15 Commercial C. U.P. at the north-
east corner of 29th Street North and Rock Road was recently
approved with a similar provision about additional studies.
However, it also included a statement saying that the C.U.P.
was generai in character and that a detailed site plan would

be submitzed to the Director of Planning for review r·.d approval
prior to the issuance of building permits. By having City staff
review site plans, it is easier to analyze impacts and to insure
that City services are adequate to handle proposed development.

Another concern of staff is that 450,000 square feet of commercial
and office uses could be developed on Parcels 2, 3 and 4 without
eliminating the residential option on Parcels 1 and 5· This could
result in total development of the site without any further study.
One alte"native would be to allow 300,000 square feet of develop-
ment to occur m. Parcels 2, 3 and 4 without any additional studies
required. Parcel 1 could develop under the guidelines of the
parcel description, provided that site plans are submitted for
residential uses. Parcel 5 would not be allowed to develop until
detailed site plans are submitted, at which time the need for
additional studies would be determined.

Another alternative would be to restrict the amount of floor area

permitted for commercial use to 200,000 square feet without
requiring additional s+udies. The remaining 250,000 square feet
could be developed with offices or a hotel/motel.

4. Due to existing ownerships and drainage areas, it will be

difficult to provide access to Parcel 6. One possible solution
would be to seek access through the Cloist2rs or the Pizza Hut
property to the north. This would eliminate the need to serve

Parcel 6 by a half-mile lon(, access easement from Webb Road.

f:1 i
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A
5. As can be seen on the plan, there is a substantial- amount of 

drainage on this site that will have to be addressed at the time
of platting. Staff would encourage the applicant to contact the Nf
Department of Engineering to discuss potential drainage problems
and solutions.

4
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6. The Department of Engineering has indicated that sewer service m.&% eal€Iti--
for this area will have to connect with the War Industries Sewer,
which may be more expensive than connecting with other sewers.
Again staff would encourage the applicant to contact the Depart- .E- 7 84,"Ill
ment of Engineering to discuss the sewer situation. 3 Estshmaillil/=

fY?1 258132#tix/Emilm
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8. Should the Planning Commission determine that the proposed
C.U. P. is appropriate, the following are recommended conditions

of approval:

a. The Plan shall be changed to show two (2) points of access
- '12!521"m

to Douglas from Parcel 1.logal":29'.
-2.41Ji,i.kt,·Lu-.„,Rp.l b. Preliminary site plans for residential uses for Parcels 1,

5 and 6 shall be shown on the plan.
--4/1 :'f ,·f jli>:*111

c. General Provision No. 13 shall be reworded as follows:

7. A recommendation of approval of the zone change by the Planning 67»=
Commission should be subject to approval of the associated O.U. P.

and the property being platted within one year from date of

approval of the zone change by the Board of rity Commissioners,
or the zone case be considerel denied and closed; and that the „Jm

ordinance establishing the zone chance not be published until

the plat has been recorded with the Register of Deeds.

990,1.
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DP-116 & Z-2388

13a. The C.U.P. document is general in character and

will require submission of a detailed site plan
and a landscape buffer plan were required for
each parcel or portion thereof. This site plan
will require administrative approval at the plan
review stage prior to issuance of a building
permit. The plan shall show land use relation-
ships, access points and/or control, setbacks,
interior circulation, parking, screening and other
similar design considerations which may affect
adjacent property or the general health and welfare
of the public. mhe plan shall be submitted to the
Director of Planning for review and approval.

13b. This plan provides for the construction of up ti

613,581 square feet of office, commercial, and
related uses for Parcels 2, 3 and 4. Should the
owners desire to construct over 300,000 square feet
of such uses on Parcels 2, 3 and 4, the owner(s)
shall identify problems created by the additional
size and provide solutions to those problems (as well
as other problems identified by City staff) satisfactory
to the Director of Planning and other affected Depart-
ments within the City.

13c. Prior to the issuance of any buildingpermits on Parcel
5, a detailed site plan shall be submitted to the
Director of Flaming, in order to determine if additional
studies or improvements are needed prior to construction.
If Parcel 5 is proposed for development in conjunction
with Parcels 3 and 4, then Parcel 5 shall be substituted
for Parcel 2 in General Provision No. 13b and Parcel 2
substituted for Parcel 5 in General Provision No. 13/.

d. Platting 01' subject property within two years from the date
of approval by the Board of City Commissioners; or the
application be considered denied and closed.

f:>%%43
3%0
2112*

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

i€·€·21

f. Any major changes in this development plan shall be resub-
mitted to the Planning Commission and to the City Commission
for its consideration.

g. The transfer of title of all or any portion of the land in-
cluded within the Community Unit Plan does not constitute
a termination of the plan or any portion thereof, but said ··
plan shall run with the land for comiercial development and
be binding upon the present owners, their su: essers and
assigns, unless amended.
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WKHITA-SEDGWICK ,UNTY •TE

November 17, 1981
MITROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING DEPARTMENT

TO "THE FILES"

FROM Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner

BUNECT DP-116 - MAXWELL'S C.U.P.

I met with Gary Wiley, Professional Engineering Consultants,
and Gary Schneider, Ruffin Properties, Inc., regarding the proposed
C.U.P. on the west side of Webb and south of Douglas. We discussed the
need to set buildings over 55 feet in height farther back than the
65 foot setback line shown in Parcels 1 and 2 along Webb. It was

suggested that buildings over 55 feet would have to set back an
additional one foot for every additional foot in height. The setback
along Douglas in Parcel 1 would be increased 1.5 feet for each one
foot of height over 55 feet. I indicated that the suggestion would
be satisfactory, provided that buildings over 55 feet in Parcel 1
were restricted to residential uses. In addition to the increased

setbacks, it was agreed that generally heights would not exceed those
set by the airport zoning ordinance and would not exceed 120 feet
under any circumstances.

There was some discussion regarding the drainage dedications
shown on the C. U. P. After Schneider stated that the drainage might
be piped and/or the area reduced, I suggested that they include that
area in the net acres. Final width, as well as whether it will be
an easement or deduction, can be determined at the time of platting.

Considerable discussion took place regarding the amount of square
feet permitted and what might be required of the applicant in the way
of a traffic study, and other assessments of the impact on other city
services. We discussed the fact that city staff would have to analyze
the maximum proposed.

I gave them a copy of DP-111 - WOODLAWN DEVELOPMENT NO. 15, so
they could review the wording regarding floating parcels, amount of
floor area that could be developed without further studies, admin-
istrative approval of site plans, etc. Schneider indicated that, at
a minimum they would request 450,000 to 550,000 square feet with
no further studies required. I told them that I would have to
check with other city staff. I also suggested that they may want
to indicate the amount of square feet permitted for different land
uses before indicating acceptance of any alternatives.

We also discussed access to the interior parcels. Generally,
I indicated that final location of access easements would be deter-

mined at the time of platting.

r
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Page Two
Memo to "THE FILES"

November 17, 1981

95*34

At the end of the meeting, I informed them that we would need 2't·/*9'·

to have the revised plan returned to us by Monday, November 23,
since the MAPC mailout is on Wednesday, November 25, 1981.

ADC:el 'r Plannerethur D. Chambers

L
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Z-2388 )
& ) 156 "Notice to Adjoining Property Owners" mailed 11-19-81 forDP-116 ) the MAPC meeting for 12-3-81

1 Including map - to CPO Office
1 to "NEIGHBORS"

1 to Don Schneider, Sanitary Chief Engineer

159 TOTAL
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY
METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

CITY MALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 672021688

*022

November 19, 1981

UOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

NOTICE IS DEREBY GIVEN that on Thursdays December 3. 1981, said
meeting beginning at 1:30 p.m., the Wichita-Sedgwick County Metropoli-
tan Area Planning Commission, in the City Commission Meeting Room,
City Hall, First Floor, 455 North Main Street, Wichita, Kansas, will
consider an application for approval of MAXWELL'S COMMERCIAL COMMUNITY
UNIT PLAN, for property legally described as follows:

CASE NO. DP-116

The East 575 feet of the Jortheast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal
lieridian, Sedgwick County, Kansas; AND

*22

3 '249

The Worth Half of the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section
20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal Meridian,
Sedgwick County, Kansas, except beginning at a point on the North
line of Lot 1, Wiedemano Addition to Wichita, Kansas, a distance of
120 feet East of the West line of Southeast Quarter of said Section
20; thence Worth 6 feet. thence East 906 feet; thence South 6 fee.t;
thence West 906 feet to the place of beginning. Generally located at
the southwest corner of Douglas and Webb Road.

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, Tenth Floor, City Hall,
455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas, and is available for public informa- .
tion and review.

3

bba

The Development Plan now on file pr

1. In conjunction with associated zone
family to "LC" light: commercial) this C.
development of this approximately 57.8 a
a shopping center, apartments and single

oposes the following:

case Z-2388 ("AA" single
U.P. would permit the
cre site with general office,
family uses.

2. Approximately 916,000 square feet of floor area could be
developed for offices, shopping center and/or a hotel/motel on five
parcels. Uses for Parcel 6 are restricted to apartments or townhouses.

3. Building height, setbacks, access controls, building coverage 0and other information regardi,g future development is shown in the
plan.

*€98' 1
4,> 1

The hearing of the proposed amendments to :his Development Plan,
as provided in Section 28.04.190 of the City Zoning C:-dinace of the
City of Wichita, is to be held and the same will there be discussed
and considered by said Wichita-Sedgwick County Hetropolitan Area
Planning Commission. Those persons interested in this mattlr will
be heard at that time.

4%

The Citizens Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood
council will consider this case in the immediate future for the
purpose of making a formal recommendation to the i:APC and BCC. If

you have an interest in this case. you are encouraged to express
your opinions at your CPO Council Dieeting. The date, time and
location of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 266-4516.

 Additional information concerning this case may be obtainedfrom the Planning Department. 1Oth Fl.oor, City Ilall, or by calling
268-4421.

I+I

Robert A. Lakin

Secretary

1 1.14 + .k.E;74 8. 1 ¥.: fi '319 : i.·i.48'.t.;40*Rew#*.6
-390'
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WICHITA-SEDGWICK COUNTY

METROPOLITAN AREA PLANNING COM!ISS ION CITY HALL, TENTH FLOOR, 455 NORTH MAIN STREET
WICHITA, KANSAS 67202

November 19, 1981

NOTICE TO ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS:

-

i l

3%34
ttitti
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This is a notice of a request for a zoning change in your area and on property
legally described below. As an area property owner, you have the right to
appear before the Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) meeting in
support or in opposition to this request. If you have no interest or objection
to the requested change, you have no obligation to appear or comment. If you
desire to appear at the MAPC meeting, you are in-·ited to do so, either in person
cr by agent or attorney.

The MAPC will consider the following case at its meeting in the City Commission
Meeting Room, City Hall, First Floor, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kansas, beginning
at 1:30 p.m.. onnulamber_1.-11&1-·

CASE ITO. Z-2338

Zone liange from the "AA" One Frmilv or·ielling -istrict
to tne "LC" Light Conmaercial District

SEE LEGAL DESCRIPTION ATTACHED HEPETO

tici.
Ef¥dr

3'fr j . ..1

The following is a sequence of events in the processing of a request for zone change:
Notification of adjoining property owners (this notice); then
Neighborhood Citizen Participation Organization (CPO) meeting; then
Metropolitan Area Planning Commission (MAPC) meeting (scheduled above); and then
Board of City Commission (BCC) meeting to concur with MAPC action, defer, or
refer back to MAPC. On return of the case to the BCC, they may approve or
deny or modify the change requested.

The Citizens Participation Organization (CPO) neighborhood council will consider
this case in the immediate future for the purpose of making a formal recommenda-
tion to the MAPC and BCC. If you have an interest in this case, you are encouraged
to express your opinions at your CPO Council meeting. The date, time and location
of the CPO meeting may be obtained by calling 268-4516.

It should be noted that the MAPC meeting constitutes the "Public Hearing" on this
matters and therefore the City Commission hap adopted the following policy with
regard to consideration of zoning change requests:

"All applications for change of zoning or amendments to the zoning text
shall be based on the written record of the Planning Commission, includ--
ing staff recommendations, which shall be forwarded to the City Commis-
sion. The Commission may inquire of staff, proponents or opponents for
clarification of any matter before the Commission. Requests for intro-
duction of new evidence or facts shall be in writing and filed with the
City Clerk prior to the closing of the City Manager's Agenda (by 5:00
p.m., on the Wednesday preceding the scheduled Tuesday BCC hearing). In
all cases where such requests are submitted, the Board of City Commission-
ers may refer said case to the Planning Commission for rehearing."

Additional information concerning this case and official protest procedures may be
obtained from the Planning Department, 10th Floor, City Hall, or by calling 268-
4421.

i

Robert A. Lakin

Secretary Ce:¥91©9
E#44

T9-215
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SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF CITY OF WICHITA ZONING DISTRICTS

"AA" 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".

"RB" Four-Family Dwelling District
Permits three and four-family dwellings, and uses permitted in
"AA" and "A"

"R-5" General Residence District

Permits multiple-family dwellings at a density of 17.4 dwelling
units per acre, off-street parking areas and uses permitted in "A".

"R-6" General Residence District

Permits multiple-family dwellings at a density of 29 dwelling
units per acre, and uses permitted in "R-5".

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"

"BB" Office District

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

"LC" Light Commercial District
Permits all purely retail businesses conducted within enclosed
buildings; 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.
Residential uses are prohibited.

11 F " HeavY Industrial District
Permits all 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.
"U" University District

Permits Universities, Colleges, Seminaries and other institutions
of learning and related uses.

r fl . 7.f
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CASE .JO. Z ·2333

Cone Change fron the AA'. One Familv melling District
to the LC'; Light Conuercial District

Tlie East 575 feet of the ilortheast Ouarter of the Southeast
iI Quarter of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of

,i the 6th Principal Zieridian, Sedguic]. County, Kansas; 2\ND

The liorth lialf of ·the South 1Ialf of the Southeast quarter of

Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 Last of the Gth
Principal "cridian: Sedguick County, Kansas, except beginning
at a point on the ;lorth line of Lot 14 -Tiedemann Addition to
Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 120 feet Last of the lei '·

Line of Southeast ()uarter of said Section 20: thence :lorth G
feet; thence blast 906 feet: thence South 6 feet; thence t.,est
906 feet to the place of beginning· and except beginning att
the Northwest corner of the -lorth half of the South half of

said Quarter Section: thence ' ast along the North line of
the South half of the Jorth half of said Quarter Section,
1322 feet more or less, thence Southwesterly 965 feet more
or less, to a point 440 feet more or less East and 206 faet
raore or less :,orth of the Joutliwcy: corner of the above

described tract; thence Southwesterly 325 feet more or less

to a point on the South line and 230 feet more or less lAst
of the Southwest corner of the above described tract, thence
riest 230 feet more or less to the Hest line of said :]uarter

Section; thence ,lorth along the Nest line of said Ouarter
Section 663 feet more or less to the point of beginning.
Generally located at the southwest corner of Douglas and ·3€bb Zoad.

44 0
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torember 6, 1981

Gary Wili,
Profe••ion•1 Engineering Consultants. P.A.
1440 East English
Wichita, Kinial 67211

Rat DP-116 - Maxwell'* Commercial C.U.P.
Z-2388 - "AA" to "LC" - both located
on the south,-t corner of Douslaa
and Webb Reed

Dear Mr. Wiley;

The •bon-eaptioned eue, wore on the Planning Coc=iliton Venda for
yesterday' m date. The action of the Planning Cammillion val to defer
theme cues to their meeting of December 3, 1981.

Thim meeting to be held at 1:30 p. m. in thi City Commil=ion Meeting
Roon. First Floor, City 611, 455 North Main, Wichita, Kanau.

If you have any questions cone,rning this matter, ple-i call.

Sincerely youn,

Jack H. Galbraith

Chief Planner fi: f: 4?t ,
'00:.ad

cc : Hugh q. Marvell. Exicutor for Mary M. Maxwell E,tate. 2381 Algonquin
Road, Sehonictady. Niv York 12309

Phil Ruffin, P. 0. Box 17087, Wichita 67217

16*0:
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@eech Oircraft Corporation
Wichita, Kansas 67201

U. S. 0.

October 12, 1981

Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Director
Metropolitan Area Planning Dept.
455 N. Main 10th Floor
Wichita, Kansas 67202-1688

Re: DP-116 - Maxwells Commercial and Residential C.U.P.
and Z-2388 "AA" to "LC" - generally located on the
west side of Webb Road in an area south of Central.

Dear Mr. Lakin:

We have reviewed the proposed C.U.P. to the above referenced location
and wish to note that these parcels fall within the air space of our runway
number 3. Any buildings or structures within this area must comply with

allowable heights called out by the C.U.P. we make the following reconimenda-
tions:

As part of the General Provisions include reference to City-County
Zoning Ordinance Chapter 28.08, especially as it applies to the
Beech Ai rport.

Also heights limitations called out in the C.U.P. on the various
parcels leave some choices due to its wording which would be in
violation of the code. We recommend the maximum top of building
elevations as follows:

Re: Exhibit A as prepared by P.E.C., June 10, 1981, City
Datum Elevations.

Parcel l, Exhibit A - 270.6 ft. to 350.6 ft.

Parcel 2, Exhibit A - 195.6 ft. to 310.6 ft.

Parcel 3, Exhibit A - 198.0 ft. to 236.0 ft.

Parcel 4, Exhibit A - 217.0 ft. to 310.6 ft.

Parcel 5, Exhibit A - 255.6 ft. to 340.6 ft.

Parcel 6, Exhibit A - 340.6 ft.
OCT 1 3 1981

METROPOLITAN PLANNING

ROUTE Il

the existing ai rport zoning ordi nance. To remove any question as to the

·430*wy-
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3#6 Sheet No. 2 0
· 1226/

'Deech Circrolt Corporation

Mr. Robert A. Lakin

October 12, 1981

.1%6 baly:, ·,

The base ground elevations vary in this area and so must be used with
great care to establish building heights, top elevations of which should
be as noted, with Beech Ai rport 1378.0 (MSL) equaling 190.6 ft. City Datum.

Please keep us informed of the time schedule for review of the
Maxwell C.U.P.

Yours truly,

BEECH AIRCRAFT CORPORATION

Beckett

Manager - Plant Engineering

42t JEB/dsl

cc: Arthur D. Chambers
WSC/MAPD

Glenn Ehling
Beech Aircraft Corp.

V

fly, -il i.ki '3.41
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MAXWELL PROPERTY TRIP GENERATIONS

Problem Statement:

Generate the expected Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends (AWDVTE) for the
3477: site using the ITE 1976 Trip Generation Report. Also, using the same

reference, generate AM and PM peak hour volumes.

The AWDVTE is required for two alternate development plans.

Data:

The following data for the proposed development of the site has been
furnished.

Alternate #1 Alternate #2

Hotel - 400 rooms Hotel - 400 rooms
Condominiums - 175 DU's Condominiums - 175 DU's

Shopping Center - 100,000 G. Sq. Ft. Shopping Center - 100,000 G. Sq. Ft.
General Office - 300,000 G. Sq. Ft. General Office - 300,000 G. Sq. Ft.
Apartments - 188 DU's General Office - 113,000 G. Sq. Ft.
Office Park - 122,000 G. Sq. Ft. Condominiums - 203 DU's

Method:

An appropriate reference section was selected for each land use, a rate
obtained, and the AWDVTE and peak hour volumes were computed. A summary
of these values is shown on the attached table.

**54.
Note that due to the nature of the data available, the volumes generated.
should be consi dered preliminary estimates.
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SUMMARY OF TRIP GENERATION COMPUTATIONS

Peak Hour Vehicle Trip Ends Reference

Land Use Size Rate/Day AWDVTE AM/rate AM/Trips PM/rate PM/trips Section

Hotel 400 rooms 10.5 4,200 0.88 350 0.52 210 310

Condominiums 75 Dwell. 5.6 980 0.40 70 0.40 70 230

Units
0

Shopping Ctr. 100,000 sq.ft. 0.4 6,040 5.0 500 820

General Office 300,000 sq.ft. 1.69 3,510 2.34 700 2.09 630 710

Apartments 180 Dwell. 6.1 1,150 0.60 110 0.70 130 220

(Alt #1) Units

General Office 113,000 sq.ft. 11.69 1,330 2.34 260 7 09 240 110

(Alt 42)

Office Park 122,000 sq.ft. 20.65 2,520 2.63 320 2.38 290 750

(Alt #1)

Condominiums 203 Dwell. 5.6 1,140 0.40 80 0.40 80 230

(Alt #2) Units

i
TOTALS (Alt =1) 18,400 1550 1830

TOTALS (Alt =21 17,200 1460 1730

2



Sept-ber 30. 1981
Lj

Mr. Auatin Itioing
Bisch Aircraft Corporation
9709 M. Central

Wiohita, *an,a• 67206

Res DP-116 - Ma*wills Commercial and Residential C.U.P

and 8-2388 "AA' to 'Le" - generally located on the
weat aide of Webb Road in an area south of Central

Dear Mr. Rising:

Ile have riceivld a propoled C. U.P. of the above-referenced location.
Thi C.U.P. include* approlimately 42 acres of office and corunarcial t

u,08 and 10 acres of ruidential uses. Height limitationg are
shown on the attached plano We have tentatively scheduled this
C.U.P. and zone changes for the MAPC meeting of November 5, 1981.
If you have any commants. wi would appreciate receiving them by
Friday. October 9, 1981.

If you have any queationi, please call me at 268-4421.

Sincerely,

Arthur D. Chambera. AICP )1**43
AitSenter planner

ADC:bh 42 , 4/fit»
Attachments

(1
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'Deech Dircruit Corporntion
01 ch i la, K n. s . s i i.o.

U. 3.0
€jice o! tle Cily Manager

EDWAID C./URNS f.1 9201.1. L OF -
September Ut,AllmLL- , . MEC --

SEP 25 1981
Mi. E. H. Denton

Manager - City of Wichita
City Hall

6.ples T.
0 Send 10 :*UP-

455 N. Main

Wichita, KS 67201 2[2

Dear Mr. Denton:

It has come to our attention that a draft revision of the
Airport Hazard Zoning Regulation dealing with building heights
around local airports is being considered. While the proposal,
as I understands is only in advance planning at this time, I
want to bring to your attention that Beech Aircraft is strongly
opposed to relaxation of existing standards.

t
On previous occasions, I have spoken to you, members of the
Commission, and other city officials concerning the importance
of protecting the approaches to Beech Airc ft runways.

Safety is one of our most important objectives for both the
citizens of our community as well as those customers who buy
our products. Our position is that any changes which may
permit increased building heights, or otherwise obstruct safe
access to Beech Aircraft' s airport runways, must be avoided.

I will appreciate your most careful consideration to these
matters.

Sincerely,

E.C. Burns:lh

cc: Mayor Bob Brown
0. A. Brech

Frank E. Hedrick

SEP 2 8 1981
METROPot 'TA•' m A'•YINGROUTE r

[ AR.'oComp••v)
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September 21, 1981

Robert B. Feldner, Superintendent of Central Inipection
Paul Graves, Chief Engineer
Mike Lindebak, Program Development Engineer

Arthur D. Chambers, Senior Planner

DP-116 - MAXWELL' S Commercial and Remidential C.U.P.
Generally located on the weit side of Webb Road in
an area Iouth of Central.

We have received a propooed C.U. P. at the above referenced
location. Thi C.U.P. includes approximately 42 acres of
office and commercial uses and 10 acres of residential uies.

We would appreciate reciaving any coments you might have
regarding access, drainage, etc., by Tuaiday, September 29,
1981. If you have any queationo, please call.

Arthur D. Chambers

Senior Planner

ADC:el

th»· .1 tp id
2%4
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APPLICATION FOR COMMUNITY UNIT PLAN

(PLANNED RESIDENTIAL OR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT)
FOR PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THE Fjo J, 739 7

CITY OF WICHITA, KANSAS

This is an application for a Community Unit Plan - Planned Development. The
form must be completed and filed at the Planning Department, Tenth Floor, City
Hall, 455 North Main Street, Wichita, Kansas, in accordance with directions on
the accompanying instruction sheet. AN INCOMPLETE APPLICATION CANNOT BE ACCEPTED.

1. Name,d0applicant or applicants and/or their agent or agents.
J 1

04<42 a. 4 Applicant Hugh S. Manvell, Executor for Mary Margaret Maxwell Estate
2381 Algonquin Road

,Address Schenectadv. New York 12309 Phone 51 8-393-5133

*PRf Phil RuffinJAgent

P.O. Box 17087 67217
Address Phone

265-7201

b. Applicant

Address Phone

Agent

Address Phone

c. Applicant

A Address Phone

Engineer Professional Engineering Consultants, P. A. i =·v Wiley)

Address 1440 E. English 67211 Phone 263-1107

9
(Use separate sheet if necessary for names of additional applicants).

2. a. The applicant hereby requests Community Unit Plan approval on property

zoned "AA" & LC and legally described as Lot(s)

, Block(s)

Addition.

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

space below or on an attached sheet.)

See Attached

0

V

»a«

2. b. There are 57.8 acres (round to nearest tenth) in the above

described property.

T9-330-3 Revised 8/'
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3. The general location is (use appropriate section)

a. at the Southwest corner of Douglas

and Webb Road ; or

b. on the side of (Avenue,

Street) between (Avenue, Street) and

(Avenue, Street).

4. I (we), the applicant(s), acknowledge rectipt 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.

Hugh S. Ma»,11, , /

By

AuttErized AgeKT  any) Authorized Agent (if any)
Phil Ruffin

4
By By

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

5. OFFICE USE ONLY

This application was received at the Planning Depart.uent at 1095

(Day, Month, Year). It has been
V

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

the appropriate fee of $ 4 14 9

19'4·

Name

Title

yker,i.
T9-330-4 Revised 8/80
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The East 575 feet of the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of
Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal Meridian,
Sedgwick County, Kansas mert@

AND
5*tfte

The North Half of the South Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section 20,
Tbwnship 27 South, Range 2 East of the 6th Principal Meridian, Sedmvick
County, Kansas, except beginning at a point on the North line of lot 1,
Wied€mann Addition to Wichita, Kansas, a distance of 120 feet East of the
West Line of Southeast Quarter of said Section 20; thence North 6 feet;
thence East 906 feet; thence South 6 feet; thence West 906 feet to the
place of beginning. Lr441 J

Py:11

;333*t

41494 1
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OWNERSHIP LIST

Lot Block Addition ' Property Owner
7 Forest Hills i

V V
and Alice R. Cota, #24
Cypress Drive, 67206

6 7 Ji Robert S. Lightner, #26
Cypress Drive, 67206

7 7 Audine McCutcheon d Charles ,"*'.g,,*" 
Stitzel, #28 Cypress

Drive, 67206

8 7  Viola Howey d Earldeane Howey «:cry«
,j Edwards, #4 Hawthorne Road, tff<324., -.. 4,342

J V 67206

7   K. Crites, #33 Laurel Drive, €.ipLarry W. Crites and Marilyn $932

67206

10 7 i Donald D. Wood and Judith
1 / C. Wood, #31 Laurel Drive,

V 67206

?r
11 7 1 Larry Joe Grimes and Jonna

/ J Paulette Grimes, #29 Laurel
v Drive, 67206

12 ·. / Joel Carry Tinsmon and Anne *r
>1 Tinsmon, #27-IIaurit-Drive, -'it

5 8  Donald L. Ecker and Mary Ann -
6/ + Ecker, #26 Laurel Dr., 67206 9,

6 8  Dale E. Anders and Dagnija
  M. Anders, #28 Laurel Dr.,

67206

7 8 .  Robert Lee Riggs, Jr. and
J  Ellen P. Riggs, #30 Laurel

Drive, 67206

8 8 James M. Thompson and Barbara Z

4 4 K. Thompson, #32 Laurel Dr., Z
67206

9 8   John D. Philbrick and Norma W -3 bL. Philbrick, #34 Laurel
Drive, 67206

10 8 Corwin D. Lindstrom and
u/' Nancy R. Lindstrom, #36

Laurel Drive, 67206

31- =-lit:
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Page 2.

Lot Block Addition , Property Owner
11 Forest Hills Clifford C. Cook and Diana4

J. Cook, #10 Hawthorne, 67206

12 8  Donald R. Spies and Victoria :
J J. Spies, #27 Beech Rd., 67206

13 8 Otis Hadley and Rowena Hadley,
#25 Beech Rd., 67206

14 8  W. Eilerts, #23 Beech Rd.,Keith R. Eilerts and Lydia

67206

15 8 J Gertrude P. McCartor,
< #21 Beech Rd., 67206

16 8  Ida E. Doolittle, #19 Beech Ff, 91
Road, 67206

2 9 Daniel S. Garrity and Rose

J  Stanley Garrity, #18 Beech
V Road, 67206

3 9
J  and Patricia s. Burke, #20 4

Beech Road, 67206
0 . . . 'ft¥ /3..4¢ *241

4 9 C. Gerald Tanner and Ethel

M. Tanner, #2 Plum Lane,
67206

5 9 J  M. Ralph Baelir and Dorris A. 22-4,9*
J Baehr, #4 Plum Lane, 67206 FE>·g

6 9  Glenn E. Sheppard and Marjorie , 4 ·4
J  l W. Sheppard, #8 Plum Lane,

V 67206

7 9 Tommy L. Harrington and Linda iEL,I 7.71

67206

8 9 j Kuf F «5chwabauer and Gloria 1
6»lk»

9 9 J \ Leroy E. Bowery and Marcelline
1j C. Bowery, #21 Sequoia Dr.,

/67206

9   William H. McDaniel and Kata MF-
 McDaniel, #19 Sequoia DI,

67206

f. 44
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426% Page 3.

tuy'l Block Addition / , Property Owner
k 11 9 Forest Hills J / Gilbert H. Urick, Jr. and

9/ Lucy C. Urick, #17 Sequoia
Dr., 67206

1 10 holdiine Gibson, Address

2 10 / Vernon F. Miller and Dolores

,/ j J. Miller, #22 Beech Road,
67206

3 10 Max A. Lovett and Margaret
Kay Lovett, #12 Hawthorne

Road, 67206

4 10 7 Samuel C. Barrie and Agatha

)$  Zlia* #14 Hawthorne 15?49 2
5 10 IE. R. Webster and Flossie L.

J , 1 Webster, #16 Hawthorne Rd.,
V 67206

6 10  Jack Pharo and Lillie Holtke :11
M j Pharo, #18 Hawthorne Rd., 2

67206

7 10 / Mildred M. Case +Madelyn
i Joyce Case, #20 Hawthorne

4 Road, 67206

8 10 / Peter L. Ochs and Deborah

 j K. Ochs, #22 Hawthorne Rd.,
67206

9 10 Mat#rige'O- Knepp and Patty

10 10 Jamek,r. Elvins and Selll
'>< M. p*ins, Addressdijinow€> r

11 10 Layman L. Clark and Lena
 Ann Clark, Box 18135, 67218

12 10  Daniel Lewis Sizemore and
Norma Jean Sizemore, 8600 A

1  Lakeland Ct., 67207

1 11 j Norbert J. Mersman and Joan :ly
/ M. Mersman, #30 Cypress Dr.,

l V 67206

rr

e
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Lot Block Addition , Property Owner

2 11 Forest Hills

1 and Winnie Mae Higgins, #1
Hawthorne Road, 67206

3 11 / Lowell H. Hinners and
 j Madelyn Hinners, #3

Hawthorne Road, 67206

4 11  Jerry L. Cade and Karen S.
 Cade, #5 Hawthorne Rd. 67206 1

5 , 1 William B. Bearss a,74.¥40,n

yR

6 11 Gregory F. Wilhite and
Susan G. Wilhite, #9

Hawthorne Road, 67206

41- 7 11 F. W. Phillips and Arline
Phillips, #11 Hawthorne

 Road, 67206

8 11 / Donald E. Kelly and Nora L. »t

/ / Kelly, #13 Hawthorne Road,
J 67206

9 11 /LaVetta M. Coleman, #15
/i Hawthorne Road, 67206

10 11 / Lawrence A. Pickarts and

 Mary T. Pickarts, #17
Hawthorne Road, 67206

11 11

4
Donald William Pinsker and

Carol Jeanette Pinsker,
#19 Hawthorne Road, 67206

12 11 David J. Aspelin, #28 Douglas
v Parkway, 67206

13 11

9 444
Zarklay, 67206

14 11 John B. McKean and Eleanor (40 .
McKean, #24 Douglas Parkway, 3.%**ft"
67206

15 11 ; Harold Irving Harp and

t 4 Dorothy Jean Harp, #22

442: 1.
%
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lEt Block Addition Property Owner
gth

16 11 Forest Hills Elvin W. Cramer and Ruth

Cramer, #20 Douglas Parkway,
67206

17 11 j Marshall Evan Martin and
 Kathryn J. Mitchell, #18

Douglas Parkway, 67206

18 11 E. E. Merry and Verna Mae
.ay€U· #16 Douglas Parkway,

67206

19 11 George M. Crandall and Nancy
Crandall, #14 Douglas

*142 Parkway, 67206
1120

Carrie L. Ansel, #12 Douglas
Parkway, 67206

21 11 Ruperto D Mendiones and

/, / Lillian Marlene Mendiones,
V #10 Douglas Parkway, 67206

22 11 Donald F. Hansen and Ileen

/  G. Hansen, #8 Douglas Park- 9
way, 67206

23 11 Lawrence 0. Herbert and V.

4*  Valoise Herbert, #32 Cypress ·,3- -211,9. 01
Drive, 67206

Part of Lot 1, beg on W ln at a PHI  The Cloister Homeowners
pt 430.43' N of the SW Addition  Association, Inc., c/o

9% cor of sd ltd th N 0° Spines Real Estate Develop-

Of 10' 04" W on sd W ln 300' \| ment, Fourth Financial Center, f.'*.2
to a cor in sd W ln; th N 67202

73°19'49" E on the Wly ln
of sd Lot 1 125.63' to a

cor in sd Wly 11,; th N 65°
21'40" E on the Wly ln of
sd Lot 1 32.62'; th S 23°

05'55" W 380.11' to P.O.b.

A part of Lot 1 beg at the Jean K. Garvey Revocable
NW cor of sd lt; th S 0'09' Trust, c/o Jean K. Garvey,
01" E on the W ln of sd 8427 E. Douglas, 67207
lt 389.26' to a cor in sd

W ln of sd lt; th N 65°21'
40" E, 109.88' ; th N 0°09'
01" W 343.48' , more or less

to the N ln of sd lt; th S
89°58'59" W on sd N ln 100'

to p.o.b.

iti
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner

0#64% TZexcept those-portions Phi / / City of Wichita, a Municipal
described in the two J \/ Corp., 455 N. Main, 67202

- 0i., immediately previous entries
1&2 Cross Town East / Vernon J. Jacobs, 5517 E.

1  6lst St. N., 67220

1 R. V. C. / 1 Residence Venture Corp.

4 J 4011. Rock Road, 67206

2

6,02:15;- Kenneth C. Peters,

/j 1410 Stratford Ln.. 67206;
Peters, 11.0-CR».

Armour, 67206Alatkt . . e

Part of Lot 1, beg at F. N. I. C. First National Bank in Wichita-k

NW cor; th S 290'; th as Trustee, 101 N. Main,
E 25' ; th N 290' to N 67202

ln of Lot 1; th W to

beg.

2 TSame as above

Tract beg at SE cor of Wiedemann / 1 Kelway, Inc., 1007 E. 2nd,

Lot 1; th NEly with an 67214

angle to the left of 74
0

55' 30" along the Turnpike
r/0/w, 549.21' ; th with an
angle to the left of 15°
16'30", 72.59' more or less

4 to N ln of Lot 1; th W alg
N ln 321.92'; th S 602.5'
more or less to the N ln

of Highway 54, being the
S ln of Lotl; th E 177.23'

to beg.

1, except that portion /' East Wichita Partners, c/o
described immediately G. Craig Lord, Four Penn
above Center Plaza, Philadelphia,

Penn. 19103

1 1 Lankin 1 j Arthur Lankin, 953 S. Green-
V wich Road, 67207

1 1 Lankin 2nd

/Same as above
1 East Turnpike En- Seldin Development and

trance  Management Inc., 13057

j\West Center Road, Omaha,
Nebraska

ftp.

1*

L
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 Lot Block Addition

1&2
Property Owner

Weaver-Reimold  Exeutive Inn, Inc., 8401
V'E. Kellogg, 67207

1 1

Replat of Block 1 of Willi.pe*vitt (Deceased)Sunny-brook

Block 2, beg at inter- Sunny-Brook Soconk,Mobil Oil#AL##fi*#t section of S ln of front-
Add5'd*fnknownroad to S ln of Kell-

ogg & th E ln of Mansfield
  Dr.; th SWly along E ln of
llI/kfi.liz Mansfield Dr. 75'; th SEly
*iNMMbf, to a pt on the W ln of East-

ern Ave., which pt is 120'
S of th S ln of th front-
age road; th N along th W
ln of Eastern Ave. 120';
th W to beg.

Block 2, except that portion
Ilim#tew $Calia':pi described immediately above John W. Hill, William A. Hays, 07b

Russell C. Knotts, 959 Stoney ,/3
Creek Rd., Worthington, Ohio,·,
43085

1
Dry J. *4 Dry/Verda S. Dry,

J. R. *fy, Jr. Address

1 Ruth  United Life & Accident
v Insurance Co., #2 White

St., Concord, New Hampshire

2, except the E 174.4'
& exc. the N. 100'  Texaco, Inc., 8301 Oak Knoll, il,·,

/' V 67207

2, except that part / C. L. Finley and Jane Finley,
platted as Dry Add.  4 7700 E. 13th, Apt. #31, 67206& except the S 150'

.244', of the W 150'
3 except the N 100' &

 1 Gary K. Edminster, 5908 S.i 107th E., Derby, 67037
W 155' of Lot 3 & th N
100' except the W 155'   Pacific Motels, a generalof Lot 3, together with partnership, Arthur H. Bailey 31.41 ·
all of Lot 4 and Donald R. Dreiske, Part- 31*wer·

ners, 8300 E. Kellogg, 67207 *442·j
26541 1 Bonnie Brae 3rd Jean K. Garvey, 8427 E.

2., Douglass 67207,4-Jean K.
\ ) Garvey Revocable Trust,
1/ clo Jean Garvey, 8427 E.

Douglas, 67207
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner
4 7 Bonnie Brae

and Marie H. Stover, 8301
Peachtree Lane, 67207

5 7 / Clark V. Britton, Jr. and
J  Regina 3. Britton, 8307

Peachtree Lane, 67207

6 7  B. S. Breckbill and Phyllis
  Breckbill, 8315 Peachtree

Lane, 67207
1 7  Charles B. Myers and Hazel

/  p. Myers, 8321 Peachtree

:Lane, 67207
4 8 7  Paul L. Cook and Dorothy

/ V Cook, 405 Bonnie Brae, 67207 ,6.-A.€4.+

1 8 Union National Bank of Wich- 1

ita, Trustee for Cy L. Finley, 37

 150 N. Main, 67207
2 8  Steve M. Longan and Ronda S.

/ J Longan, 8407 Peachtree Lane, *
67207

3 8   Douglas J. Moshier andCarolyn S. Moshier, 8415
1 Peachtree Lane, 67207

4 8 / I Doyle E. Meade & Jeanne S.

 Meade, 8421 Peachtree Lane,
67207

A .WID .4 .....24€
1 9 John E. Havel and Janice A.

- Havel, 302 Bonnie Brae, 67207 921 f2 9 Nolan H. Jackson and Sylvia
L. Jackson, 308 Bonnie Brae, 't·'At]9
67207

3 9 Marvin Edward Elliott and

 Mildred May Elliott, 8404
Peachtree Lane, 67207

4 9 J \ Leo J. Johnson and Carolyn

4 K. Johnson, 8418 Peachtree L L
/Lane, 67207

5 9 Charles Evenson and Emma

V Jean Evenson, 315 West 97*%Sed

Parkway South, 67207

411

L-6744..
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Lot Block Addition Property Owner
9 Bonnie Brae Leonard R. Dennis and

V Kathleen Dennis, 307
14 West Parkway South, 67207

7 9 / Howard G. Leikvold and
1 / Virginia A. Leikvold,

8417 Willowbrook Rd., 67207
6 10

Edwin E. Vigneaux and Nancy

 J L. vigneaux, 8232 Peachtree
Lane, 67207

7 10 J,  Douglas W. Buchan, 8302
Peachtree Lane, 67207

8 10
Louis P. Latimer and Lois

/  M. Latimer, 8308 Peachtree
4 Lane, 67207

9 10

 ,/ Alma E. Hass, 8314 Peachtree LV Lane, 67207
10 10

Kenneth G. Fuson and Betty
Fuson, 8320 Peachtree

Lane, 67207

11 10
.t»ted Raymond H. Rutherford and
9%04 Susan R. Rutherford, 315

Bonnie Brae, 67207
12 10 41 < Donald F. Scherer and Mary 1,4

 Jane Scherer, 8327 Willow-
brook Road, 67207

10
Howard A. MeFarland and Vera
V. MeFarland, 8321 Willow-
brook Road, 67207

14 10    Lindley Cox and MargaretCox, 8315 Willowbrook Rd., M.
67207

10

Max L. Herzet and Jacqueline )*0*4!.1 Herzet, 8307 Willowbrook
Rd. 67207

10 Victor West and Julie G.4  West, 8301 Willowbrook Rd.,
67207

17 10

 Barbara 3. Redburn and Howard I
R. Redburn, 8233 Willowbrook J

V Rd., 67207

L
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Lot Block Addition / Property Owner
5 12 Bonnie Brae Orville K. Anderson and

Betty Jo Anderson, 8226

Morningside Dr., 67207

6 12  John H. Chaney and Hazel A.
 / Chaney, 8232 Morningside Dr.,

4 67207

7 12 Cyril R. Jones and Cleo C.
Jones, 8236 Morningside Dr.,
67207

341 8 12 / Lawrence Thomason and Velma :
J  V. Thomason, 245 Lochinvar

Dr., 67207

9 12  George B. Wills and Doris I.
/ / Wills, 239 Lochinvar Dr.,
'  . 67207

10 12  George A. Roy and Hazel A.
mfil  j Roy, 233 Lochinvar Dr., 67207 0

11 12 / Raymond J. Winter and laabellet
1 J R. Winter, 227 Lochinvar Dr., :.3

,67207

12 ZJames R. Barr and Joanne P.
/ 4 Barr, 221 Lochinvar Dr., 67207 , *,9 '., . 1

3 13  W. A. Greenfield and Grace
/ J M. Greenfield, 214 Lochinvar

Dr., 67207

4 13 J  Vaughan 0. Stevens and Grace
,/ I. Stevens, 220 Lochinvar Dr.,
V 67207

't

5 13   Richard R. Thompson and
j Elisabeth S. Thompson, 226

V Lochinvar Dr., 67207

6 13 / Frank N. Kik and Phvllis Ann L.
J Kik, 232 Lochinvar Dr., 67207 44

7 13  Thomas R. Shockey and Mar- 2 9
garet Ann Shockey, 238
Lochinvar Dr., 67207 y

i

8 13 /  Howard R. Tuttle and Maxine i· · 
 B. Tuttle, 244 Lochinvar Dr.,

67207



f
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Page 11.

121 Block Addition Property Owner
9 13 Bonnie Brae A. W. Walker and Kathryn J.

Walker, 250 Lochinvar Dr.,
67207

10 13 /  obert C. Schoeppel and RitaSchoeppel, 256 Lochinvar

Dr., 67207

11 13 David W. Boyles and Catherine <-;-
Boyles, 263 Bonnie Brae,

67207

12 13 /  Larry G. Bell and Doris E.
1 Bell, 257 Bonnie Brae, 67207

13 13  Richard A. Wohlgemuth and
v Marcille A. Wohlgemuth, 251

i Bonnie Brae, 67207

14 13 i Robert C. Faris and Margorie 
<:f M. Faris, 245 Bonnie Brae,

, 67207

15 13 ,/1 William R. Futo and Doris
 Jean Futo, 239 Bonnie Brae,

67207

16 13 4< George W. Miller and Mary C. :ia« _. 0
\ Miller, 233 Bonnie Brae,

3.04 67207

diE 17 13 , Glenn E. Bish and Zora L.
fi Bish, 227 Bonnie Brae, 67207

18 13 I Charles L. McAfee and Helen

«J J. McAfee, 221 Bonnie Brae,
67207

19 13 Hurty and Lila M. ·vi
4 Hurty, 215 Bonnie Brae, 67207 6

11 15 , / Joseph W. Hickey and Irene M. 4,
Hickey; 214 Bonnie Brae, 67207 3.

12 15 Norman J. Pfeiffer and Norma

Pfeiffer, 220 Bonnie jrae,
67207

13 15 1 Armin L. Brandhorst and
Gladys E. Brandhorst, 226

_/ Bonnie Brae, 67207

- 4.
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Block Addition

Bonnie Brae /  Robert W. McNeely and Delores
 j L. McNeely, 232 Bonnie Brae,

67207

and Gladys E Routh , 238
122 Bonnie Brae, 67207

Albert L. Gosman and Mar-

l/' 1/ guerite E. Gosman, 244
V Bonnie Brae,

f Dale E. Schoenleber and

250 Bonnie Brae, 67207

Norman G. Neugebauer and
Betty J. Neugebauer, 256
Bonnie Brae, 67207

j / Rick Hill and Cynthia J.
' -( Hill, 262 Bonnie Brae, 67207 3

Leslie Ralph Gilstrap and

Bonnie Brae, 67207

/ j Doyle C. Haberly and Naida M. 99;-i
/ / Haberly, 8416 Willowbrook

Road,

Part of Block 18 beg on E ln Jean K.
of sd Blk 18,

Garvey, Revocable
400' N from SE Trust, 8427 E. Douglas

cor; th W at rt angles from 67207

sd E ln 75'; th with a deflec-
tion angle to the left 21°03'
108.11' more or less to the

Wly ln of sd Blk 18; th NEly
on sd Wly ln 297.87' more or

less to th NW cor of sd Blk

18; th E NEly on th Nly ln of
'i sd Blk 18, 8.74', more or less

to th NE cor; th S on th E ln
of sd Blk 18, 209.19', more or

4£*"4' less to p.o.b.
-2- Part of Blk 18 beg on th SWly Jerald R. Jones, 250 N. Rock (·1n of sd Blk 18, 66' NWly of th / Road, Suite 140, 67206Sly cor of sd Blk 18; th NWly

alg sd SWly ln 81' ; th N 19°46'
15" E 101.51'; th N 89°49'56"

E to a pt 54'9"Wof th E lnof
sd Blk 18; th S 0'10'04" E
Pt on th SWly ln of sd Blk 1,a
66' NWly of th Sly cor of sd
Blk 18 and th p.o.b.

0 0

L0 t

14
Property Owner

1 5

1 5 1 5

1 6 15

67207

17 15

 Dorothy A. Schoenleber,

1 8 1 5

1 9 1 5

2 0 1 5

Carrie Lynn Gilstrap, 82 6

2 1 15

67207

<f,iy· 
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94$< Lot Addition Property Owner
Firt of Block 18 beg at th Bonnie Brae / / H. James Menehan and Betty
Sly cor of sd Blk 18 on th  B. Menehan, 8917 E. Douglas,
SWly ln of sd Blk; th N 0° 67207

10'04" W 178' along th E ln
of sd Blk; th S 89°49'56" W
54'9"; thSO°10'04" E to a
pt on th SWly ln of sd Blk,
66' NWly of th p.o.b. ; th y k
SEly along sd SWly ln of sd 1?R
Blk 66' to p.o.b.

Commons areas of the Cloisters The Cityer Homeowners
Townhouse Development situated Associa*ion, Inc., c/o
on Block 18, except those por-
tions described in the last

Spin.#r*6,1 Estate Develop-
men€, Fourth Financial Center,

three entries immediately pre- 67202

vious

The Cloisters, a H.\James Menehan and Betty
Townhouse Develop- rh B. 9¢nehan, 8917 E. Douglas,
ment situated on \/ 67*7*
Part of Block 18, /
Bonnie Brae Add-

ition and Part of

Lot 1, PHI Addicion

i-- Unit A-2 Bill B. Spencer and Wanda M. '(· r.
Spencer, 8915 E. Douglas
67207

Unit B- 1  Jack Spines Jr., and Jane T.
j Spines, 8911 E. Douglas,

41 67207

Unit B-2 Charles P. Garretson, 8909
/' E. Douglas, 67207

Unit C-1 Heinz K. Grohs and Mary D.
/ J Grohs, 8907 E. Douglas, 67207

Unit C-2 i H. Dean Ritchie, 8905 E.
/ 4 Douglas, 67207

Tracts

SWi of the NWi of Sec 21-27-2E < Beech Aircraft Corp, 9709 E.
J=* Central, 67206

Wt of SWi of Sec 21-27-2E Same as above

E 17 acres of NE% of the SEk of Sec 20-27-2E MaryNaret Maxwell

3

mil
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I.Willimil# Tract Property Owner

A tract beg at NW cor of SE;% of Sec 20-27-2E; 1 , Jean K. Garvey Revocable

th N 89°58'59" E on the N 11 of th SE£ a dis- jF Trust, 8427 E. Douglas, 67207
tance of 393'; th S 0'09'11" E 439.26'; th S
65°21'40" W 299.37'; th S 73°19'49" W 125.63'
more or less to the W ln of the SEk; th N 0°10'
04" W 600' more or less to bed.

NJ of the St of the SEE of Sec 20-27-2E except \Mary Margaret Maxwell
a tract beg on N ln of Wiedemann Addition, 120' /\(Deceased)
E of W ln of SWi; th N 6'; th E 906'; th S 6'; 0 *
th W 906' to beg

Ne¢*« A tract in SE£ of Sec 20-27-2E beg at pt on th f)Kelway Inc., 1007 E. 2nd,
N ln of Lot 1, Wiedemann Addition, 120' E of W y 67214
ln of the SEt; th N 6'; th E 906'; th S 6'; th
W 906' to beg

N% of the NEk of Sec 29-27=2E except the W 716.48George M. Davison (Deceased)
ri of th N 690'; and except land taken for U. S. Hi-'

.way 54 & Kansas Turnpike and except those por-
tions platted as East Turnpike Entrance Addition
and East Turnpike Entrance 2nd Addition

€'€29· 1

49

Xi

t
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We hereby certify the foregoing to be a true and correct list of
the property owners within a 1,000 foot radius of11193

A tract beginning at the NE corner of the SE%
of Section 20, Township 27 South, Range 2 East
of the 6th P.M., Sedgwick County, Kansas; thence
south along the east line of said SE£ bearing
S 0°01'27" W a distance of 1993.57 feet; thence
bearing N 89'59'54" W along the north line of
FNIC and Wiedemann Additions a distance of

2652.12 feet; thence bearing N 0'10'28" W
along the east line of Bonnie Brae Addition a
distance of 663.06 feet to the SW corner of

PHI Addition; thence along the south line of
PHI Addition bearing N 89°56'00" E a distance
of 1326.88 feet to the SW corner of the NEi
of the SE% of said section 20; thence continuing
along the south line of PHI Addition bearing
S 89°59'57" E a distance of 754.82 feet to the

SE corner of PHI Addition; thence bearing
N 0°04'44" W along the east line of PHI Addition
a distance of 1328.90 feet to a point in the north
line of the SE% of said section 20; thence along
said north line bearing N 89°59'56" E a distance
of 575.11 feet to the point of beginning, EXCEPT
THEREFROM a tract beginning at a point on the
north line of Lot 1 Wiedemann Addition, a distance
of 120 feet east of the west line of the SE% of
Section 20; thence north 6 feet; thence east 906

feet; thence south 6 feet; thence west 906 feet

4,6 to the point of beginning

as shown by the last deed of record on file in the Office of the Register
of Deeds of Sedgwick County, Kansas, on the 15th day of September, 1981,
at 7:00 A.M.

THE SECURITY ABSTRACT/& TITLE CO. INC.

gj,de-President

Order No. 302029

GE

4442

4*ffli
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Bob:

I understand P.E.C. is working with Ruffin on a proposal. They
know it violates the present airport zoning ordinance. Wiley
has advised Art that a request will be made of the Department
to revise the airport zoning ordinance and increase the heights

1*.44.36
of structures permitted at this location.

It is our understanding that P.E.C. has talked to Beech, that they
did not necessarily object to what is proposed or the heights
being increased as they rarely use the runway #3.

This is all second hand information from Wiley through Art.

JHG

t

4
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Qeecti hircruil Corporation
tri' hil a. k" i.•,s '7201

21. S. a.

AUSTIN RISING July 20, 1981

Mr. Phil G. Ruftin 9
Ruffin Properties t.i
1725 E. Douglas
P. 0. Box 17087

Wichita, KS 67217

- Dear Mr. Ruffin:

The Beach Plant Engineer, Jim Beckett, has in formed us that he has
been shown a rendering by your architect, Gary Snyder, represented
by the attached blue-line print of your planned development off the
end of Beech Runway #3.

We are concerned because the development a: planned violates the
existing airspace height regulations as stated in the City-County Code

L for rport Zoning, Chapter 28.08.

Safety is one of our most important objectives. It is extremely
important that there be no violations o f these ai-space requirements.

Sincerely yours,

J

Vice President

AR.ms

Attachment

CC: Mr. Gary Snyder, Architect
Mr. Robert A. Lakin, Director of Planning

Metropolitan Area Planning Commission

JUL21 1981

METROPOLITAN PLANNING 44
ROUTE 0 -

< A Rayth/on Company 1

041
t



FOR' 7-021 PAYMENT NOTICE ©
City of Wichita

Bldg. Use of Str. Code Eks Copies

Elec Elev. Inap. Hse Moving Lic.

Mech Boiler Insp. Pav. Cuts Cert.

Plbg Exam Fees Sewer Elev.

Slgns Plan Rev. (P.W.) Cement M.S.P.

Planning

DESCRIPTION
AMOUNT

NAME

ADDRESS

FUND
DUE DATE

COMMENTS

DATE
BY

i
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RUFFIN
PROPERTIES

Gary 5nyder
Direcrorof Reel Estore

1522 Florence

P.O. BOX 17087

Wichita, KS 672 316/942-7940

Fill

f?/3



ONE HUNDRED WEBB BUILDING

I
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CORPORATE
3% .. ..ey*

HILLS Ant.
101 S. WEBB ROAD
WICHITA, KANSAS

L
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LOCATION

Corporate Hills offers an East suburban address convenient for al! aspects of com·
merce, yet away from the crowded downtown streets You will be near malor road·
ways and next door to corporate giants. High-level professional strategies and high·
tech business will thrive side-by-side with Nature's changing scenes. It's a setting for
sercne productivity, amid roiting hills with trees and a lake.
Consider the aesthetic values in designs and office suites that renect and enhance
your company's business positioning. Evaluate the superior accommodations of
space, security, energy efficiency, parking and other conveniences that will more

*MED- than satisfy business needs for you, your dents and employees.
A prestigious opportunizy for business, offering much more of what you want for to·
day and tomorrow. Corporate Hills is the discriminating choice for companies
whose business logic leads them to choose the finest.

Corporate Hills Office Park is conveniently located on Webb Road between Douglas
and Kellogg (U.S. 54). Immediately adjacent to Corporate Hills is the East exit of the
Kansas Turnpike, I·35. The improvements to Webb Road will provide you and your
clients easy access to the office park.

You and your staff will be next door to Pizza Hut International headquarters,
Raytheon, and other major companies. You'll be only five minutes from Jabara Air-
port, twenty minutes from Mid-Continent Airport. Added conveniences nearby are
shopping, major hotels, fine dining, entertainment and the city's fnest residential
areas.



FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

r

City sections adjacent to Corporate Hills had a popula-
tion growth in the past 10 years of 104% by 1980.
Wichita business growth has always had a strong
eastward movement. The area of Corporate Hills allows
for construction of other offices, shopping center, com-
mercial and hotel development. Make your choice now
from the 1,000,000 square feet in development. You
can expect a multitude of conveniences and luxuries
heretofor unmatched h Wichita, Kansas. Corporate
Hills Office Park is a real "estate."



r
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OFFICE PARK

CORPORATE

WILLS A//V

Our research shows that business and professional leaders

seek the concept we have developed in Corporate Hills

Office Park: superb quality in a choice business location.

r



FIRST LEVEL FLOOR PLANS

. 0 .fi El 1

. U

rl

Architectural

design offers you
the professional and

aesthetic values youprefer.

Interiors retain the dignity of
the workplace ana are pleasing

to the highest standards of taste. A
four-story atrium presents plants,

1 decCwaccenti3btrass 0112he
< open, natural view.
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SECOND-FOURTH LEVEL FLOOR PLANS
2.4»
8296

0 0

U 0

0

Offices can be

built to s.lit tenants
with maximum use ofsquare

footage. Design allows execu-
restrooms, bar sinks and other

amenities. Tenant spaces are indi-
vidually metered for electrical usage,

so you will have more control and more
fairness, in addition, the lowest available

electric rates. Ultra-efficient new econo-
mizer energy systems make use of outside

air as temperatures allow, offering still an-
other benefit seldom available in other build-

ings. Other advantages include:
• Computer-card entry system
• Generous parking for tenants and gu -sts
•Easy access to and from roadways
Another major advantage for tenants is building
management by the owner, Ruffin Properties of
Wichita. Direct contact 3nd immediate attention,
with none of the delays of out-of-town manage-
ment.
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C.t' '58·4501 March 26, 1982

Mr. Brent Remsberg
Professional Engineering Consultants
1440 East English
Wichita, Kansas 67211

Dear Brent:

We have reviewed your revised Maxwell Property Traffic Study and
would like to make the following general comments with regard lo the
report:

1. in reviewing your write-up, we pretty much concur with
your analysis and calculations although in a couple of
places due to rounding the figures, we do not totally agree
but they are within close enough proxithity not to be con-
cerned with the small difference. Possibly you might
also want to include a couple of other major traffic
generators in the area, such as K-Mart and Cross Towne East
Shopping Center.

'43?€   2. Normally when we are looking at tile impact of a shoppingEenter on the roadway system, we take the existing traffic
volumes that are occurring today and project those traffic
volumes to a design year, say 10 - 20 years in the future,
at a growth rate that is.realistic for the area. We then add
to this calculated figure the impact of the shopping center.
In your analysis, you used existing volumes without any
growth rate and added the impact of the shopping center to

A

the existing volumes.

3. In reviewing your plan entitled "Improvement Plan A", we
would like for you to consider the following revisions:

a. The left turn northbound into the private access
road to K-Mart should have a minimum left turn

bay of 100' and Lhe reverse curve could be a
minimum of 80',

 Us: ,•·24+
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P b. At your'major entrances to the shopping center which
30 permit left turns northbound on Webb Road into the

Bite, we would suggest adding a triangular raised
island so that traffic making a left turn out of the site

C could look for a gap in traffic southbound and then store
k in the median area waiting for the gap in the traffic

northbound.

p. c. Due to possible overflow of left turning vehicles at.
entrance 3, bypassing this entrance and using
entrance 2, we would recommend the closing of the

and 3. This enkance could still remain as a right
median break proposed for the entrance between 2

in and out only.

d. Also the intersection of Douglas and Webb Road could
be improved by introducing a triangular island to
separate laft turning vehicles from Douglas and Webb
Road.

U*1

6. As you are award, the improvement plans for Kellogg and Webb
1 Road contained within the proposed project being developed by

Poe & Associates do not envision a dual left turn eastbound on
Kellogg at Webb Roaa. Your report indicates that this would
haie to be incorporated into the proposed intersection plans
in order to operate Lbe center if it is developed to maximum
density.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please advise.
Yours truly,

4. In reviewing "Im--overnent Plan B", we would nbt recommend
this improvement plan as "Improvement Plan A" provides 14
greater safely. However, if this plan was approved by the €
governitig body, we would sugg-St that the raised median be
shortened approximately 50'at the north end, north of I< ellogg,
thereby removing the 16' wide median and reducing it to an i :
approximate 4' wide median.

9.7 5. If parcel number 1 is developed apartments, we would recom-
mend only one opening lo Webb Road.

4/
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report addresses the impact to traffic flow on the adjacent street system

caused by the development of a 52 acre tract of land known as the Maxwell Property.
It is assumed that development of the site will take place in accordance with

the information set forth in "Maxwell 's Community Unit Plan" dated February 16,
1982, by reference, is also made a part of this report.

Webb Road and Douglas Avenue are the only arterials providing direct access to

r.*fi .k the site, consequently they .Jill be impacted more signficantly than other arterials
in the area. Kellogg Avenue, which lies approximately 600 feet south of the site,
will also be affected aswill Central Avenue. Any increase intraffic at Central
and Webb can easily be handled due to the recent improvement of this intersection.

Three existing major traffic generators are located within the immediate
0

study area. Beech Aircraft Company, Pizza Hut, Inc., and the Forrest

Hill s residential development each contribute to the existing traffic flows.
Figure 1 shows the existing 4:30 to 5.30p.m. volumes. At present the p.m. peak
occurs between 3:30 and 4:30 primarily because of shift change traffic at Beech
Aircraft, another peak can be expected to occur during the normal 4:30 to 5:30
peak period once the Maxwell Property is fully developed.

The pr,liction of traffic impacts is a three part process. First, a trip
generation analysis is performed to determine the volumes which can be expected
based upon land use. Trip distribution, or the assignment of the predicted
volumes to the street system, is the second step. Finally qualitative assessment
of the impact is made using conventional capacity analysis techniques and design
concept lane configurations.

tee
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'.44*z. II. LAND USE AND TRIP GENERATION
'4&?,

The number of trips forecasted to be generated by the development were computed

from rates obtained in an Institute of Transportation Engineers informational

report entitl ed "Trip Generation". Thi s reference contains trip generation

rates for a variety of land uses. For purposes of this report, only the

average and maximum rates were tabulated. Although minimum rates are

available, they were not considered rel avent to thi s study. However, it

should be realized that at this time the chances of the trip rate being

either minimum or maximum are equal.

Since several land use options are pennissible for each of the seven parcels

noted on the C.U. P., two overall land use options were selected for evaluation;

each representing a real istic concept. Land Use Options No. 1 and No. 2 are -4"

shown in Tables lA and l B respectively.

Land Use Option No. 1 represents the most intense use with respect to trip

generation. The trip generation rates, trip ends per day, and P.M. peak

period volumes are shown in Table lA for each parcel. Note that both

average and maximum figures are presented.

Option No. 2, Table l B, represents a lower intensity of use with respect to

trip generation.

Upon preliminary review by City of Wichita Traffic Engineering and Planning

staff members, one trip generation rate for each parcel was agreed upon. This

.·ate, shown in Table 1 C, being the average of the maximem and average rates shown

in Table lA.



f*. III. TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND CAPACITY ANALYSIS

The volumes derived from the trip generation analysis were assigned to drive

exits which were located according to parcel traffic demands, the developments

probabl e internal traffic flow pattern and spacing considerations. Directional

distribution was based upon existing traffic flow patterns. It is reasonable
P to expect that traffic destined to or exiting Parcel 1 or Parcel 2 would use

only the drives provided to these sites. The assumption was made that the

entrance to Parcel 3 however would be required to accommodate all of the

traffic from Parcels 3,4,5 6, and 7.

Figure 2 shows the traffic volume assignments for the adjusted trip generation

rates, Table 1 C.

Two capacity analysis techniques were employed. For the major intersections at

Webb and Douglas and Webb and Kellogg a Critical Lane Analysis was used A

method presented in HRB Report 212 called Capacity at Unsignalized Intersections

was used for evaluating the major entrances into the development. The results

of these evaluations are presented in Table 2.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

It is quite apparent from the capacity analysis that Webb Road must be improved

to accommodate the additional vol umes generated by the Maxwell Bevel opment.

Two concept plans have been prepared illustrating the extent of the improvement

required to acconmodate the volumes generated.

f'
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Both plans involve the total reconstruction of Webb Road from a point north of

Douglas to Kellogg. The plans differ only in the median design.

Improvement Plan "A". Figure 3, illustrates the use of raised channel ization to

create 1 eft turn bays at the major intersections and entrances. Pl an "B", Figure 4

2%7#flq
shows a concept with a continuous left turn lane. This lane would be interrupted

at the public intersection approaches where a section of raised median is

desirable to provide positive traffic control at the intersection proper.

Al ong wi th the geometric improvements proposed, there will be the need to signal ize

the intersection at Douglas Ave and Webb Road and the major entrance into parcel 3.

The signal required at Douglas and Webb should be installed concurrently with the

geometric improvements. The signal at the major entrance into parcel 3 may not be

necessary until the site is fully developed. However, provisions should be made

to interconnect these two signals to achieve their maximum benefit. Properly
¢161 0

coordinated, they would be capable of not only controlling the traffic at the

intersections proper, but would also provide gaps in the traffic between the

two intersections which would improve the operation of the minor entrances.
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TABLE 1 A

TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS - LAND USE OPTION NO. 1

Trip Gen. Rates Trip Gen. Rates - Peak Trip Ends Trip Ends / Peak Hour
Parcel Proposed Size

(Daily) Avg. Max. per day A·,g. Max.

Land Use
Avg. Max. In Out In Out Avg. Max. In Out In Out

1 General OfficE 89,000 11.69 43.50 0.19 1.48 0.43 3.19 1,040 3,870 17 132 38 284

GSF

1 Reta i I 194,400 60.40 103.70 2.60 2.90 4.50 5.00 11,740 20,160 505 564 875 972

GSF

3 Retail 93,472 60.40 103.70 2.60 2.90 4.50 5.00 5,650 9,690 243 270 420 467

GSF

4 General Office 143,360 11.69 43.50 0.19 1.48 0.43 3.19 1,680 6,240 27 212 62 457

GSF

5 General Office 146,497 11.69 43.50 0.19 1.48 0.43 3.19 1,710 6,370 28 217 63 467

GSF

6 General Office 213,500 11.69 43.50 0.19 1.48 0.43 3.19 2,490 9,290 41 316 92 681

GSF

7 Town House 50 D.U. 5.60 5.60 0.30 0.10 0.80 0.50 280 280 15 5 40 25

(Condo.)

PM Peak Hour is 4:30 to 5:30 PM

I.
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TABLE 1 B

TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS - LAND USE OPTION NO. 2

Trip Gen. Rates Trip Gen. Rates - Peak Trip Ends Trip Ends / Peak Hour
Parcel Proposed Size

(Dally) Avg. Max. per day A",9. Mix.

Land Use
Avg. Max. In Out In Out Avg. Max. In Out In Out

1 Town House 120 D.U 5.60 5.60 0.30 0.10 0.80 0.50 672 672 36 12 96 60

(Condo.)

2 Hotel 400 rms. 9.58 11.00 0.43 0.43 0.67 0.67 3,830 MOO 172 172 268 268

3 Office Park 93,472 20,65 30.30 0.33 1.84 1.00 3.24 1,930 2,830 31 172 93 303

GSF

4 Office Park 143,360 20.65 30.30 0.33 1.84 1.00 3.24 2,960 4,340 47 264 143 465

GSF

5 Off ice Park 1 46,497 20.65 30.30 0.33 1.84 1.00 3.24 3,025 4,440 48 270 146 475

GSF

6 Office Park 213,500 20.65 30.30 0.33 1.84 1.00 3.24 4,410 6,470 70 393 214 692

GSF

7 Town House 50 D.U. 5.60 5.60 0.30 0.10 0.80 0.50 280 280 15 5 40 25

(CondoJ

PM Peak Hour is 4:30 to 5:30 PM

/>0·J :k
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TABLE 1 C

TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS - ADJUSTED RATES

#PWAA

Trip Gen. Rates Trip Generation Rates Trip Trip Ends / Peak Hour
Proposed

Parcel Size (Daily) Peak Adjusted Ends Adiu;ted
Land Use

Adiusted In Out Per Day Adjusted In Out

2i@*'1·
89,000

1 General 27.6 2,460 28 208
0.31 2.34

GSF
Office

194,400
2 Retail 82.05 3.55 3.95 15,950 690 768

GSF

93,472
3 Retail 82.05 3.55 3.95 7,670 332 369

GSF

143,360
4 General 27.6 0.31 2.34 3,960 45

GSF
335

Office

146,497
5 General 27.6 0.31 2.34 4,040 45 343

Office
GSF

6
213,500

General 27.6 0.31 2.34 5,890 66 500
GSF

Office

7 Town House 50 units 5.6 0.55 0.30 280 28 15

(Condo)

PM Peak Hour is 4:30 to 5:30 PM

El
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TABLE 2

CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

TRIP METHOD OF OVERALL .

LOCATION GEN. DESCRIPTION OF GEOMETRICS ANALYSIS LEVEL OF REMARKS

RATE (1) SERVICE

Left turn bay - south approach

Webb & Douglas Aciusted Free Right - north approach
Two thru lanes on Webb - both

2 C Assumed signalized with 3-phase
controller

directions

Major Entrance Decel lane with free right - in
Into Parcel 2 Adjusted Left turn bay - in 1 E

Separate left turn bay - out
Free right with accel lane - out

Decel lane with free right - in
Major Entrance Left turn bay - in 1 E

Signalization required; Resultant
Into Parcel 3 Adjusted Dual left turn bay - out level of Service D

Free right with accel lane - out

Two thru lanes each approach
Assumed signalized with 8-phaseWebb & Kellogg Adjusted Free right east west & north approaches 2 B controller; with variable

Dual left turn lanes - west approach
phase selection

Single left turn lane - all other
approaches

(1) 1 - HRB interim report No. 212, Unsignalized Intersections

2 - Critical Lane Analysis

(4444,9:1
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